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Abstract

This thesis addresses the economic consequences of M&A activity taken by some of the largest
high-tech firms (Broadcom, Alphabet, Tesla, Meta, Microsoft, Amazon, Apple, and NVIDIA,
also known as ‘BATMMAAN”) during the years 2014 to 2024. In increasingly volatile digital
market environments, M&A has emerged as a salient strategic avenue for the expansion of
technology-oriented capabilities, the redefinition of industry boundaries, and the continuation
of dominant market positions. The study employs a dual methodological framework, including
a firm level financial statement analysis of income statements and balance sheets, and the
changes in goodwill and intangible assets; and a deal level analysis of purchase price allocation,
quality of disclosure, and deal accounting, distinguishing private from public acquisitions. An
event study is also included to assess cumulative abnormal returns (CARs) surrounding the

announcement of public M&A activity, thus capturing a short-term market reaction.

The results underscore notable disparities in transparency practices for public and private
acquisitions. Private transactions are characterized by limited disclosure practices that create
informational blind spots for investors and regulators. Goodwill is a material line on balance
sheets across proposed acquisitions, though the amount of goodwill incurred and subsequent
impairment patterns are vastly different across firms as well as transactions. Additionally, an
important theme referenced is that growth from the acquisition value proposition is a critical
element alongside organic growth. This observation produces meaningful considerations about
competition in digital ecosystems and the potential for "killer acquisitions". From a capital
market perspective, market reactions to public acquisitions display heterogeneous outcomes,

reflecting differences in target type, disclosure, and payment structures.

Overall, the study contributes to the literature on M&A in the high-tech sector by bridging

accounting evidence, market-based outcomes, and policy implications.
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Introduction

In recent years, mergers and acquisitions (M&A) have been a primary means for large
technological companies to rethink the corporate boundaries they compete with, accelerate
access to capabilities, and internally realign product roadmaps. In the rapidly evolving digital
markets characterized by network effects, economies of scope, and high switching costs, an
acquisition allows large companies to quickly internalize new technology, talent, and
complementary assets faster than organic growth can accomplish. Emerging discussions around
"killer acquisitions" and "kill zones" have sparked interest, where scholars have studied whether
repeated smaller deals eliminate potential competitors or create efficiencies and

complementarities that would have otherwise been difficult to achieve.

Against this background, the BATMMAAN group - Broadcom, Alphabet, Tesla, Meta,
Microsoft, Amazon, Apple, and NVIDIA - provides a unique case study. The transition from
FANG to “Magnificent 77 and ultimately BATMMAAN characterizes the expanding industrial
perimeter and systemic role of issuers with extreme market capitalization and dominance in
multiple value chains and significant index weight. Their M&A programs are broad and
continuous, ranging from transformative combinations to myriad technology-oriented tuck-
ins!, and they leave a tangible accounting footprint in non-current assets, especially goodwill
and identified intangibles. In this analysis, we favor a “financial analysis of M&A” framework
that is centered on accounting and disclosure evidence: we analyze how business combinations
are accounted for in financial statements, the clarity of Business Combinations notes, and the
incidence of business combinations on the balance sheet and income statement profiles between

2014-2024.

The implications affect both investors and policy makers. For investors, the ability to
disentangle accounting impacts from underlying operating contributions matters since this
influence’s investor judgments about the sustainability of margins and the pricing of goodwill
risk. For policy makers, the repeated aggregation of private target deals, and the informational
blind spots around smaller transactions, limit the observability of competitive dynamics
precisely where the pace of innovation is fastest, raising concerns about whether current

informational safeguards provide sufficient regulatory decision-making support.

! Tuck-in: it is the purchase of a smaller firm integrated into an existing business unit to add complementary
capabilities or clients with limited organizational effort
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The research design is a synthesized qualitative profile and methodological quantitative study.

Qualitatively, it deems BATMMAAN as large global enterprises centered in the U.S., operating
across digital platforms and online advertising (Alphabet, Meta), software and cloud
(Microsoft), hardware and integrated services (Apple), e-commerce, logistics, and digital
infrastructure (Amazon), general purpose and specialized semiconductors (NVIDIA),
infrastructure and connectivity solutions (Broadcom), and electric automotive and integrated

energy systems (Tesla). The business models are intangible-intensive and cash-generative.

Quantitatively, the thesis (i) presents an “as reported” reading of financials 2014 to 2024,
including revenue flows, R&D spending, assets mix, and intangibles incidence, and (ii) offers
a focused review of M&A transactions, revisiting Purchase Price Allocations (PPAs) where
possible, measuring impact on goodwill versus identifiable intangibles, and modeling
implications for performance and balance sheet mix. Informational transparency is paramount:
public and private target acquisitions are differentiated throughout for diverging obligations and
practices with where disclosure is recorded, and notes to Business Combinations are modeled

in a granular way for classification and review of quality of information.

Following are four associated research questions. First, what is the level of disclosure
BATMMAAN provide in their M&A reporting, and how do they differ between public- and
private-target deals - where aggregate disclosures obscure the economics of individual
transactions, or where deals remain undisclosed in the filings, but are identifiable through
specialized databases? Second, how much of the growth over the period is driven by organic
growth compared to acquisitions, and how does this align with hypotheses about killer
acquisitions and the implications for dynamic competition? Third, what is the importance of
goodwill and identifiable intangibles - at both the deal-level and aggregate - on acquirers'
balance sheets and impacts on subsequent amortization and impairment patterns? And Fourth
"Do publicly advertised acquisitions from BATMMAAN firms lead to a statistically significant

market reaction, that is, abnormal returns around the announcement period?"

The thesis is structured as follows. Chapter 1 will review the literature on the rationales for
M&A activity, waves of consolidation, and the accounting framework for business
combinations by focusing on themes regarding innovation and competition, with reference to
high tech, as well as killer acquisitions and kill zones. Chapter 2 describes the methodology,
data, and sampling methods. Chapter 3 presents an “as reported” financial profile for
BATMMAAN over the period 2014-2024. Chapter 4 is the empirical core which investigates
the sample transactions, quality of disclosures, the composition of PPA, how goodwill,

intangibles, and reported performance were affected across private and public targets and add
2



the phenomena of cumulative abnormal return. Chapter 5 brings together the key findings,
connects them back to the research questions, and outlines implications for investors and policy
makers. Chapter 6 brings the thesis to a close with answers to the research questions, limitations,
and future research directions, including potential suggestions for disclosures to allow better

assessment of the economic effects of M&A activity.

Chapter 1 - Literature review

1.1 Theoretical Foundations of M&A

1.1.1 Definitions and Typologies

Mergers and acquisitions (M&A) have certain aspects that combine and separate the two
activities. When merging, one or more firms form a new legal entity; an acquisition occurs
when one firm obtains control of another firm by buying a controlling equity stake, at which
time the target firm has ceased to exist as a separate entity, and any boundaries will now be
closed or will clearly be within the economic boundaries of the acquirer (Malik et al., 2014).
Though they involve different legal processes, both activities change or redefine boundaries to
reconfigure and allocate resources in such a way that generates competitive advantage and
(potentially) value efficiency for shareholders (Haleblian et al., 2009). Importantly, "what
counts" as M&A, and the distinctions that count vary by disciplinary domain - therefore finance,
strategy and organizational theory have somewhat differing focus on what constructs form a
formal merger or acquisition - and so definitions and typologies are, justifiably, plural (Junni &

Teerikangas, 2019).

From the viewpoint of industrial-organization and strategy, transactions are typically segmented
into three categories (horizontal, vertical, or conglomerate). The goals of horizontal mergers are
to consolidate companies that operate at the same stage of the value chain and within similar
product markets. The motivations of the mergers include scale or scope economies, access to
capabilities/assets, and synergies of consolidation. Horizontal mergers are usually closely
scrutinized by antitrust authorities because they can increase unilateral or coordinated market
power (Haleblian et al., 2009; Junni & Teerikangas, 2019). Vertical mergers are mergers
between companies at different stages (e.g., the upstream supplier with the downstream
distributor). Vertical mergers can create efficiencies through improved coordination,
elimination of double marginalization, or enhanced incentives for investment, but can also
create input or customer foreclosure that disadvantages competitors by raising their costs

depending on certain conditions. Conglomerate mergers are combinations of firms that operate
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in different product markets and further separated into complementary-product, neighboring-
products, or unrelated products. Potential benefits of conglomerate mergers include
diversification, synergies in distribution and marketing, and reduction of competitors due to
“one-stop” product offerings. Potential downside risks include portfolio management effects
and rival entry within those product lines as a result of the merged company leveraging their

market power through tying/bundling (Church, 2004).

A governance dimension distinguishes between friendly and hostile acquisitions. In friendly
deals, the target board negotiates and approves the deal; hostile deals are unilateral deals
opposed by the target's management; they are typically made via tender offers and/or proxy
contests to drive shareholders to the acquirer. The distinction matters for information signaling,
pricing, and process: evidence from the U.S. indicates that only a minority (approximately 14%)
of acquisitions in the 1980s were hostile, yet hostile deals had stronger market tests of value

associated with them (Andrade, Mitchell & Stafford, 1999).

A listing-status distinguishes between public and private-target acquisitions. Public-target
acquisitions take place under greater transparency and regulatory scrutiny; private-target
acquisitions avoid many disclosures and allow more leeway in contractual customization (e.g.,
earn-outs?, rollovers). Listing status is also associated with different stock-market reaction
patterns: In Western Europe (1996 to 2001), acquirers of listed targets have on average near-
zero or slightly negative announcement returns whereas acquirers of unlisted targets earn a
significantly positive return; the “listing effect” exists consistently across countries and across

acquirer size (Faccio, McConnell & Stolin, 2006).

Within the structural dimension of M&A, the payment mechanism is one of the important
design choices that are likely to influence accounting, financing and informational
ramifications. Payment can be delivered as cash, equity or a combination of the two types of
settlements. Cash is funded from internal liquidity and/or new debt and results in pre-deal
ownership interests remaining unchanged. Equity settlements involve the acquirer delivering
shares of itself to owners of the target firms - the terms of the share-exchange are typically
either as a fixed exchange ratio or fixed value with, or without, collars. Equity settlements
generally dilute existing shareholders (especially when leveraging), creating exposure to
valuation risk alongside the target owners. Hybrid settlements involve some mix of cash and
equity and use different proportions, agreed by the parties, of one or the other. Because these

alternatives may implicate the allocation of risk and control differently, investors view the

2 Earn-out: a form of contingent consideration in M&A where part of the purchase price is payable only if the
acquired company meets predefined future performance targets
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payment mechanism as a signal and incorporate it into their pricing at the date of announcement.

(Rosenbaum, J., & Pearl, J. 2020; Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2016)

Theoretical work suggests that the mode of payment in an M&A deal is not neutral, but it has
strategic and informational characteristics. In environments with asymmetric information and
potential for bidding competition, cash can act as a pre-emption mechanism: by committing to
a certain and immediate price, the acquirer can limit the ability for others to bid at a competitive
price while obscuring a lot of its private information. In contrast, stock is better used when there
is more uncertainty about valuations because the acquirer is sharing risk with sellers and
sending signals about the firm’s values. Accordingly, cash and stock represent alternative
equilibrium outcomes influenced by the interactions between the acquirer's information set,

ability to finance, and the expected intensity of competition (Fishman, 1989).

With respect to empirical literature, trends in more recent studies (Golubov, Petmezas &
Travlos, 2016) dispute the earlier view that markets react more negatively to stock financed
than cash financed takeovers. They show that the equity offer is a joint event - a takeover with
a new equity issuance to finance it. Once they free the price movements from the effect of the
issuance (the leg that finance the joint transaction) they show that the stock—cash gap shrinks
significantly, and becomes context specific, rather than systematic. This has implications for
the use of cash versus stock consideration; equity consideration is not value destroying by itself
but must be understood in the context of market response and the financing portion of the

consideration.

Recent enforcement practice accentuates a dynamic-competition perspective that cuts across
the horizontal/vertical/conglomerate categorization. By removing potential-competition
limitations or changing innovation trajectories, the acquisition of new or existing rivals can
eliminate, or possibly reduce, future rivalry (even where current overlaps are minimal) in digital
innovation and other innovation-based environments. In this regard, authorities also provide
forward-looking assessments of capabilities, innovation pipelines, platform and data assets, and
ecosystem positioning, to complement static concentration measurements (OECD, 2020;

European Commission, 2008).

Definitions and typologies, in general, are analytical tools rather than labels. The distinctions
help to organize the valuations of value-creation mechanisms (e.g., scale/scope versus market
power in horizontals; coordination and resolving double marginalization versus foreclosure in
verticals; portfolio with distribution synergies versus tying/bundling in conglomerates),
organize governance and process conditions (friendly versus hostile; public versus private), and

now importantly capture dynamic-competition issues related to innovation markets (Haleblian
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et al., 2009; Church, 2004; European Commission, 2008; OECD, 2020; Faccio, McConnell &
Stolin, 2006; Junni & Teerikangas, 2019).

Lastly, the payment method is a core part of deal process architecture since payment is
informational under asymmetric information (Fishman, 1989) and the headline stock-cash
announcement gap is mostly the equity-issuance part (Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2016), it

is recorded along with governance and listing status during the analysis.
1.1.2 Strategic Motivations (Synergy, Agency, Overconfidence)

The literature categorizes M&A motives in three main families efficiency/synergy
justifications, agency and governance motives, and behavioral explanations - often together in
the same transaction and shift with industry shocks, producing merger "waves" (Andrade,

Mitchell & Stafford, 2001; Haleblian et al., 2009).

In terms of efficiency and synergy, horizontal combinations can deliver economies of scale and
scope, rationalize overlaps, or capture complementary capabilities; vertical integration can help
mitigate double marginalization, enhance investment incentives, or diminish the friction of
contracting along the chain (Church, 2004). Tax shields, internal capital-market benefits, and
cash-flow smoothing can also provide synergistic financial advantages (Haleblian et al., 2009).
Consistent with these reasons, investigation of short-window event studies generally find large
positive target announcement returns and average non-negative combined effects, and the
positive average is consistent with deal level value creation (Andrade, Mitchell & Stafford,
2001; Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2012). Also important, bidder announcement responses
also vary across method of payment (i.e., cash or stock), and economic theory argues that cash
and stock convey different signals in circumstances with asymmetric information and possible
bidding competition, while contemporary research argues that the headline gap between cash
and stocks diminishes when isolating the equity-issuance element of stock deals (Fishman,
1989; Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2016). Operating-performance evidence also finds
evidence of post-deal enhancement in a number of conditions, especially when asset
rebalancing and capability redeployment are more to the thesis (Haleblian et al., 2009). Waves
or within-industry patterns are often sequenced episodes of industry regulation or technological
shock (e.g., deregulation), at least in part because regulatory impact changes the feasible set of

combinations capable of value creation (Andrade, Mitchell & Stafford, 2001).

Opposed to synergy mechanisms, there are agency problems which may lead managers to
pursue value-reducing deals, for example, empire building under free cash flow conditions or

diversifying acquisitions that entrench management. Agency problems are also routinely
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encountered in studies of unsuccessful bidders (e.g., Bargeron, Lehn & Zutter, 2010; Bargeron,
Lehn & Zutter, 2011; Bargeron, Lehn, & Zutter, 2013). Empirically, weaker governance has
been associated with weaker bidder announcement reactions, and the incidence and terms of
deals are also influenced by external discipline - such as from capital markets, and the corporate
control market (i.e., Andrade et al, 2001; Golubov et al, 2012). Listing status and target type
influence expected outcomes, too: acquirers of unlisted targets typically perform better than
acquirers of listed targets at announcement, a robust "listing effect" in European data (Faccio et

al, 2006).

A third line of work highlights behavioral drivers. The hubris hypothesis posits that managers
overestimate synergies and therefore overpay (Roll, 1986). On the individual level, CEO
overconfidence is associated with a greater likelihood of acquiring - particularly diversifying
deals when internal financing is plentiful - and to poorer market reactions at announcement
(Malmendier & Tate, 2003). Survey and review evidence places these behavioral mechanisms
alongside synergy and agency explanations in accounting for observed regularities, including
bidder returns sensitivity to payment method in public-target acquisitions (Golubov, Petmezas
& Travlos, 2012). In this regard, formal models have provided a theoretically based discussion
of how the medium of exchange operates as a signal (Fishman, 1989) and recent empirical work
reveals that the negative stock-financed bidder reaction largely represents the simultaneous

equity-issuance effect, not the acquisition per se (Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2016).

In summary, in innovation-driven ecosystems, dynamic-competition aspects can inform why
and when deals occur. Incumbents may acquire nascent or adjacent innovators to obtain the
complementarities and get the diffusion started (an efficiency view), or to suppress emerging
threats (a defensive view). Thus, contemporary merger control assesses capabilities, pipelines
of innovation, and potential-competition constraints, especially relevant in digital markets, as
small acquisitions made by large platforms cumulatively have the potential to alter future
competition (OECD, 2020). This consideration coincides with the efficiency-agency-behavioral
emphasis, whilst setting up testable predictions around deal incidence when valuations are high,
the concentration of deal activity within waves in their respective industries, and different
market reactions based on target type and payment method which the empirical chapters will
return to (Andrade, Mitchell & Stafford, 2001; OECD, 2020; Faccio, McConnell & Stolin,
2006; Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2012). In this contextualization, the discussion also
revisits announcement effects, by conditioning on the financing component that is implicit in

stock consideration (Golubov, Petmezas & Travlos, 2016).



1.2 Historical Context and “M&A Waves”

1.2.1 Overview of the Seven Merger Waves

The initial wave encompasses the years, 1890 to 1905, which depends primarily on horizontal
consolidation in the heavy industry sector through “trusts” (e.g., Standard Oil, U.S. Steel), with
accountable legal backdrop, initially weak enforcement, through Sherman Act (1890). This
wave dissipated as antitrust enforcement increase against odious consolidation in heavy

industry and as conditions turned (Malik et al., 2014).

The second wave begins in 1916 and ends in 1929, and the distinct end of this latter time period
increases contribution from antitrust against monopolization, activity naturally adopted a more
oligopolistic and vertically/conglomerate character as evinced by post-WWI expansion,
technology lengthening in transport, and active investment-bank intermediation; this wave was
punctuated by the 1929 crash which made it harder for firms to get finance and credits (Malik
et al., 2014).

Then there was the third wave from 1965-1969, or the well-publicized conglomerate wave,
predominated by largely equity-financed; and orientated to diversification away from core
primary lines and declining returns and tighter policy led to a rapid decrease in activity by 1969

(Malik et al., 2014).

The Fourth wave, 1981-1989, termed the era of hostile takeovers, LBOs, and mega-mergers,
financed by high-yield debt; the wave ended with the downturn in 1989 and collapse of major
speculative credit market (Malik et al., 2014).

Fifth wave (1992-2000): characterized by globalization, high equity valuations, deregulation
(banking/telecom) moderately leveraged transactions rather than the highly leveraged buyouts
of the 1980s. Often described as the first truly international wave, it ended with the dot.com

bust (2000) (Malik et al., 2014; Cordeiro, 2014).

Sixth wave (2001/03-2007/08): In a climate of accommodative monetary policy, low interest
rates and strong liquidity led to extremely large private equity and cash valued transactions;
irrational exuberance in credit and miscalibrated risks caused the sub-prime crisis that dried up

liquidity and, with the wave itself, (Malik et al., 2014; Cordeiro, 2014).

Finally, the recent (2014) seventh wave: less than five years after the crisis that bred risk
aversion, global M&A value amounted to USD 1.75 trillion USD (the highest since >2007);

indicative of capital markets being reopened and new strategic combinations that returned to



the classic three levers - economic, regulatory, and technological (albeit viewed through post-

crisis financing conditions) (Malik et al., 2014; Cordeiro, 2014).

Based on the mechanism-based orientation developed in Section 1.1.2, the previous patterns
support a notion that bidder identity, method of payment, and speed of diffusion, among other
things, are a product of, and in many aspects influenced by, the cost and availability of external
finance, in conjunction with real and regulatory shocks. When finance is plentiful and cheap,
high scaling structures (for example, cash-settled bids, leveraged bet transactions, or stock-for-
stock deals when equity valuations are high), diffuse rapidly; and when finance constricts,

volumes retrench or contract (Andrade, Mitchell & Stafford, 2001; Harford, 2005).

The cumulative historical record suggests that waves are not just single events but cumulative
time varying motives and constraints. For example, technological change and deregulation
allow many more value-creating combinations to happen and, thus, efficiency and coordination
motives become very important; high valuations and substantial amounts of internal financing
can magnify behavioral and agency incentives for accelerating the occurrence of deals and their
size, even when necessarily uncertain ex ante synergies (Roll, 1986; Malmendier & Tate, 2008);
and liquidity crises abruptly halt waves once execution capacity is extinguished (Andrade,

Mitchell & Stafford, 2001; Harford, 2005).

1.3 Accounting and Disclosure Aspects in Business Combinations

1.3.1 IFRS 3 vs. ASC 805 (US GAAP)

Both IFRS 3 and ASC 805 require the fair-value measurement of identifiable net assets as of
the acquisition date and that goodwill is the residual in value of the consideration (including the
fair value of any previously held interest and NCI) over those net assets. Bargain purchases are
immediately recognized in profit or loss/earnings after reassessed. Acquisition-related costs are

expensed. (Potharla, n.d.)

For non-controlling interests (NCI), the IFRS allows a policy decision for each transaction that
measures either NCI at fair value (full goodwill) or at the proportionate interest in net assets
(partial goodwill). US GAAP requires fair-value (full goodwill) measurement for NCI.
Practically, the IFRS can report lower goodwill and equity than US GAAP for the same deal

economics, which can matter for leverage, ROE, and sensitivity to impairment. (Potharla, n.d.)

For Contingencies, both frameworks include consideration at fair value in the purchase price.

Effective changes in the fair value of liability-classified earn-outs are recorded in profit or loss;



equity-classified arrangements are not remeasured. This symmetry is further stressed as an area

of continued convergence. (Potharla, n.d.)

Following, acquisitions and loss of control occurs when control is obtained in stages, both IFRS
and US GAAP measure previously held stakes to fair value with any gain/loss in earnings; on
losing control, both require deconsolidation and fair-value measurement of any retained
interest. These aligned mechanics limit cross-framework divergence in staged transactions.

(Potharla, n.d.)

The central theme is Goodwill subsequent to the acquisition: as to the treatment of Goodwill
for public companies, both regimes apply impairment-only treatment (no amortization). Under
US GAAP, a private company may choose Goodwill amortization (usually over 10 years) and
has the option of the not-conformity of impairment testing. IFRS has no option for private

companies. (Potharla, n.d.)

IFRS assesses goodwill at the lowest level of internal monitoring, typically at the level of
operating segment (CGUs or groups of CGUs) while under US GAAP, the method uses
reporting units which may or may not be defined at a similar level as operating segments which
potentially can affect the timing and location of impairment losses. Accounting disclosures
under each method offer some differences; IFRS 3 & IFRS 12 contain specific requirements for
disclosure of the effects of an acquisition and the interests in other entities, whereas US practice
uses ASC for disclosure and there are also SEC rules applicable to registrants as well offering
a rather broader mosaic of rules. On a final note, it is interesting that, especially the IASB, has
been considering the additional qualitative and quantitative disclosure requirements for
acquisitions specifically targeting strategy, targets and subsequent performance metrics to

provide improved accountability post-acquisition. (Potharla n.d.)

1.3.2 Purchase Price Allocation (PPA): Goodwill, Identifiable Intangibles, Net
Assets

The intent of the PPA is to allocate the total consideration into (i) identifiable tangible and
intangible net assets and assumed liabilities at fair value and (ii) a residual goodwill balance.
IFRS and US GAAP both follow the same four-step process: identify the acquirer, determine
the acquisition date, measure identifiable assets and liabilities (as well as NCI) at fair value,

and recognize goodwill or a bargain-purchase gain. (Potharla, n.d.).

Both frameworks require separate recognition of identifiable intangibles (customer
relationships, brands, technology, required rights) where they meet the separability/contractual-

legal criteria. Workforce-in-place is generally not recognized as a separate intangible and
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subsumed into goodwill. Once more, in process R&D is recognized; and amortization schedules
are determined based on whether the intangible has a finite or indefinite life (either framework
allows indefinite-lived classifications, tested for impairment as opposed to amortization).

(Potharla, n.d.).

Goodwill definition encompasses synergies, going-concern value, and non-separable
capabilities. While either IFRS or US GAAP requires immediate recognition of a gain for a
transaction for which the fair value of net assets exceeds its consideration (following any

refinement). (Potharla, n.d.).
1.3.3 Goodwill Impairment Testing

Goodwill is not amortized under either IFRS or US GAAP for public companies, tested for
impairment at least annually as well as more frequently based on triggering events. The
significant difference in practice lies in unit of account and basis of value: IFRS recognizes
goodwill at the level of cash generating unit (CGU or group of CGUs) and performs a carrying
amount to recoverable amount (higher of value-in-use, fair value less costs of disposal)
comparison, US GAAP tests at reporting-unit and against fair value. US GAAP has been single-
step since 2017, with the option for a qualitative "step-zero" or prescreen assessment; no regime
allows reversals. The impairment test requires a significant amount of judgment in both IFRS
and US GAAP in that management is required to estimate cash flows, determine discount rates
and long-term growth, and include specific assumptions regarding synergies and market
conditions. Review papers have noted the forward-looking contributions are only somewhat
observable by users, underpinning some of the cross-sectional variation in the timing and size
of goodwill write-downs when the underlying operational signals are in a weakening trend

(Potharla, n.d.)

An overarching theme is discretion associated with unverifiable estimations. This is because
the "current fair value" of goodwill is based upon expectations regarding strategy performance
and synergy realization, so agency theory suggests managers will tend to delay impairment
(Ramanna & Watts, 2012). In studying firms that had clear market indicators of impairment,
Ramanna and Watts found that non-impairment occurred often and exhibited patterns more
consistent with incentive-induced delay (e.g. compensation, covenants/reputation) than with
credible favorable private information; discretion is highest where assets and the assumptions

about the value of the assumptions are most subjective (Ramanna & Watts, 2012).

In terms of timeliness, Hayn and Hughes (2006) examine large samples of information that had

been useful by sub-categories, in the context of acquisitions, and they report systematic lags.
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For instance, they provided segment-level data around acquisitions and found that goodwill
write-offs on average lagged underlying deterioration by three to four years, and in one-third of
the sample out to six to ten years; also, publicly disclosed segment and acquisition data is only
modestly useful in forecasting impairments in the future (Hayn & Hughes, 2006). They also
found that indicators proximate to the deal date (e.g., premium paid, goodwill as a percentage
of purchase price, stock consideration) can forecast goodwill write downs better than
subsequent segment performance, suggesting that timing of recognition is not only determined
by post-deal outturns. Notably, when write offs were unanticipated, market returns were more

negative and suggest the impact of disclosure in forming anticipation (Hayn & Hughes, 2006).

In conclusion, with respect to disclosure transparency, the IFRS-style note package (from
relatively unstructured contextualization in IFRS 3/IFRS 12 and its guidance) centralizes
information and calls out important estimation areas (i.e., rationale for the goodwill recognition,
key points of judgement), while US GAAP has a functional analogue with content contained in
a mosaic of ASC/SEC. For impairment testing, users usually see the headline outputs, but they
only have partial observability of the main inputs (i.e., discount rates, terminal growth,
sensitivity), unless very low or high levels of materiality interpret at thresholds for added detail.
To summarize what the literature is saying, disclosure architecture has an ability to shape the
observability of the test, and inputs that cannot be verified allow managerial discretion, and
together these factors explain the infrequency of impairments being recognized at the same time
as operational signals have converged (Potharla, n.d.; Ramanna & Watts, 2012; Hayn &
Hughes, 2006; Li & Sloan, 2017).

1.4 M&A in the Big Tech Sector

1.4.1 Acquisition Patterns and Business Models

The majority of deal flow - major acquisitions that feed value in converting capabilities - across
the largest U.S. platforms largely contains small- to mid-sized acquisitions that often stay below
HSR? thresholds, while capturing value in the transfer of meaningful capabilities (teams, code,
bias data assets, patents) into incumbents' ecosystems (FTC, 2021). During 2010-2019 alone,
in its Section 6(b) study, the FTC reported that the five largest platforms (Alphabet/Google,
Amazon, Apple, Facebook, and Microsoft) made 819 non-HSR transactions: 382 control
acquisition, 150 asset purchase transactions, 101 acqui-hires*, and 91 patents (FTC, 2021). If

you limit only to transactions above $1 million, and exclude hiring and patent purchases, you

3 HSR: Hart-Scoot-Rodino Antitrust Improvement Act (1976)
* Acqui-hire: it is an acquisition primary aimed at obtaining the target’s talent rather than its products or services
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have 616 acquisitions, 65% of which had values less than $25 million (FTC, 2021). This trend
suggests they are focused on capturing and expanding capabilities at lower dollar values - dollar
values that would likely be missed by straightforward turnover-based screening - consistent
with the platform models understanding that adjacent capabilities will be especially valuable

with positive network effects, returns to scope economies, and high switching costs (Motta &

Peitz, 2020/21).

The nature of these transactions is consistent with integration-first strategies. For values above
$5 million, control acquisitions are common, and the share of control rises with size; size
correlations show that high-value transactions are surpassingly domestic (about two-thirds of
total), and the share of contracts that included deferred/contingent consideration (approximately
79%) or a non-compete covenant (approximately 77%) increased with deal size. Similarly, even
the number of employees being tagged transferrable in amounts related to these evaluations
also increased with deal size. The number of employees is usually 1-10 non-sales FTEs °in the
mode case. These characteristics are interspersed with indications of acqui-hire and IP-plus-
team mergers, as general, or quite passive financial investments. Although targets being under
5 years old is about 39% - targets are predominantly young, concentrating in sectors of Mobility,
Application Software, and Internet Content & Commerce, and other layers referential to
anchoring user activity, active development ecosystems, and cloud delivery (FTC, 2021). In
relation to the acquisition-of-potential-competitors lens, these dimensions suggest a continuum
of motives: efficiency/upgrade (when if the start-up could not scale without merger) and
defensive/killer (when a start-up could grow into a rival). Whether a efficiency/upgrade or killer
motive is dominat force depends on the counterfactual of no merger, which has become central
objects for both policy and empirical analysis in the area of digital markets (Motta & Peitz,

2020/21; FTC, 2021).
1.4.2 Innovation Effects of Big Tech Acquisitions

One of the principal empirical questions to be answered is whether acquisitions spur or suppress
innovation by the post-merger entity. Using data on patent citations, de Barsy and Gautier
(2024) trace the citations from the acquirer to acquired patents in an event window around the
transaction and employ a break-in-trend identification combined with a propensity-score-
weighted difference-in-differences against matched, but not-acquired patents and control for
patent age and both cohort and citation-time effects. The main finding shows an inverted-U

pattern: The acquirer's citations to the acquired patents is very high immediately after closing,

® Non-sales FTEs: full-time equivalent employees engaged in functions other than sales, such as administration,
finance, operation, IT or R&D
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suggesting an increase in short-run development, but the number of citations dips after around
1.5 years and there are no statistically significant incremental impacts from that point on(the
result for de Barsy and Gautier, 2024, is likely the same as the ETS paper). In fact, citations by
the rest of the industry to the same acquired patents show increasing citation activity for a
further 2.5 years, which undermines the 'technology-maturity' explanation for the acquirer's
tapering and encourages explanations that focus our attention, instead, on acquirer-specific

decisions about their own research and development decisions (de Barsy and Gautier, 2024).

The dynamics are heterogeneous in economically meaningful ways. First, the lift is larger for
younger technologies and still dissipates over time. Second, portfolio size matters: the more the
target has as small a portfolio, the longer the lift is felt; the more the target has as large a
portfolio, the weaker the lift can be and the greater the change after about 1.5 years, considering
some deals will be driven by priorities other than a specific technology (customers, brands,
data, talent, etc). Third, technological positioning matters: the key driver of the boosts comes
from peripheral fields (those outside the acquirer's core) and the slow-down is more
concentrated in core fields - this asymmetry is in line with the defensive buy vs. build against
potential threats in core fields, and leveraging exploratory and expansionary potential in
adjacent fields (de Barsy & Gautier, 2024). In the context of Motta and Peitz's framework, such
correlations map naturally to counterfactuals: with acquisitions that remove an otherwise
potential rival, innovation being pursued by the new entity may fall, as compared to the
independent path; with acquisitions that create or unlock developments that would otherwise

not occur, we would expect a short-run innovation lift (Motta & Peitz, 2020/21).
1.4.3 Killer Acquisitions and Kill Zones

Two frameworks delineate the competitive risks associated with Big Tech dealmaking. A killer
acquisition occurs when an incumbent acquires an innovative target and then kills or shelves
the competing project to protect rents (Cunningham, Ederer & Ma, 2021). A kill zone emerges
when expectations around such acquisitions and accelerated post-merger integration into the
incumbents platform reduce outside funding and entry in adjacent spaces even without the
presence of overt exclusionary behavior (Kamepalli, Rajan & Zingales, 2021). In platform
markets with significant network effects and switching costs, these frameworks operate at
different margins, continuation of post-merger projects versus ecosystem investment incentives,
but are mutually informed about why a small, frequent acquisition can change the trajectory of

innovation.

On the project margin, the central empirical prediction of the killer-acquisition model is that

overlapping targets are less likely to be developed and brought to market after acquisition than
14



comparable non-overlapping targets or non-acquired projects (Cunningham, Ederer & Ma,
2021). Not only are overlapping deals associated with more terminations, and lower launch
rates, but overlapping deals are also bunched just below HSR thresholds, where the premerger
scrutiny weakest; the authors place conservative estimates of killer acquisitions to be about 5-
7% in their setting (Cunningham, Ederer & Ma, 2021). The authors eliminate a number of
prominent alternatives: pure technology or labor redeployment, optimal pruning of weaker
projects, and informational asymmetries revealing that decreased development occurs when the

acquirer contains overlapping projects with the target (Cunningham, Ederer & Ma, 2021).

At the margin of ecosystems, top down acquisitions by dominant platforms lead to a significant
reduction in external social financing to comparable start-ups. In the three years following
major Facebook or Google acquisitions, VC investment in the space of the acquired firm
dropped by 40% and early stage deal counts fell by more than 20% as compared with software
averages, as well as compared with other acquisitions by non-platform firms that are
comparable (Kamepalli, Rajan & Zingales, 2021). This purports a forward-looking mechanism:
if early adopters believe that the incumbents integration post-acquisition will lead to the
incorporation of the best aspects of the entrant, they are incentivised not to adopt it, and
investors are disincentivised to invest in it ex ante, which lowers the entrant's standalone option

value and bargaining power (Kamepalli, Rajan & Zingales, 2021).

For Big Tech, the institutional context matters: a large proportion of deal flow is non-HSR-
reported, leading to diffuse relevant signals and an empirical footprint that is visible only
through outcomes (project continuance, VC flows), not through merger files. The FTC's report
for section 6(b) on the periods 2010-2019 documents systematic sub-threshold acquisitions by
the largest platforms and argues for why killer-acquisition and kill-zone mechanisms can

operate outside of ordinary notification (FTC, 2021).

From a financial-analysis perspective, terminating overlapping products after an acquisition
would align with the killer-acquisition mechanism rather than signaling technological failure.
Distinguishing shut-down from redeployment is ultimately a matter of observing if the acquired
code, patents and teams are assimilated into the acquirer's roadmap; through integration
disclosures and eventual feature releases (Cunningham, Ederer & Ma, 2021). Second is to look
at ecosystem effects. Match firm-level outcomes with market benchmarks demonstrating -
venture capital flows, counts of seed/Series A, and partner/adopter actions - effects for the
target's niche around the transaction. It is worth noting that these metrics tend to drop after
major platform acquisitions (Kamepalli, Rajan & Zingales, 2021). Finally, when the purchase

price allocation (PPA) reflects a large goodwill (however few identifiable intangibles) in
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technology-overlap deals, do not assume weak synergies. Under a killer-acquisition rational,
value primarily reflects rivalry removal and exists in sustained margins and/or reduced
competitive pressures rather than like earnings of from the acquired line (Cunningham, Ederer

& Ma, 2021).

Chapter 2 - Methodology

2.1 Research Design

This study documents the high-tech segment of the M&A market through eight leading U.S.
incumbents - BATMMAAN: Broadcom, Alphabet, Tesla, Meta, Microsoft, Apple, Amazon, and
NVIDIA - over the 2014 to 2024 period. The selection of the sample is governed by two
particular concerns. First, these firms engage in significant and uninterrupted acquisitions that
materially alters their asset base and product roadmaps. Second, these firms usually provide
rather public disclosures which enables us to track the accounting and performance footprints
of the business combinations much more carefully than in a representative cross-section of

firms.

The design is organized in two tightly linked phases; in phase I a firm level financing profile is
constructed from issuer's 10-K (annual report) using consolidated statements to track revenues,
costs (especially related to R&D and its intensity), and net profit, while comparing the balance
sheet to concentrate on assets - noting important current and non-current distinctions - as well
as documenting changes to capital structure (debt and equity), along with overall scale and
growth over the decade. Using this frame, I report the balance-sheet imprint from the business
combinations by considering the trajectories of goodwill and identifiable intangible assets.
Specifically, I evaluate the growth of goodwill and consider its weight in total and non-current
assets, and I parallel this with the level and mix of identifiable intangibles taken into the
business at acquisition and later amortized, to separate the mechanical purchase-accounting
implications from those that are underpinning ongoing operating performance. In the end, I
report a compact dashboard of ratios - Goodwill/Non-current assets, Identifiable
intangibles/Total assets, recognized intangibles (% of total assets), and any other high-level
representations of asset mix and capital structure as observed in the sample. I provide much
more detailed margin, profitability, liquidity, and leverage figures (for example data on EBIT

and gross-margin and related ratios) in the Appendix to avoid overloading the narrative.

Phase II creates a deal-level panel of completed control acquisitions (i.e. de facto control) over

the same horizon generated from Eikon and issuer filings and immediately separates all
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transactions into public versus private targets reflecting standing disclosure asymmetries. For
each deal, I gather purchase price allocation (PPA) components (e.g., consideration transfer,
goodwill, identifiable intangibles, net identifiable assets), where disclosed, and then take the
Income Statement consequences for the subsequent periods (e.g., amortization of acquired
intangibles, when disclosed). After assembling the data, I undertake a disaggregation step in
two parts: (i) on the P/L, I create acquisition-adjusted measures by removing purchase-
accounting items (e.g., amortization of acquired intangibles, and one-off transaction/integration
costs) and, where issuers provide contributions, netting out acquired revenues to get measures
of organic and acquisition-driven growth; and (ii) on the balance sheet, I obtain the acquisition
imprint by backing out the full set of PPA components - goodwill, identifiable intangibles, and
the net identifiable assets recognized at acquisition - to obtain an estimate of the standalone pre-
acquisition asset base for comparison purposes. Where contribution disclosures are missing, [

consider the timing (closing dates) and the segment disclosures to bound the inorganic portion.
2.2 Data, Sources & Sample

2.2.1 Sources, collection strategy and data handling

The empirical study uses a layered evidence method. After fixing the acquirer universe to the
eight BATMMAAN incumbents, the first point it was compile the fundamental accounting
record from the Form 10-K for each issuer for fiscal years 2014-2024. These audited filings -

the consolidated financial statements - provide the basis for Phase I firm-level work.

When it has been queried Refinitiv Eikon for Phase II, it has been used a standardized
methodology that restricted the retrieval to transactions that Refinitiv had labelled as
Completed, identifying the relevant BATMMAAN firm as the ultimate acquiring firm, and
falling within the time frame of 1 January 2014 up until 31 December 2024. Corporate identity
continuity was enforced wherever names or tickers changed during this time, as is the case, for
example, of Facebook becoming Meta Platforms, and Avago Technologies becoming Broadcom
(AVGO), allowing all relevant transactions to consistently map to the same parent throughout

the sample.

It has been verified and enhanced deal attributes and values using a strict source hierarchy: (i)
issuer filings and press releases (given the most weight), (ii) the Orbis database (for aspects like
legal identity, target status and group structure), and (iii) reputable market outlets (e.g.,
Bloomberg, Market Screener) when nothing from issuer materials, in particular for private-

target nuances.
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The sample is made up of completed control acquisitions done by BATMMAAN from 2014-
2024. Control acquisitions are determined by either controlling more than 50% voting rights,
or de facto control based on disclosures from an issuer. The scope of this study, while covering
a large portion of corporate control transactions, excludes any scope creep into areas like, by
design, joint ventures (except for Microsoft with OpenAl), minority control positions, share
repurchases, and corporate restructuring events to provide a clean corpus of corporate control
transactions within the ambit of the research. Using the control threshold (>50%), we are left
with a sample driven heavily by full takeovers with the distribution of available stakes

remarkably tilted towards full ownership or 100%.

Record data from Eikon, Orbis, and the issuer materials were deduplicated and reconciled
through the Refinitiv Deal ID combined with the acquirer/target identifiers and the completion
date; if there was a discrepancy, issuer filings took precedence over databases or press releases.
All monetary values are reported in U.S. dollars (USD); in addition to the public-private split,
I provide target industry, target geography (i.e., country), regardless of whether each attribute

will be used in the baseline analysis.
2.2.2 Event Study (CAR Framework)

In this research a Cumulative Abnormal Return (CAR) analysis is performed by following the
Event Study methodology, to evaluate the effects of M&A transactions on acquirer returns. For
the analysis of publicly traded target company transactions, abnormal returns are calculated
through the market model of daily arithmetic returns, while utilizing the NASDAQ Composite
as the market proxy. All stock price data for acquirer, and index, were obtained from Yahoo!
Finance. The estimation window covers trading days ranging from -250 to +10 around the
announcement date. The event windows are focused on the announcement date as (day 0) and
considered up to the days immediately preceding and following the date (i.e. baseline: [-1; +1];
[-2; +2]; [-5; +5]), including the overall event window (whole), covering the complete selected
period. In addition, firm-specific news is screened within the event window by using issuer
filings. The methodological approach is consistent with the methodology used in the previous

study from Albuquerque Junior and Filipe (2021).
2.3 Measurement

Following on from the prior sections, the counting strategy offers clear discrimination between
private- and public- targets through their asymmetric disclosure under U.S. GAAP (ASC
805/350). Public targets consistently provide specific purchase price allocations (PPAs) when
they disclose a deal, which typically occurs in the "Business Combinations" footnote to its
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financial statements, where the acquirer reports the consideration transferred and the PPAs are
described. This is where consideration in relation to goodwill, identifiable intangibles by class
with useful lives and amortization schedules, fair-value remeasurement of net identifiable
assets, and relative impacts in the Profit and Loss Statement (revenues, costs, etc.). This
information can be copied verbatim from a 10-K filing and utilized without adjustment in the
dataset. U.S. GAAP announces that only individual material combinations require transparent
deal-specific disclosures; unaudited aggregated disclosure is permitted with immaterial
combinations, and in some years, issuers provide only summary- level (narrative) disclosures
about the "non-material acquisitions" they made. In this study, where any issuance provides a
full PPA, the primary deal- leveled variables to record are Deal Value, Goodwill, Identifiable
Intangibles (by class, if available), Net Identifiable Assets at fair value including the relative
impact to the Income statement. If a Profit and Loss impact is absent, then we have a partial
PPA; when the issuer discloses an aggregated (all immaterial combinations) PPA; we retain that
aggregate and flag its status; when the source does not provide a reliable amount across

authorship, we have only the impact, together with deal value by number of deal made.

Issuer-level indicators are generated from the consolidated statements; therefore, they can
follow the balance-sheet and income-statement imprint of the acquisition activity over time. In
the balance sheet, levels and changes in goodwill and identifiable intangibles are followed and
- if the issuer separates technology, customer relationships, brands, etc. - changes in the mix
will highlight the difference between accounting effects of purchase accounting and a
company's own operational performance. In the income statement, post-combination items
most directly related to acquisitions are highlighted, specifically amortization of acquired
intangibles; these items are also used to create acquisition-adjusted readings for use along with

the reported GAAP numbers (Amir & Ghitti, 2020).

In order to summarize the evidence in a standard way, we first describe the primary financial
statements effects (income statement and balance sheet) and firm-level growth trajectories pre
and post-deal over our sample window. Next, we construct a standard set of financial ratios to
relate acquisition programs to profitability, efficiency, liquidity, coverage, and solvency.
Profitability and margin measures include ROA, ROE, ROI, operating margin, net profit
margin, gross margin, and effective tax rate. Efficiency/turnover measures are receivables
turnover, DSO, inventory turnover, DOI, payables turnover, DOP, working-capital turnover,
fixed-asset turnover, and total-asset turnover. Liquidity measures are current ratio, quick ratio,
and cash ratio. Coverage and solvency measures are the interest coverage ratio, leverage, debt-

to-equity, and debt-to-capital. (Amir & Ghitti, 2020).
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Chapter 3 — General Financial Statement Analysis of

BATMMAAN (2014-2024)

3.1 Overview

3.1.1 Income Statement

The patterns in revenue levels and year-over-year growth show a common pattern across each
of the businesses in the cohort; a period of consistent growth up until 2019 followed by a
pronounced surge in 2020-2021, which then led to a normalization in 2022 and greater cross-

sectional variance in revenue and year-over-year growth.

Revenues (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 4.269 6.824 13.240 17.636 20.848 22.597 23.888 27.450 33.203 35.819 51.574
Alphabet 66.001 55.519 90.272 110.855 136.819 161.857 182.527 257.637 282.836 307.394 350.018|
Tesla 7.000 11.759 21.461 24.578 31.536 53.823 81.462 96.773 97.690
Meta 12.466 17.928 27.638 40.653 55.838 70.697 85.965 117.929 116.609 134.902 164.501
Microsoft 86.833 93.580 85.320 89.950 110.360 125.843 143.015 168.088 198.270 211.915 245.122
Apple 182.795 233.715 215.639 229.234 265.595 260.174 274.515 365.817 394.328 383.285 391.035
Amazon 88.988 107.006 135.987 177.866 232.887 280.522 386.064 469.822 513.983 574.785 637.959
Nvidia 4.130 4.682 5.010 6.910 9.714 11.716 10.918 16.675 26.914 26.974 60.922
Revenue Growth %
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 59,85% 94,02%  33,20%  18,21% 8,39% 5,71% 14,91%  20,96% 7,88%  43,99%| 30,71%| 19,59%
Alphabet -15,88% 62,60%  22,80% 23,42% 18,30% 12,77% 41,15% 9,78% 8,68%  13,87%| 19,75%| 16,08%
Tesla 67,98% 82,51% 14,52%  28,31% 70,67%  51,35% 18,80% 0,95%| 41,89%| 39,83%
Meta 43,82% 54,16%  47,09% 37,35% 26,61% 21,60% 37,18%  -1,12% 15,69%  21,94%| 30,43%| 31,90%
Microsoft 7,77% -8,83% 543% 22,69% 14,03%  13,65% 17,53%  17,96% 6,88%  15,67%| 11,28%| 13,84%
Apple 27,86% -7,73% 6,30% 15,86%  -2,04% 5,51% 33,26% 7,79% -2,80% 2,02% 8,60% 5,91%
Amazon 20,25% 27,08%  30,80% 30,93% 20,45% 37,62% 21,70% 9,40% 11,83%  10,99%| 22,11%| 21,07%
Nvidia 13,35% 7,02%  37,92% 40,58% 20,61% -6,81% 52,73%  61,40% 0,22% 125,85%| 35,29%| 29,27%

Table 1: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 1: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

In terms of scaled size, although Amazon remains the only company that is larger than the rest
and widened its lead post 2019, Apple starts off high, levels off towards the middle of the
decade, and begins to grow moderately again in 2021 with a step up. Microsoft and Alphabet
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are shown as the most steady paths, steepening during the 2020 - 2021 period, and then
exhibiting consistent growth. Meta grows prior to 2021, falls back in 2022, however, then rises
in 2023 - 2024. Tesla markedly grows until 2022 before flattening which is indication of its
maturation. Nvidia, which by sales was the smallest recording firm for much of the period
according to the analysis, has the most abrupt, late inflection point, with notable, triple-digit,
growth in 2024; and Broadcom steadily grows, albeit from a smaller size, before also
substantially pushing their growth toward the end of the period. As observed, for the companies
in our analysis, service-heavy operating models seem to grow in a consistent way, while

hardware-heavier models tend to be more cyclical.

The growth rates coalesce - as a matter of fact, typical years are in the mid-teens; the 2020-
2021 surge is both broad and largely kept. After 2022, the dispersion reduces - Meta and Nvidia
re-accelerate; Microsoft, Alphabet, and Amazon remain solidly positive; Apple and Tesla trend
toward low single digits; Broadcom improving late. The dispersion reflects differences in
product-cycle timing and competitive positioning. Where growth continues to expand at scale
(Amazon, Microsoft, Alphabet), then operating leverage should support margins; where growth
normalizes (Apple, Tesla) the mix and efficiency may be more critical. The discrete "steps"
that can be found in several of the series also suggest M&A contribution in addition to organic

growth, establishing the links to margins, R&D intensity, and financing.

COGS (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 2.392 3.271 7.300 9.127 10.115 10.114 10.372 10.606 11.108 11.129 19.065|
Alphabet 25.691 21.993 35.138  45.583 59.549  71.896 84.732 110.939 126.203 133.332 146.306
Tesla 5.401 9.536 17.419  20.509 24906  40.217 60.609  79.113 80.240
Meta 2.153 2.867 3.789 5.454 9.355 12.770 16.692 22.649 25.249  25.959 30.161
Microsoft 26.934 33.038 32.780 34.261 38.353 42.910 46.078 52.232 62.650 65.863 74.114]
Apple 112.258  140.089 131.376 141.048 163.756 161.782 169.559 212.981 223.546 214.137 210.352
Amazon 62.752 71.651 88.265 111.934 139.156 165.536 233.307 272.344 288.831 304.739 326.288
Nvidia 1.862 2.082 2.199 2.847 3.892 4.545 4.150 6.279 9.439 11.618 16.621]
COGS Growth %

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 36,75% 123,17%  25,03% 10,83%  -0,01% 2,55% 2,26% 4,73% 0,19%  71,31%| 27,68% 7,78%)
Alphabet -14,39% 59,77%  29,73% 30,64% 20,73% 17,85% 30,93%  13,76% 5,65% 9,73%| 20,44%| 19,29%)
Tesla 76,57% 82,66% 17,74%  21,44% 61,48% 50,70%  30,53% 1,42%| 42,82%| 40,62%
Meta 33,16% 32,16%  43,94% 71,53% 36,50% 30,71% 35,69%  11,48% 2,81%  16,19%| 31,42%| 32,66%
Microsoft 22,66% -0,78% 4,52% 11,94% 11,88% 7,38% 13,36%  19,95% 513%  12,53%| 10,86%| 11,91%
Apple 24,79% -6,22% 7,36% 16,10% -1,21% 4,81% 25,61% 4,96% -4,21%  -1,77% 7,02%) 4,88%)
Amazon 14,18% 23,19%  26,82% 24,32% 18,96%  40,94% 16,73% 6,05% 5,51% 7,07%| 18,38%| 17,84%)
Nvidia 11,79% 562% 29,47% 36,71% 16,78%  -8,69% 51,30% 50,33%  23,09%  43,06%| 25,94%| 26,28%

Table 2: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 2: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

The cost base largely follows operating scale. There is one, Amazon at the top over the entire
period, two, Apple and Microsoft at a high level, three, Alphabet and Meta at the middle level,
and four, Broadcom, Tesla, and Nvidia in the lower ranges each with distinct late-stage
acceleration (especially with semiconductor and manufacturing peers). Alongside revenue

trajectories, this cross section infers a disparity in gross margins.

With respect to the growth pattern for COGS, the decade follows the same progression as
revenues - steady increases until 2019, a broad swing up from 2020-2021, and then moving
toward normalization from 2022 onward with increasing variation. In the most recent
observations, revenue growth exceeds growth in COGS for Alphabet, Microsoft, Amazon,
Meta, Apple and Nvidia - consistent with the expansion of gross-margin - whereas with Tesla
and Broadcom, revenue growth exceeded growth in COGS suggests they are under temporary
margin pressure related to integration milestones or input costs. To summarize, scale is

consolidating, but margin conditions vary across firms.

OPEX (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 1.439 1.921 6.349 6.126 5.598 9.039 9.502 8.325 7.870 8.483 19.046]
Alphabet 23.814 18.123 31.418 39.126 50.949 55.730 56.571 67.984 81.791 89.769 91.322
Tesla 2.267 3.855 4.430 4.138 4.636 7.083 7.197 8.769 10.374
Meta 5.319 8.836 11.422 14.996 21.570 33.941 36.602 48.527 62.416 62.192 64.960
Microsoft 32.140 42.381 32.358 33.363 36.949 39.974 43.978 45.940 52.237 57.529 61.575|
Apple 18.034 22.396 24.239 26.842 30.941 34.462 38.668 43.887 51.345 54.847 57.467|
Amazon 26.058 33.122 43.536 61.826 81.310 100.445 129.858 172.599 212.904 233.194 243.078
Nvidia 1.772 1.840 2.064 2.129 2.612 3.367 3.922 5.864 7.434 11.132 11.329

OPEX Growth %

Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 | average | median
Broadcom 33,50% 230,50%  -3,51% -8,62% 61,47%  512% -12,39% -547%  7,79% 124,52%| 43,29%|  6,46%
Alphabet -23,90% 73,36%  24,53% 30,22%  9,38%  151%  20,17% 20,31%  9,75%  1,73%| 16,71%| 14,96%
Tesla 70,06% 14,93% -6,59% 12,03%  52,78%  1,61%  21,84%  18,30%| 23,12%| 16,62%
Meta 66,12% 29,27%  31,20% 43,84% 57,35%  7,84%  32,58% 28,62%  -0,36%  4,45%| 30,10%| 30,28%
Microsoft 31,86% -23,65%  3,11% 10,75%  8,19% 10,02%  4,46% 1371% 10,13%  7,03%| 7,56%|  9,10%
Apple 24,19% 8,23% 10,74% 1527% 11,38% 12,20%  13,50% 16,99%  6,82%  4,78%| 12,41%| 11,79%
Amazon 27,11% 31,44% 42,00% 3151% 23,53% 29,28%  32,91% 23,35%  9,53%  4,24%| 2540%| 28,20%
Nvidia 3,89% 12,14%  3,15% 22,69% 28,91% 16,48%  49,52% 26,77%  49,74%  1,77%| 21,51%| 19,59%

Table 3: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 3: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

OPEX is uneven across models by the end of the window. The infrastructure platform has the
largest cost base (fulfillment, customer service, network ops). Major digital platforms
(Alphabet, Microsoft, Apple, Meta) are in the second tier, with OPEX that is still large but more
restrained, and concentrated into engineering and go-to-market. Semiconductor and auto peers
(e.g. Nvidia, Broadcom, Tesla) run with smaller bases but the cases clearly show late-cycle
ramps consistent with differing operating intensity, i.e. logistics/traffic-acquisition scale with

volume while software and chip firms routinize spend to R&D and sales enablement.

The trajectories are non-linear from year to year: after consistent increases pre-2019, there was
a broad acceleration movement from 2020 to 2021, and then the patchwork normalizing effects
from 2022 forward - levels are structurally higher, but growth trajectories are converging.
Microsoft and Apple are the smoothest; Alphabet and Amazon are generally positive but have
a few flat years; Meta moved aggressively through 2022 then flattened with efficiency
measures; Broadcom has lumpiness due to a deal-year step up; Nvidia (and Tesla to a lesser
extent) show the steepest late period increases. Occasional negatives stem from

rephasing/integration and not structural retrenchments.

The notable trend, as an increasing share of OPEX is driven by R&D, is to read the OPEX trend
alongside projected R&D: expenditure on development increases OPEX and can deviously

constrict margins for periods of time as capabilities expand and products grow in scope.
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R&D (USD, millions)

2014 2

5 2016 2017 2018 201& 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 695 1.049 2.674 3.292 3.768 4.696 4.968 4.854 4.919 5.253 9.310
Alphabet 9.832 7.137 13.948 16.625 21.419 26.018 27.573 31.562 39.500 45.427 49.326
Tesla 834 1.378 1.460 1.343 1.491 2.593 3.075 3.969 4.540
Meta 2.666 4.816 5.919 7.754 10.273 13.600 18.447 24.655 35.338 38.483 43.873]
Microsoft 11.381 12.046 11.988 13.037 14.726 16.876 19.269 20.716 24.512 27.195 29.510
Apple 6.041 8.067 10.045 11.581 14.236 16.217 16.217 21.973 26.251 29.915 31.370
Amazon 9.275 12.540 16.085 22.620 28.837 18.878 22.008 32.551 42.238 44.370 43.907|
Nvidia 1.336 1.360 1.331 1.463 1.797 2.376 2.829 3.924 5.268 7.339 8.675|
R&D Growth %
Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 | average | median
Broadcom 50,94% 154,91%  23,11% 14,46% 24,63%  579% = -2,29%  1,34% 6,79%  77,23%| 35,69%| 18,79%
Alphabet -27,41% 9543%  19,19% 28,84% 21,47%  598%  14,47% 2515%  15,01%  8,58%| 20,67%| 17,10%
Tesla 6516%  595% -8,01% 11,02%  73,91% 18,59%  29,07%  14,39%| 26,26%| 16,49%
Meta 80,65% 22,90%  31,00% 32,49% 32,39% 3564%  33,65% 43,33% 890%  14,01%| 33,50%| 32,44%
Microsoft 5,84% -0,48%  8,75% 12,96% 14,60% 14,18% 751% 18,32%  10,95%  8,51%| 10,11%|  9,85%
Apple 33,54% 2452%  1529% 22,93% 13,92%  0,00%  3549% 19,47%  13,96%  4,86%| 18,40%| 17,38%
Amazon 35,20% 28,27%  40,63% 27,48% -34,54% 16,58%  47,91%  29,76% 505%  -1,04%| 19,53%| 27,88%
Nvidia 1,79% -2,11%  9,92% 22,83% 32,22% 19,07%  38,71% 34,25%  39,31%  18,20%| 21,42%| 20,95%
Table 4: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 4: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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R&D has gained structural importance over this period. By the end of the timeframe the biggest

spenders are the platform leaders (i.e., Alphabet, Amazon, Meta, Apple, Microsoft), while

Nvidia and Broadcom show steep late-cycle ramps from smaller bases and Tesla maintains a

thinner but steadily rising program. The cross-section is consistent with sustained product

pipelines and capability build-outs.

When examining the dynamics of R&D growth, year-over-year profiles are almost

predominantly positive with occasional spikes (notably Nvidia and more recently Broadcom).

The pattern is that an ongoing investment programmed not a discretionary cycle. Since these

expenditures are expensed as incurred, bursts of R&D can compress reported profits without

suggesting weaker fundamentals.
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Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median

Broadcom 16%  15,37% 20,20%  18,67%  18,07%  20,78%  20,80% 17,68%  14,81% 14,67%  18,05%| 17,76%| 18,05%
Alphabet 15% 12,86% 15,45%  15,00% 15,65% 16,07%  15,11% 12,25%  13,97% 14,78%  14,09%| 14,56%| 14,90%
Tesla 11,92%  11,72% 6,80% 5,46% 4,73% 4,82% 3,77% 4,10% 4,65%) 6,44%) 4,82%)
Meta 21%  26,86% 21,42%  19,07%  18,40%  19,24%  21,46% 20,91%  30,30% 28,53%  26,67%| 23,11%| 21,42%
Microsoft 13%  12,87% 14,05%  14,49% 13,34% 13,41% 13,47% 12,32%  12,36% 12,83%  12,04%| 13,12%| 13,11%)
Apple 3% 3,45% 4,66% 5,05% 5,36% 6,23% 5,91% 6,01% 6,66% 7,80% 8,02%) 5,68%) 5,91%)
Amazon 10% 11,72% 11,83%  12,72%  12,38% 6,73% 5,70% 6,93% 8,22% 7,72% 6,88%) 9,20%) 8,22%)
Nvidia 32%  29,04% 26,57% 21,17% 18,50% 20,28%  25,91% 23,53%  19,57% 27,21%  14,24%| 23,49%| 23,53%)

Table 5: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 5: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

R&D intensity is developing the ratio of the R&D to Sales. The cross-section is bounded;
research-led models (e.g., social/cloud and advanced semiconductors) sit at the top of the
distribution; diversified platform comparable peers occupy the mid-teens; commerce/logistics
and device-oriented models can be found in single digits. Over the time series the shifts default
to being denominator driven such as when revenues surge. When revenues surge, the R&D
intensity often declines, if even the absolute R&D is increasing (Tesla, Nvidia, Amazon);
conversely, a late-cycle product push when R&D has stayed at a plateau because of moderate
sales growth, can lift the ratio (Meta, Broadcom). The overall story is one of consistent,
programmatic R&D than a stop-go discretion. There are firms that report technology and
content costs distinctly, so this intensity should be read in consonance with the absolute R&D

series discussed above.

Net Income (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 263 1.364 -1.861 1796  12.610 2.724 2.960 6.736  11.495  14.082 5.895
Alphabet 14.444  12.733 19478 12662  30.736  34.343  40.269 76.033 59.972  73.795 100.118
Tesla -749 -2.241 -1.063 -775 862 5644  13.020 14.974 7.153
Meta 2.940 3.688 10.217 15934 22112 18485 29146 39.370 23.200 39.098  62.360
Microsoft 21,952  12.193 16.798  21.204 16,571  39.240 44281 61.271 72738 72361 88.136
Apple 39.510 53.394 45.687 48.351 59.531 55256  57.411 94.680 99.803 96.995  93.736
Amazon -241 596 2.371 3.033 10.073  11.588 21.331 33.364 -2.722  30.425  59.249
Nvidia 440 631 614 1.691 3.047 4.141 2.796 4.332 9.752 4.368  29.760
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Net Income Growth %

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 418,63% -236,44% -196,51% 602,12% -78,40% 8,66% 127,57%  70,65% 22,51% -58,14%| 68,07%| 15,58%
Alphabet -11,85% 52,97% -34,99% 142,74% 11,74% 17,26% 88,81% -21,12% 23,05%  35,67%| 30,43%| 20,15%
Tesla -199,14% 52,56% 27,09% 211,23%  554,76% 130,69% 15,01% -52,23%| 92,50%| 39,83%
Meta 25,44% 177,03%  55,96% 38,77% -16,40% 57,67% 35,08% -41,07% 68,53%  59,50%| 46,05%| 47,36%
Microsoft -44,46% 37,77%  26,23% -21,85% 136,80% 12,85% 38,37%  18,72% -0,52%  21,80%| 22,57%| 20,26%
Apple 35,14% -14,43% 583% 23,12% -7,18% 3,90% 64,92% 5,41% -2,81% -3,36%| 11,05% 4,66%
Amazon 347,30% 297,82%  27,92% 232,11% 15,04%  84,08% 56,41% -108,16% -1217,74%  94,74%| -17,05%| 70,24%
Nvidia 43,32% -2,63% 175,41% 80,19%  35,90% -32,48% 54,94% 125,12%  -55,21% 581,32%| 100,59%| 49,13%)

Table 6: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 6: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

Bottom line results follow the operational cross-section. Once again Apple, Alphabet and
Microsoft anchor total earnings by 2024, with Meta and Amazon lagging just behind but very
close. Nvidia made a major step up; Tesla remains profitable but not above its 2023 peak;
Broadcom is profitable and somewhat volatile. Certainly, there were more software and cloud
based approaches on earnings compared to construction, and by the middle of the decade,
further establish the base for such earnings, whereas manufacturing peers were still more

cyclical.

Growth of profits evolve in a manner that is quite similar to the above raw narrative; but profit
routes will have considerably more variation because of non-operating items, tax and one-offs.
The chart presents a broad-based spike in profit in 2020-2021, visible dips in profit in 2022,
and growth again in 2023-2024, with amazing rebounds for Amazon and Nvidia. Apple remains
essentially flat, at least relative to the high in 2021; Tesla's profit dips in 2024; Broadcom's

profit is still variable because of the timing of integration.

The data suggests an earnings cycle across the decade: a gradual build through 2019, broad
acceleration in 2020-2021, followed by normalization in post-2022 with a much greater
dispersion of results. The results late in the period depended entirely on revenue momentum
and cost discipline - when revenue growth outpaced COGS and SG&A, operating leverage
propelled net income higher, and where cost resets or integrations were dominant, margins were
under temporary pressure. Expensed R&D was heavy on profit reported, but not necessarily in

terms of underlying economics. Non-operating items and one-offs only add to volatility. Net of
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all these frictions, operating profitability normalized structurally in platform/cloud models,

remained more cyclical with manufacturing-intensive peers, and saw late-cycle step-ups with

franchise economics exposed to Al.

3.1.2 Balance Sheet

The cohort shows continuous balance sheet growth for the decade, with a defining inflection in

2020-2021 and then normalized growth rates from 2022 onwards. Dispersion increases in the

later years: some companies maintain double-digit compound growth but others face

stagnation; both effects indicate the heterogeneous nature of investment cycles and timing in

major corporate events. Year-on-year step-changes and discontinuities are evident in several

cases in keeping with changes in consolidation scope and other extraordinary events.

Total Assets (USD, millions)

Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 10.491 10.515 49.966  54.418 50.124 67.493  75.933 75,570 73.249  72.861 165.645
Alphabet 131.133 147.461 167.497 197.295 232792 275.909 319.616 359.268 365.264 402.392 450.256
Tesla 22.664  28.655  29.740  34.309 52.148 62.131 82338 106.618 122.070
Meta 40.184  49.407 64.961 84.524 97.334 133.376 159.316 165.987 185.727 229.623 276.054]
Microsoft | 172.384 176.223 193.468 241.086 258.848 286.556 301.311 333.779 364.840 411.976 512.163
Apple 231.839 290.345 321.686 375.319 365.725 338.516 323.888 351.002 352.755 352.583 364.980
Amazon 54.505  65.444 83.402 131.310 162.648 225248 321.195 420.549 462.675 527.854 624.894
Nvidia 7.251 7.201 7.370 9.841 11.241 13.292 17.315  28.791  44.187 41.182  65.728
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 | average | median
Broadcom 0,23% 375,19% 8,91% -7,89% 34,65% 12,51% -0,48%  -3,07% -0,53% 127,34%| 54,69% 4,57%|
Alphabet 12,45% 13,59%  17,79%  17,99%  18,52%  15,84% 12,41% 167%  10,16%  11,89%| 13,23%| 13,02%
Tesla 26,44% 3,78%  15,36%  52,00% 19,14%  32,52%  29,49%  14,49%| 24,15%| 22,79%)
Meta 22,95% 31,48%  30,11% 15,16% 37,03%  19,45% 4,19% 11,89%  23,63%  20,22%| 21,61%| 21,59%)
Microsoft 2,23% 9,79%  24,61% 7,37%  10,70% 5,15% 10,78% 9,31%  12,92%  24,32%| 11,72%| 10,25%)
Apple 25,24% 10,79%  16,67% -2,56% -7,44% -4,32% 8,37% 0,50% -0,05% 3,52%) 5,07%)| 2,01%)
Amazon 20,07% 27,44%  57,44% 23,87% 38,49%  42,60% 30,93% 10,02%  14,09%  18,38%| 28,33%| 25,65%
Nvidia -0,68% 2,34% 33,53% 14,23% 18,25%  30,27% 66,28%  53,48% -6,80%  59,60%| 27,05%| 24,26%)
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When the decade window closes, the cross-sectional ordering continues to be clear: Amazon

has the largest balance sheet; Microsoft and Alphabet occupy the second level; Apple and Meta

occupy the upper middle level; Broadcom, Tesla and Nvidia occupy the lower end in absolute
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levels. Time profiles are clearly non-linear. Most of the series show systematic accumulation
until 2019, a broad step-up in 2020-2021, and a settling back that does not reverse the higher
level. Microsoft and Alphabet represent the most systematic compounding paths - with a clear
steepening in 2020- 21 to continued accretion afterwards. Apple peaks mid-decade before
stabilizing. Meta gradually accelerates from the late-2010s, followed by re-acceleration at the
end of the decadal horizon. Broadcom has a characteristically chunky pattern - with large
acquisition-led increases, bordered by long stretches of almost no increase. Tesla and Nvidia,
starting from smaller bases, produce the steepest percentage gains after 2020 (which includes
intervals of high apparent temporary volatility before returning to sustained growth). In short,
at the close of the decade, balance sheets are measurements of materially larger sizes, and cross-
sectional spread is wider; and, at least across this particular time frame, substantive
measurement growth is represented more by discrete compounding waves of investments and

consolidation periods that move levels up in steps than as a kind of spontaneous compounded

growth.
Current Assets (USD, millions)
Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 3.835 3.759 7.125  15.823 9.107 9917 11.895 16.586  18.504  20.847  19.595
Alphabet 80.685  90.114 105.408 124.308 135.676 152.578 174.296 188.143 164.795 171.530 163.711
Tesla 6.260 6.571 8.306 12.103  26.717 27.100 40.917 49.616  58.360
Meta 13.670  21.652 34.401 48,563 50.480 66.225 75.670 66.666 59.549  85.365 100.045
Microsoft | 114.246 124.712 139.660 159.851 169.662 175.552 181.915 184.406 169.684 184.257 159.734
Apple 68.531  89.378 106.869 128.645 131.339 162.819 143.713 134.836 135.405 143.566 152.987|
Amazon 31.327 36.474 45.781  60.197  75.101 96.334 132.733 161.580 146.791 172.351 190.867
Nvidia 5.625 5.713 6.053 8.536 9.255 10.557 13.690 16.055 28.829  23.073  44.345
Current Asset Growth %
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom -1,98% 89,55% 122,08% -42,44%  8,89% 19,95%  39,44% 11,56%  12,66%  -6,01%| 25,37%| 12,11%
Alphabet 11,69% 16,97%  17,93%  9,15% 12,46%  14,23% 7,94% -12,41% 4,09%  -4,56%|  7,75%| 10,42%
Tesla 4,96% 26,42%  45,71% 120,75% 1,43% 50,99%  21,26%  17,62%| 36,14%| 23,84%
Meta 58,39% 58,88%  41,17%  3,95% 31,19% 14,26% -11,90% -10,68%  43,35%  17,20%| 24,58%| 24,19%
Microsoft 9,16% 11,99%  14,46%  6,14%  3,47%  3,62% 1,37%  -7,98% 8,59% -13,31%|  3,75%|  4,88%
Apple 30,42% 19,57%  20,38%  2,090% 2397% -11,73%  -6,18%  0,42% 6,03%  6,56%| 9,15%| 6,29%
Amazon 16,43% 2552%  31,49% 24,76% 28,27% 37,78%  21,73% -9,15%  17,41%  10,74%| 20,50%| 23,25%
Nvidia 1,57% 595%  41,02%  8,42% 14,07% 29,68%  17,28% 79,56% -19,97%  92,19%| 26,98%| 15,67%
Table 8: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Current assets show a consistent sequence across the group, with a 2020-2021 accumulation
followed by some tapering and variation by firm. In the adjusted series, Alphabet peaks in 2021
and then is compressed even as total assets grow, indicative of rotation from precautionary
liquidity and working-capital buffers to longer lived deployment; Microsoft and Apple have
substantially the same journey. Amazon's current assets continue to grow until the end of the
window consistent with scaling logistic and network capacity. Meta retrenched in 2021-2022
and built back up. Tesla and Nvidia accelerated in terms of current assets in the back half of the
decade and Nvidia particularly shows much more volatility around 2022-2024. By the end of
the period current-asset intensity is diverse; Tesla and Nvidia are at the top end; Apple is high
among the large cloud/pathform firms; Alphabet and Meta are mid range; Microsoft and
Amazon are lower end consistent with more heavy investment in noncurrent; and Broadcom
appears the least current intensive, as its balance sheet still anchored in non-current when laws

of acquisitions were applied.

NonCurrent Assets (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 6.656 6.756 42.841 38595  41.017 57576 64.038 58.984 54745 52.014 146.050
Alphabet 50.448  57.347 62.089 72987 97.116 123.331 145.320 171.125 200.469 230.862 286.545
Tesla 16.404  22.085 21.433 22206 25431 35.031 41421 57.002 63.710
Meta 26.514  27.755 30.560 35961 46.854 67.151 83.646  99.321 126.178 144.258 176.009
Microsoft 58.138  51.511 53.808 81.235  89.186 111.004 119.396 149.373 195.156 227.719 352.429
Apple 163.308 200.967 214.817 246.674 234.386 175.697 180.175 216.166 217.350 209.017 211.993
Amazon 23.178  28.970 37.621 71113  87.547 128914 188.462 258.969 315.884 355.503 434.027
Nvidia 1.626 1.488 1.317 1.305 1.986 2.735 3625 12736 15358 18109  21.383

Non-Current Assets Growth %

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median

Broadcom 1,50% 534,12%  -9,91% 6,28%  40,37%  11,22% -7,89%  -7,19% -4,99% 180,79%| 74,43% 3,89%)
Alphabet 12,03% 7,64% 14,93% 24,85% 21,26% 15,13% 15,08%  14,64% 13,17%  19,43%| 15,81%| 15,01%
Tesla 34,63%  -2,95% 3,61%  14,52% 37,75% 18,24%  37,62%  11,77%| 19,40%| 16,38%)
Meta 4,47% 9,18%  15,02% 23,25% 30,23%  19,72% 15,78%  21,29% 12,53%  18,04%| 16,95%| 16,91%
Microsoft -11,40% 4,46%  50,97% 9,79%  24,46% 7,56% 25,11%  30,65% 16,69%  54,76%| 21,31%| 20,57%)
Apple 23,06% 6,89%  14,83% -4,98% -25,04% 2,55% 19,98% 0,55% -3,83% 1,42% 3,54%) 1,99%
Amazon 24,99% 29,86%  89,02% 23,11% 47,25%  46,19% 37,41%  21,98% 12,54%  22,09%| 35,44%| 27,43%
Nvidia -8,49% -11,50%  -0,91% 52,18% 37,71% 32,54% 251,34%  20,59% 17,91%  18,08%| 40,95%| 19,33%)

Table 9: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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The entirety of the balance sheet growth over the last decade can be attributed to non-current
items. They exhibit predictable increasing trajectories, often described by double growth before
a discrete jump - all of which aligns with the manner in which capacity was built and the
recognition effects for large transactions. Accordingly, the reweight of current items to non-

current items is common across the sample, and underlies the structural scale-up by 2024.

For the group as a whole, capital structures grow commensurately with growth on the balance
sheet. Both total debt and equity trended upward over the period, but there is a lot of variation
in timing and extensiveness. Some series are exhibiting step changes that are consistent with
extraordinary transactions (e.g., change in scope; large acquisition), while others grew steadily
over time and are more clearly aligned with organic growth. Overall, growth jumps from
roughly 2020-2021 then normalizes while simultaneously increasing the dispersion across the

cross-section by 2024.

Total Debt (USD, millions)

Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 7.248 5.801 28.090 31.232 23467 42523 52.032 50.581 50.540  48.873  97.967
Alphabet 26.633  27.130 28.461 44793 55.164 74467  97.072 107.633 109.120 119.013 125.172
Tesla 16750  23.023  23.426 26199  28.418 30.548  36.440  43.009  48.390
Meta 4.088 5.189 5767 10.177  13.207 32.322 31.026 41.108 60.014 76.455  93.417
Microsoft 82.600  96.140 121.471 168.692 176.130 184.226 183.007 191.791 198.298 205.753 243.686
Apple 120.292  170.990 193.437 241272 258.578 248.028 258.549 287.912 302.083 290.437 308.030,
Amazon 43.764  52.060 64.117 103.601 119.099 163.188 227.791 282.304 316.632 325.979 338.924
Nvidia 2.794 2.783 2.814 4.048 3.770 3.950 5111 11.898 17.575 19.081  22.750|
Total Debt Growth %

Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 | average | median
Broadcom -19,96% 384,23%  11,19% -24,86% 81,20% 22,36%  -2,79% -0,08%  -3,30% 100,45%| 54,84%|  5,55%
Alphabet 1,87% 491% 57,38% 23,15% 34,99% 30,36%  10,88%  1,38% 9,07%  5,18%| 17,92%(  9,97%
Tesla 37,45%  1,75% 11,84%  8,47% 7,50% 19,29%  18,03%  12,51%| 14,60%| 12,17%
Meta 26,93% 11,14%  76,47% 29,77% 144,73% -4,01%  32,50% 4599%  27,40%  22,19%| 41,31%| 28,58%
Microsoft 16,39% 26,35% 38,87%  4,41%  4,60% -0,66% 4,80%  3,39% 376%  18,44%| 12,03%|  4,70%
Apple 42,15% 13,13%  24,73%  7,17% -4,08%  4,24%  11,36%  4,92%  -3,86%  6,06%| 10,58%|  6,62%
Amazon 18,96% 2316%  61,58% 14,96% 37,02% 39,59%  23,93% 12,16% 2,95%  3,97%| 23,83%| 21,06%
Nvidia -0,40% 1,10%  43,85%  -6,87%  4,77% 29,3% 132,79% 47,71% 857%  19,23%| 28,02%| 13,90%

Table 10: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 10: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

On an aggregate basis, total debt is increasing over the series, with periodic step-ups with

respect to major transactions. Broadcom has the most dramatic stair-step profile, with large
30



step-ups in 2016 and 2024, and step-downs in respect to business retrenchments in 2018, 2021,
and 2023. Alphabet has a smooth progression, raising the step slightly in the period from 2017
to 2020, then flattening progressively after that. Tesla’s debt is rising the entire time period since
2016, with constant high double-digit increases each year. Meta remains light until 2018, then
dramatically upsized each year from 2019 to 2024. Microsoft’s debt is coming from a high base,
and upleveled most in 2017 to 2020, with another significant debt increase in 2024. Apple was
very aggressive until 2018, then plateaued, reduced outstanding balances year-over-year in
2019 and 2021, with small increases in debt in 2024. Amazon has a consistent uptrend, with
upsized years in 2017 and from 2019-2020, then tapering off additional increases. NVIDIA
remained small, with a rising step in debt in 2021, that increased in the following years. In
general, the growth patterns conform to a debt accumulation model based on two debt channels;
the issuances of debt and on-consolidation liabilities originated by the transfer of liabilities at
the time of closing. The idea of contractions must reflect elements of liability management,
such as (i) scheduled amortizations, (ii) opportunistic redemptions/refinancing, and (iii) post-
deal deleveraging. We see an opportunistic approach to leverage accumulation coordinated with
acquisitions, and in relation to what the market dictates, and generally no issuers have a smaller

amount of debt in the end.

Equity (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 3.243 4.714 21.876 23.186 26.657 24.941 23.874 24.989 22.709 23.988 67.678
Alphabet 104.500 120.331 139.036 152.502 177.628 201.442 222544 251.635 256.144 283.379 325.084
Tesla 5.538 5.235 5.758 7.467  23.075 31.015  45.489 63.367 73.617
Meta 36.096 44.218 59.194 74.347 84.127 101.054 128.290 124.879 125.713 153.168 182.637|
Microsoft 89.784 80.083 71.997 72.394 82.718 102.330 118.304 141.988 166.542 206.223 268.477
Apple 111.547 119.355 128.249 134.047 107.147 90.488 65.339 63.090 50.672 62.146 56.950
Amazon 10.741 13.384 19.285 27.709 43.549 62.060 93.404 138.245 146.043 201.875 285.970
Nvidia 4.456 4.418 4.556 5.793 7.471 9.342 12.204 16.893 26.612 22,101 42978
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 45,36% 364,06% 599% 14,97% -6,44%  -4,28% 4,67%  -9,12% 5,63% 182,13%| 60,30%) 5,81%)
Alphabet -0,86% 3,12%  27,15% 28,97% 25,04%  30,64% 38,42% 57,53% -16,95%  94,46%| 28,75%| 28,06%
Tesla -5,48% 9,99%  29,69% 209,03% 34,41% 46,67%  39,30%  16,18%| 47,47%| 32,05%
Meta 22,50% 33,87%  25,60% 13,15% 20,12%  26,95% -2,66% 0,67%  21,84%  19,24%| 18,13%| 20,98%)
Microsoft -10,80% -10,10% 0,55% 14,26% 23,71%  15,61% 20,02% 17,29%  23,83%  30,19%| 12,46%| 16,45%)
Apple 7,00% 7,45% 4,52% -20,07% -15,55% -27,79% -3,44% -19,68%  22,64%  -8,36%| -5,33%| -5,90%
Amazon 24,61% 44,09%  43,68% 57,17% 42,51% 50,51% 48,01% 5,64%  38,23%  41,66%| 39,61%| 43,09%)
Nvidia -0,86% 3,12% 27,15% 28,97% 25,04%  30,64% 38,42% 57,53% -16,95%  94,46%| 28,75%| 28,06%

Table 11: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K



Equity (USD, millions) Equity Growth %

350.000 4
300.000 35
3
250.000 a5
200.000 2
150.000 15
1
100.000 05
2 ‘—‘-b
50.000 0 S v’_ff'-':
| I il ol || 05 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta

M Broadcom M Alphabet M Tesla MMeta B Microsoft MApple B Amazon ™ Nvidia e Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia

Figure 11: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

The firms Alphabet, Microsoft, Amazon, Meta, Tesla, and Nvidia show material increases in
book equity for the decade (with notable accelerations mid-decade between 2020-2024), and
Apple's book equity it's compressing over several years between 2018-2022 due to the object
of heavily buying back shares, then rebounding in 2023, which was followed by a little dip in
2024, while Broadcom appears to be more "lumpy", having moderate gains through 2023, with
a large step-up in 2024 over the quality; arguably metronomic increases occur steadily for
Alphabet, Microsoft, and Amazon, while Apple maintains or compresses book equity - although
it still is growing its assets, and Broadcom goes from flat periods to jumps in their book equity
stature. The average and median equity-growth rates shown by these firms show strong
statistical signals for positive central tendencies, but shows quite meaningful dispersion across

firms and sub-periods.

In expansionary phases, debt typically increases at a higher rate than equity, causing leverage
to rise. In earnings-rich periods with active buybacks (such as Apple, and when possibly
Meta/Amazon), equity growth can lag or be negative. This can mechanically raise leverage
ratios even if debt itself is stable. Likewise, periods of deleveraging or lower levels of issuance
(frequent for Alphabet and Microsoft) have allowed equity accretion to dominate, contributing
to stronger capitalization. The point being, consider levels and flow together: the same total-
asset growth can be financed with quite different mixes, and imply different risk, valuation and

financial flexibility even if the overall growth is similar.
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3.2 Goodwill & Intangible Assets

3.2.1 Intangible assets

Intangibles Assets (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 3.617 3.277 15.068  10.832 10.762  17.554  16.782 11.374 7.111 3.867  40.583
Alphabet 4.607 3.847 3.307 2.692 2.220 1.979 1.445 1.417 2.084 0 0
Tesla 376 362 282 339 313 257 215 178 150,
Meta 3.929 3.246 2.535 1.884 1.294 894 623 634 897 788 0
Microsoft 6.981 4.835 3.733  10.106 8.053 7.750 7.038 7.800 11.298 9.366  27.597
Apple 4.142 3.893 3.206 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amazon 2.892 3.373 4.723 8.897  11.202 16.314 22778 27.235 42758 56.024  82.147
Nvidia 296 222 166 104 52 45 49 2.737 2.339 1.676 1.112,

Intangible Assets Growth %

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median

Broadcom -9,40% 359,81% -28,11%  -0,65% 63,11% -4,40% -32,23% -37,48% -45,62% 949,47%| 121,45%| -6,90%)
Alphabet -16,50% -14,04% -18,60% -17,53% -10,86% -26,98% -1,94%  47,07% -100,00% 0,00%| -15,94%| -15,27%
Tesla -3,89% -21,86% 20,00 -7,67% -17,89% -16,34% -17,21% -15,73%| -10,07%| -16,04%
Meta -17,38% -21,90% -25,68% -31,32% -30,91% -30,31% 1,77% 41,48%  -12,15% -100,00%| -22,64%| -23,79%
Microsoft -30,74% -22,79% 170,72% -20,31%  -3,76%  -9,19% 10,83% 44,85% -17,10% 194,65%| 31,71%| -6,47%)
Apple -6,01% -17,65% -100,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00%| -12,37% 0,00%
Amazon 16,63% 40,02%  88,38% 2591% 45,63%  39,62% 19,57%  57,00% 31,03%  46,63%| 41,04%| 39,82%)
Nvidia -25,10% -25,13% -37,35% -50,00% -13,46% 8,89% 5485,71% -14,54% -28,35% -33,65%| 526,70%| -25,11%

Table 12: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 12: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

During the 2014-2024 timespan, identifiable intangibles remain heterogeneous owing to the
transactional recognitions and later, amortization of those identifiable elements. The evidence
supports this: Broadcom has a pattern one would see in a textbook, with a steep "step-up" in
2024 after running off all of the prior price; Amazon has a pattern of secular accretion because
newer additions outstrip the previous amortized identifiable intangibles; Microsoft has a fairly
sizeable increase later. In other patterns, look to Alphabet and Apple where amounts converge
to sums approaching zero by the end of the window, Meta went to zero in 2024, and Tesla
continues to have small but decaying amounts. Much of the apparent "extreme" descript rates
simply reflect base effects on such small openings (e.g., Nvidia in 2021; Broadcom in 2024),
and years that start from zero render YoY percentages literally undefined, though absolute
differences are better discussed. To summarize, identifiable intangible behave somewhat like a

33



transactional sensitive layer: the level marks the timing and size of relatively recent
combinations, and in the future some paths likely act mostly on amortizations, instead of an

structural rise in the underlying "intangible intensity."

Intangible Assets-to-NonCurrent Assets

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median

Broadcom 54%  48,51% 35,17%  28,07% 26,24%  30,49%  26,21% 19,28%  12,99% 7,43%  27,79%| 26,22%| 27,01%
Alphabet 9% 6,71% 5,33% 3,69% 2,29% 1,60% 0,99% 0,83% 1,04% 0,00% 0,00%) 2,25% 1,32%
Tesla 2,29% 1,64% 1,32% 1,53% 1,23% 0,73% 0,52% 0,31% 0,24% 1,09% 1,23%
Meta 15%  11,70% 8,30% 5,24% 2,76% 1,33% 0,74% 0,64% 0,71% 0,55% 0,00%) 3,20% 1,04%
Microsoft 12% 9,39% 6,94%  12,44% 9,03% 6,98% 5,89% 5,22% 5,79% 4,11% 7,83% 7,36% 6,96%
Apple 3% 1,94% 1,49% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00%) 0,34% 0,00%)
Amazon 12% 11,64% 12,55%  12,51% 12,80% 12,65% 12,09% 10,52%  13,54% 15,76%  18,93%| 13,30%| 12,60%
Nvidia 18%  14,90% 12,60% 7,97% 2,62% 1,65% 1,35% 21,49%  15,23% 9,26% 5,20% 9,23% 8,61%
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median

Broadcom 34% 3L,17% 30,16%  19,91% 21,47% 26,01% 22,10% 15,05% 9,71% 5,31%  24,50%| 20,54%| 21,79%
Alphabet 4% 2,61% 1,97% 1,36% 0,95% 0,72% 0,45% 0,39% 0,57% 0,00% 0,00%) 0,90% 0,64%
Tesla 1,66% 1,26% 0,95% 0,99% 0,60% 0,41% 0,26% 0,17% 0,12% 0,71% 0,60%
Meta 10% 6,57% 3,90% 2,23% 1,33% 0,67% 0,39% 0,38% 0,48% 0,34% 0,00%) 1,63% 0,58%
Microsoft 4% 2,74% 1,93% 4,19% 3,11% 2,70% 2,34% 2,34% 3,10% 2,27% 5,39% 3,01% 2,72%
Apple 2% 1,34% 1,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00%) 0,23% 0,00%)
Amazon 5% 5,15% 5,66% 6,78% 6,89% 7,24% 7,09% 6,48% 9,24% 10,61%  13,15% 7,83% 6,99%
Nvidia 4% 3,08% 2,25% 1,06% 0,46% 0,34% 0,28% 9,51% 5,29% 4,07% 1,69% 2,80% 1,97%

Table 13: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 13: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

The level of identifiable intangibles in non-current assets in general is typically small and
transaction-sensitive; historical ratios tend to be single-digit, with growth happening only when
recognition (through PPA) is faster than amortization. Broadcom is the only clear outlier with
its early decade high and steep rebound in reporting in 2024; Nvidia has a spike in 2021, before
normalizing; Amazon has an uptick later in the cycle; yet Alphabet and Apple converge to 0%
most of the time period, and Microsoft, Meta, and Tesla remain low single digits. The cyclical
element indicates that the ratios are primarily the signals of composition - a stage of recognition,
followed by a stage of decline for amortization - and not showing the presence of a chronic

structural change in “intangible intensity” underneath.

Dilution appears stronger on total assets: Intangibles to Total Assets almost never get past the
low double-digit percentage, unless during proximate transaction episodes, again often most

visibly Broadcom, with 2021 at Nvidia and 2024 at Amazon as exceptions. So, basically, asset
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expansion over the past decade occurs largely because of the expansion of other categories
(especially PP&E and right-of-use assets), along with goodwill, while identifiable intangibles
are quite inconsistent and therefore dependent on consolidations. Interpretively, identifiable
intangibles represent a transaction-sensitive layer of the balance sheet: the level indicates the
level of recent combinations, and the level thereafter follows amortization with no causal

connection with asset expansion.

3.2.2 Goodwill
Goodwill (USD, millions)
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
Broadcom 1.596 1.674 24.732 24.706 26.913 36.714 43.447 43.450 43.614 43.653 97.873
Alphabet 15.599 15.869 16.468 16.747 17.888 20.624 21.175 22.956 28.960 29.198 31.885
Tesla 0 60 68 198 207 200 194 253 244
Meta 17.981 18.026 18.122 18.221 18.301 18.715 19.050 19.197 20.306 20.654 20.654
Microsoft 20.127  16.939 17.872  35.122 35683 42.026 43351 49.711 67524 67.886 119.220
Apple 4.616 5.116 5.414 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Amazon 3.319 3.759 3.784 13.350 14.548 14.754 15.017 15.371 20.288 22.789 23.074
Nvidia 643 618 618 618 618 618 618 4.193 4.349 4.372 4.430
Goodwill Growth %
Company | 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 | average | median
Broadcom 4,89%  1377,42%  -0,11%  8,93% 36,42%  18,34% 0,01%  0,38% 0,09% 124,21%| 157,06%|  6,91%)
Alphabet 1,73% 377%  1,69%  6,81% 1530%  2,67% 8,41%  26,15% 0,82%  9,20%| 7,66%|  5,29%)
Tesla n.a 13,15% 190,50%  4,55%  -3,38% -3,00%  30,41%  -3,56%| 32,67%|  4,55%
Meta 0,25% 053%  055%  0,44%  2,26%  1,79% 0,77%  5,78% 1,71%  0,00%| 1,41%|  0,66%)
Microsoft -15,84% 551% 96,52%  1,60% 17,78%  3,15%  14,67% 35,83% 0,54%  75,62%| 23,54%| 10,09%)
Apple 10,83% 5,82% -100,00% n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a n.a
Amazon 13,26% 0,67% 252,80%  8,97%  1,42%  1,78% 2,36% 31,99%  12,33%  1,25%| 32,68%|  5,67%
Nvidia -3,89% -0,03% 0,000 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 57848%  3,72% 0,553%  1,33%| 58,01%|  0,00%
Table 14: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 14: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

The line chart of goodwill levels distinguishes itself into three levels. Dominating the top tier
are Broadcom and Microsoft that dictate the aggregate with their rapid jumps in acquisition
years and new plateaus that are at higher values - these are the most "lumpy" and have the most
structurally significant profiles. In the middle tier alphabet and Amazon were demonstrating
upward lines with steady slopes and modest steps consistent with a serial tuck-ins. Amazon had

a single peak and the only ascent was gradual from there; while alphabet has the most balanced
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pattern amid the uptrends. In the bottom tier, Meta is basically flat overall; Nvidia were stable
until 2020 when it increases upward stepwise with stabilization;Tesla is bouncing around at
lower values; and Apple zeros out in 2017 like AAPL's acquisition was a 0, as in I bought
nothing, and stays at zero, which reflects an oddity of portfolio choices/reclassifications.
Visually the trends emerge strongly as peaks are all close together with long strips of flat in the

intervals.

The year-on-year percentage figure provides an explanation of the development of these
"steps": spikes are usually at the time of acquisition closings, while non-deal years sit close to
zero. Rare exceptions include negative readings, which are likely to be impairments/disposals.
Extreme percentages derive from base effects on very small opening balances, where the prior
year is zero such that there is no real meaning in the percentage; the analysis should then switch

to the absolute change and the underlying factor driving it.

Goodwill-to- NonCurrent Assets

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 average | median
Broadcom 24%  24,78% 57,73%  64,01% 6561% 63,77% 67,85% 73,66%  79,67% 83,93% 67,01% 64,80%| 66,31%
Alphabet 31%  27,67% 26,52%  22,95% 18,42% 16,72%  14,57% 13,41%  14,45% 12,65%  11,13%| 17,85%| 15,65%
Tesla 0,00% 0,27% 0,32% 0,89% 0,81% 0,57% 0,47% 0,44% 0,38% 0,46% 0,44%
Meta 68%  64,95% 59,30%  50,67% 39,06% 27,87% 22,77% 19,33%  16,09% 14,32%  11,73%| 32,61%| 25,32%
Microsoft 35%  32,88% 33,21%  43,24% 40,01% 37,86%  36,31% 33,28%  34,60% 29,81%  33,83%| 35,50%| 34,21%
Apple 3% 2,55% 2,52% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00%) 0,51% 0,00%)
Amazon 14%  12,98% 10,06%  18,77% 16,62% 11,44% 7,97% 5,94% 6,42% 6,41% 5,32%| 10,19% 9,01%
Nvidia 40%  41,54% 46,92%  47,36% 31,12% 22,60% 17,05% 32,92%  28,32% 24,14%  20,72%| 31,27%| 29,72%

Goodwill-to-Total Assets

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 average | median

Broadcom 15%  15,92% 49,50%  45,40% 53,69% 54,40% 57,22% 57,50%  59,54% 59,91% 59,09% 51,22%| 55,81%
Alphabet 12%  10,76% 9,83% 8,49% 7,68% 7,47% 6,63% 6,39% 7,93% 7,26% 7,08% 7,95% 7,58%
Tesla 0,00% 0,21% 0,23% 0,58% 0,40% 0,32% 0,24% 0,24% 0,20% 0,27% 0,24%
Meta 45%  36,48% 27,90%  21,56% 18,80%  14,03%  11,96% 11,57%  10,93% 8,99% 7,48%| 16,97%| 12,99%
Microsoft 12% 9,61% 9,24%  14,57% 13,79% 14,67%  14,3% 14,89%  18,51% 16,48%  23,28%| 14,94%| 14,62%
Apple 2% 1,76% 1,68% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00%) 0,34% 0,00%)
Amazon 6% 5,74% 4,54%  10,17% 8,94% 6,55% 4,68% 3,65% 4,38% 4,32% 3,69% 5,67% 4,61%
Nvidia 9% 8,58% 8,39% 6,28% 5,50% 4,65% 3,57% 14,56% 9,84% 10,62% 6,74% 7,87% 7,56%

Table 15: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 15: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

The ratio of Goodwill to Non-Current Assets indicates the level of acquisition premiums held

in long-lived assets, which in acquisition-heavy environments may be substantially greater than
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60% (for example, Broadcom and Meta in their early years), indicating that the purchase
premiums allocated for acquisitions constitute little substantial other than goodwill. On the
other side of the equation, single-digit ratios (e.g., for Tesla, Apple after 2017 and often amazon)
are indicative of the dilutive effects of faster growth of property, plant and equipment and other
components of non-current. A decreasing ratio doesn't necessarily indicate impairment, it
usually indicates every other type of non-current growth occurred at a faster growth than the

movement of goodwill (again, as seen by Alphabet, Microsoft, and Meta over time).

Relating goodwill to total assets provides a similar, but perhaps more muted picture. For many
firms with multiple M&A cycles, the share typically hangs around the mid-teens on average
(e.g., Microsoft, Nvidia), and remains low for Alphabet and Amazon; however, place enough
deal-driven peaks and the ratio can get to or just above one-half of total assets - Broadcom
consistently and Meta in the earlier part of this period. In other cases, the share stays low and

drifts downwards as operating assets increase.

3.2.3 Recognized Intangibles-to-Assets ratio (RIA)

Recognized intangibles (% of total assets)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median

Broadcom 50% 47,09% 79,65%  6531% 75,16% 80,41%  79,32% 72,55% 69,25%  65,22%  83,59%| 69,75%| 72,55%)
Alphabet 15% 13,37% 11,81% 9,85% 8,64% 8,19% 7,08% 6,78% 8,50% 7,26% 7,08%) 9,45%) 8,50%)
Tesla 0,00% 0,00% 1,66% 1,47% 1,18% 1,57% 1,00% 0,74% 0,50% 0,40% 0,32%) 0,80%) 0,74%)|
Meta 55%  43,05% 31,80%  23,79% 20,13% 14,70% 12,35% 11,95%  11,42% 9,34% 7,48%| 21,87%| 14,70%)
Microsoft 16% 12,36% 11,17%  18,76% 16,90% 17,37% 16,72% 17,23%  21,60% 18,75%  28,67%| 17,75%| 17,23%
Apple 4% 3,10% 2,68% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 0,87%)| 0,00%
Amazon 11%  10,90% 10,20%  16,94% 15,83% 13,79% 11,77% 10,13%  13,63% 14,93%  16,84%| 13,30%| 13,63%)
Nvidia 13%  11,66% 10,64% 7,34% 5,96% 4,99% 3,85% 24,07%  15,14% 14,69% 8,43%| 10,88%| 10,64%)

Table 16: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K
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Figure 16: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

As a structural measure, the Recognized-Intangible-to-Assets ratio (RIA) relates goodwill and
recognized finite-lived intangibles to the rest of the balance sheet. Properly interpreted, it is not
a measure of innovative effort or internally created knowledge. Instead, it indicates how much

of the asset base originates from previous business combinations (and other recognized
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intangibles) and it is mechanically responsive to amortization, impairment, and numerator

growth.

The cross-section shows the increasing prominence of stratification. Broadcom by way of
illustration maintains a very high intensity structurally - well above two-thirds - that rises again
at the end of the window, as evidenced by an acquisition led model with PPAs dominating non-
current assets. By contrast, Apple and Tesla have minimis intensity (approaching or below the
low single digits), as their rapidly expanding set of operating assets dilute their recognized
intangibles. In between the two extremes: Meta begins with a very high intensity before
essentially monotonically decreasing into single digit territory, as a growing set of operating
assets absorbs at stock of recognized intangibles; Microsoft is in the mid-teens for much of the
entire period and edges higher towards the end of the window, suggesting a greater iconography
within an expanding asset base, and Amazon has remained in the low-to-mid teens level,
drifting up toward the end of this period as consolidation expands; Nvidia is low overall but
there is a pronounced one-off spike in the early-2020s, followed by partial reversion - this is an
archetypical signature of a recognition event in the context of thriving asset growth; and
Alphabet declines from the mid-teens into the high single digits, consistent with a continued

growth rate of operating assets relative to recognized intangibles.

Chapter 4 — Financial analysis of M&A (2014-2024)

4.1 Overview of M&A Activity

Overall Acquisition of BATMMAAN (%) Overall Acquisition per Company
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Figure 17: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

First of all, targets are categorized by listing status at signing (or closest disclosed date).
Between 2014 and 2024, as part of the broader acquisitions database compiled by
BATMMAAN, a total of 399 transactions included data, 382 private targets (95.7%) and 17
public targets (4.3%).
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With regard to total private and public targets per acquiror: Broadcom (7 private; 5 public),
Alphabet (110; 4), Tesla (2; 2), Meta (45; 0), Microsoft (82; 3), Apple (58; 0), Amazon (69; 2),
and NVIDIA (9; 1). The emphasis of private deals from the beginning of the data collection is
consistent with transactions that are capability- and team-driven to efficiently embed code,
intellectual property, and talent in incumbent product stacks. Moreover, it is noteworthy that six
of the eight firms had at least a single public-target deal, but Apple and Meta did not, which
demonstrates heterogeneity in firms' disclosure and regulatory burden intensity. This structure
anticipates disclosure of PPA availability asymmetry, and the PPA post-deal reporting
redundancy considered in the sections.
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Figure 18: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

The deal-making behavior of BATMMAAN over the 2014-2024 timeframe is capability-
reinforcing over diversifying. Overall, nearly four-fifths of deals are in High Technology (77%)
with nearly all other macro-industries individually at under 4% - a syndication consistent with
mapping the systematic acquisition of code, data assets, and technical teams that can be folded
into the existing product lines. Overall firm heterogeneity is directionally aligned with business
models and not true sectoral fundamentals: Apple's additional activity in Media/Entertainment
and Retail, Amazon's exposure to Consumer Products and Services, and Microsoft's
Telecommunications exposure are additions that function as complements to their core stacks,
rather than independent, vulnerable bets. This concentration implies path dependence - the core
of incumbent models will largely dictate the nature and value generation of M&A - while
mitigating integration risk through tighter adjacency. This means that the strategic reading is
integration-first: acquisitions supplementing core roadmaps, while closing capability gaps

within the incumbent platforms with little evidence of conglomerate diversification.
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Figure 19: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

Geographically, the program shows a distinct home-market emphasis: 65% of targets are in
North America; Western Europe (16%) and Asia (11%) are limited to selective hubs of
capability, with all others marginal (Nordics 4.5%, Eastern/Central Europe 2%, Oceania 1%,
Latin America 0.5%). Firm footprints reveal similar patterns while outlining interesting
exceptions: Alphabet also the most domestic centric buyer; Microsoft the broadest Asian one;
Apple and Amazon under more focused excursions abroad. The inclination toward mature
ecosystems may suggest regulatory familiarity, IP enforcement, and acceleration of integration
on the positive intelligence side, but also potential blind spots, in which frontier capabilities
emerge outside of primary hubs. In sum, the evidence, in aggregate, explores BATMMAAN
M&A as a concentrated, proximity-based exploration of adjacent technical assets; it has
advantages of acquisition speed and absorptive capacity but also a phenomenon of dependence
on core-tech cyclical fluctuations and geographic concentration. A solid check weighting the
deals by value (as opposed to counts) would determine whether this strategic concentration

holds when economic materiality is made a prominent consideration.
4.2 Private Acquisitions

4.2.1 Disclosure level

This section analyzes the variations in disclosure of 382 private-target acquisitions made by
BATMMAAN over 2014-2024 from the perspective of disclosure because the viability and
verifiability of whatever analysis could be made post-deal hinges importantly on what the
financial statements reflect. There is a clear gradient of opacity across firms and years. To make
the results of that gradient more tractable, there has been a categorize for private deals into four
non-overlapping categories (A: Full disclosure, B: Partial disclosure, C: Aggregate disclosure,
and D: No disclosure). The organizing thesis is that, with respect to private targets, it appears
that issuers favor acquisition accounting (PPA and balance-sheet effects) over any deal-level

performance disclosure, with materiality judgments on whether details can be disclosed at the
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target level, in aggregate, or not at all. This pattern neither provides insight nor caps what can

be inferred reliably around the economics of these deals.

Category A - Full disclosure: In these cases, often larger or strategically important transactions,
the target company is identified in the Business Combinations note, and nearly entire attributes
are provided: consideration transfer, in-depth Purchase Price Allocation (PPA) to identifiable
intangibles, goodwill and net assets. Income statement information is provided yet still limited
in scope - typically only good for revenues, and selected operating-expense implications,
including amortization on the intangibles acquired; explicit net-income attribution to the target
company is rare. Category A therefore serves as the empirical anchor: it facilitates both

composition analysis of PPA and mapping from acquisition to operating performance.

Category B — Partial disclosure: The target is identified and the PPA is disclosed (often with
amortization in the subsequent period) in detail but no deal-level components of the income
statement are disclosed (e.g., no Net Revenues, COGS, SG&A, or Net Income), and the Issuers
will explicitly reference immateriality in order to justify why they do not provide deal-level
income statement components. Methodologically, Category B deals are only useful to
understand components of the PPA, so they are not informative for furthering the asymmetrical

disclosure about performance of private acquisitions.

Category C - Aggregate disclosure: over several acquisitions, the financial statements disclose
that several acquisitions were completed, but do not name the targets. The disclosures are
grouped into an "other acquisitions" category with a single aggregate amount for the period
(and sometimes, a condensed PPA allocation) and general no deal level detail and typically no
income statement impacts. There are some exceptions for certain years for one certain acquirer,

but the most common aggregate presentation remains.

Category D - No disclosure: No specific acquisition information is disclosed, and the only
indirect referral is a change in goodwill (net of other movements of acquisition recognizable).
Spotting the underlying from the deals is dependent on external sources (e.g. Eikon).
Consequently, observations in Category D cannot be utilized in PPA composition above and

beyond the goodwill delta, and is wholly non-informative for income-statement effects.
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Deal Disclosure Composition (2014-2024)
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Figure 20: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

Of the sample, low-visibility classes (C plus D) represent a total of 366 of 382 deals (96%),
while observable deals (A plus B) total only 16 (4%). Thus, micro-level investigation is literally
only possible at an A and B level, and cautiously at a C level (since C is aggregate), and D
cannot be studied at the deal level. Such an arrangement represents high informational opacity
and also constitutes a structural limitation for the study: even the most rigorous research design

1s constrained to disclosure.
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Figure 21: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

Although deal counts may cluster in a small number of acquirers, it maps out where the M&A
activity concentrates over the timespan. The first figure should be properly read as
demonstrating the scope of each program and not the economic intensity with each transaction.
More deals do not correspond to a stronger balance-sheet or performance effect. From an
analytical perspective the chart provides a basis for cascading its priorities examining who is
driving variance (wave of good follows the bad, etc) and hopefully complements deals counts
by proxies of materiality - consideration transferred, recognized goodwill and identifiable

intangibles and integration processes.

Firms have heterogeneous reporting tendencies: some are extreme in D (de facto no deal-level

disclosure), others are extreme in C (aggregate disclosure), while a few have mixed reporting
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tendencies that still have significant A/B presence. This likely reflects variations in roll-up
strategies, internal materiality stipulations, and external reporting decisions. For comparisons
across firms, the implication is simple: the level of acceptable analysis is not standardized; and
conclusions about how PPA structure, treatment of intangibles, and post-deal consequences
should be made in conjunction with discussions relative to a firm’s whole observability level

and triangulated with notes, exhibits, and appropriate case evidence.

Share of Total Deal Value by Disclosure Category (2014-2024)
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Figure 22: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

From a value-weighted perspective, visibility is improved compared to counts alone: A plus B
combine for more than three-fifths, and C combined with D contribute about two-fifths. The
key takeaway is that a substantial portion of the underlying "economics" is analyzable (A/B
and, with caveats, C) and that a substantial block of value is only partially observed or
unyielding observable. Sensitivity to outliers is not insignificant: when excluding the dominant
Microsoft-OpenAl event (grouped in D), the partially observable share declines significantly
(though it remains economic significant). So, any inference about the PPA mix (distinguishable

intangibles vs. goodwill) should be clearly contextualized as part of the observability frontier.
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Figure 23: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

With respect to Share of Total Deal Value by Company (2014-2024), value is concentrated in a
few programs: one represents approximately one-third of the total; with three other serial

acquirers account for the vast majority of cumulative value, leaving a skinny tail for those that
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are not serial acquirers. For interpretation, the value-weighted analysis should be focused on
these four poles, and robustness check should read results including and excluding the (D)
Microsoft-OpenAl outlier which inflated both a single program’s share and the non-observable

component.

Reporting structures have great variance. All programs aspire to be high-traceability
(predominantly A/B), some are agile aggregators (C) or transparent but aggregated non-trivial
sections of value (D), and some have mixed combinations. In Microsoft's case, the mass of D
is supplemented with an OpenAl outlier; Broadcom displays a value mostly in A; Meta retains
a significant A and a tail in D. From an assessment perspective, the constructive depth of the
PPA varies by company: where A/B dominates PPA assessment allows for micro analysis
(identifiable versus goodwill); where C/D dominate, inference will remain aggregate, but bring

caution regarding selection, comparability, and other single event effects.

The total value of the aggregate 382 transactions is not precisely known, because many D cases
do not report consideration. The totals and shares presented here have been calculated on the
observable perimeter (disclosed values) and might understate the actual total; so those

interpretations provided should be read with this disclosure limitation in mind.
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Figure 24: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv

The respective time profile plays out essentially in three phases, a front-loading in 20142015,
a broad plateau in 20162021 with a small bulge in 2018-2020, and a marked deceleration in
2022-2024. The structure of the class in question is one of structural imbalance. D drives the
first phase, C follows rising from 2018-2020 (greater reliance on aggregate disclosure), A/B
remain residual across the cohort. Readability indicates 2018-2020 is the least opaque time

period, but the trend overall remain C/D-driven.

The percent dispersion of the data supports this interpretation: the first two years takes up a
sizable distribution, 2016—-2021 land somewhere in the middle and do not vary much; from
2022, the activity rapidly dies down significantly with 2023-2024 in the lowest decades

reported. The downward trend makes it even less likely of observing and A/B cases going
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forward, which means there is less opportunity to increase the depth of single-deal analyses

further.

Understand temporal analysis at the year level, breaking down each yearly signal by disclosure
class and comparing the visible signal (A+B) to low visibility (C+D). Because A/B is a rare
index, resist making annual conclusions at single-deal granularity and nuanced inferences on
annual compounded mix and temporal evolution. In relative, the 2018-2020 window is mostly
more readable (with more C), while 2022-2024 constraints micro-analytical scope. Count
versus value is different, be aware of the sensitivity of conclusions to outlier effects from
Microsoft-OpenAl and be cautious that conclusions are not broader than the observable

perimeter.

4.2.2 Purchase Price Allocation — Composition
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Figure 25: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv & Annual Reports 10-K

From the limited number of fully disclosed private transactions across disclosed deals from

Broadcom, Alphabet, Meta, and Microsoft, there were two distinct transaction categories.

Platform-centric buyers (Alphabet, Meta) allocate most of the consideration into goodwill, and
would normally have identified very few, if any, separable intangible assets.
Semiconductor/enterprise transactions, place a greater emphasis on identifiable intangible
assets and are different; Broadcom is an intangible-dominant transaction while Microsoft is
balanced toward goodwill. In all cases, negative net assets at closing indicate assumed liabilities
are greater than tangible assets. Since each party booked liabilities at fair value, fair value
purchases mechanically uplift residual goodwill, and for Broadcom (and to a lesser extent
Microsoft), previously recorded separable intangibles such as technology intellectual property,

customer relationships and software.

From an economic perspective, goodwill-heavy profiles may signal capabilities or team
acquisitions where all assets are not easily separable from the acquirer's stack. This means that
there is very limited amortization of the intangible assets of the acquisition and the acquirer's

goodwill will rely more on future impairment testing. Intangible-rich or balanced profiles show
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codified assets with finite lives, meaning amortization is predictable and identifies constraint
characteristics of the post-deal earnings from the acquisition. The cross section is thus
representative of the business models: platform acqui-hires likely resolve into goodwill, while

chip/enterprise deals will settle into identifiable intangible assets.

Total Deal Value (USD, millions) of Partial Disclosure M&A transaction with Partial Disclosure (2014-
Acquisition 2024)
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Figure 26: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv & Annual Reports 10-K

Within the partial-disclosure set, where the target is named and the PPA is shown but no deal-
level P&L is provided, the mix is predominantly goodwill-centric, with nuances that mirror
business models. Alphabet and Apple fit the platform pattern: most consideration resolves into
goodwill, with identifiable intangibles present but secondary (and non-trivial for Apple).
Microsoft shows a balanced profile with a slight tilt toward goodwill and positive net assets,
consistent with codified technology and customer assets acquired alongside operating assets.
Tesla is an outlier with net assets playing the leading role, pointing to a larger transfer of
tangible/contractual assets. (Broadcom, Meta, and Amazon do not appear in Category B over

the period.)

Accordingly, even if the PPAs are later disclosed, Category B cases are best interpreted as
compositional evidence: goodwill is dominating recognition, intangibles may have finite life
amortization liability, and the sign of the net asset indicates the balance between assumed
obligations and acquired operating assets. Because the deal level revenues, COGS, SG&A, and
net income estimates are left blank Category B is in a position to have a stringent interpretation.
Category B is not in a position to allow attribution of target level performance; the results may
be viewed as distinctive footprints on the acquirer’s business model rather than direct measures

of post-deal earnings.
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Total Deal Value (USD, millions) of Aggregate M&A transactions with Aggregate disclosure
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Figure 27: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv & Annual Reports 10-K

The reports in Category C measure portfolio-level PPAs by aggregate targets. The unit of
analysis is the acquisition program level, not the deal level. The aggregate of course has
meaning; Amazon and Alphabet provide much of the value; Meta and Apple contribute with
non-trivial value; Tesla is small; Microsoft/Broadcom have no presence at all. In summary, the
median portfolio suggests a basket of many small-to-mid tuck-ins where the aggregate size

matters for balance-sheet shape and subsequent accounting (amortization, impairment testing).

The median mix appears to be heavily goodwill oriented, identifiable intangibles as secondary,
and net assets about neutral. Organization anatomies differ: Apple is largely goodwill driven,
with net assets negative (when net liabilities exceed acquired assets); Alphabet and Amazon
combine high goodwill with significant identifiable intangibles - this sharing of goodwill with
identifiable intangibles is characteristic of most capability enhancing acquisitions (whether the
underlying assets are technological capabilities or customer relationships); Meta looks less
identified assets oriented compared to others, indicating a portfolio of operating assets; and

Tesla have a more balanced mix on a lower amount of assets.

A majority of goodwill suggests synergy premia and non-separable capabilities; significant
intangibles suggest that technology/customer capital was brought on-balance-sheet. Younger
acquirers with aggregated disclosure shield their deal-level heterogeneity and inter-firm
comparability so the results should be interpreted as a portfolio snapshot. Regardless, Category
C's value-weighted footprint is not trivial which affects reported goodwill/impaired intangibles
and in turn affects amortization, impairment risk, and investor conclusions about post-

acquisition performance.
4.2.3 Case Study of Private Acquisitions

The expansive investigation outlines four private acquisitions (A:2, B:1, C:1) that have been
selected on an ex-ante basis for materiality, comparability to the peer sector and year, and
representation of patterns of Purchase Price Allocation (PPA). The evidence is obtained solely

through the Form 10-K (note on Business Combinations), reported in millions of USD and
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under US GAAP. In each case, we report on the structure of PPA (the shares of goodwill,
identifiable intangibles and net assets) and how we defined the pre/post-acquisition impacts on
the balance sheet; we have also included the income statement for the Category A cases. The
KPI panel is purposely limited to metrics where there is a measurable pre/post difference,
reporting changes and magnitude, avoiding KPI with no reported difference in reporting to limit

noise.

For completeness, following are all of the private acquisitions by category that we will be

providing in the appendix:

e Broadcom - Category A: LSI; Brocade; Symantec Corp.

o Alphabet - Category A: Nest; Category B: Dropcam, skybox Imagining, Bebop
Technologies, Looker Technologies, Character.Ai; Category C: Aggregate.

e Tesla - Category B: Grohmann; Category C: Other aggregate.

e Meta -Category A: WhatsApp; Oculus; Category C: Aggregate.

e Microsoft - Category A: Nokia; Category B: GitHub; ZeniMax Media Inc.

e Apple - Category B: Beats; Category C: Other acquisitions.

e Amazon - Category C: Other & Twitch; Other & Ring & PillPack; Other acquisitions

4.2.3.1 Category A - Full disclosure (Meta-WhatsApp/Oculus; Broadcom-LSl)
Meta -WhatsApp/Oculus

The acquisition of Meta in 2014 consists of 2 separate companies: (i) WhatsApp is a mobile
messaging, asset light platform characterized by strong network effects — all value is in the user
base/software/data — monetized by ecosystem integration, and (ii) Oculus is a VR platform -
hardware headsets, software (OS/SDK/store) - more R&D- and capex- intense than WhatsApp,
but fundamentally it is IP-driven.

% of allocation purchase price of Whatsapp &
Oculus
-5,46%

16,85% .

® Goodwill (§M)  m Intangibles ($M) Net Assets ($M)

88,60%

Figure 28: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K
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The PPA indicates an evidently capability-accretive transaction, with the majority of the
consideration allocated to goodwill and identifiable intangibles. The net assets on closing were
zero or less. These mixed signals assumed liabilities and ample expected synergies reflected in

goodwill, rather than a transfer of tangible operating assets.

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 18.523 13.670 -4.853] -26,20%
Non-current-Assets 6.429 26.514] 20.085 312,41%
Total Assets 24.952 40.184 15.232 61,05%
Current liabilities 1.424] 1.424] 0 0,00%
Non-Current Liabilities 1.456 2.664 1.208, 82,97%
Total Liabilities 2.880 4.088 1.208, 41,94%
Shareholder's equity 22.072 36.096) 14.024] 63,54%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 24.952 40.184 15.232 61,05%

Table 17: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Post-acquisition, expansion is evident in a balance sheet where non-current assets that include
goodwill and acquired intangibles expand while a shrinking of current assets is consistent with
cash outflows and cash absorbed for working capital at deal closing. Liabilities have expanded
to match assumed liabilities, and equity is stronger; in aggregate terms, the balance sheet
expansion is driven by M&A, and, though material in nature, predominantly not (other than

reported equity and cash used for the deal).

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Net Revenue 12.466 12.466 0 0,00%
Gross Profit 10.313, 10.313, 0 0,00%
Operating Income (EBIT) 5.379 4.994] -385 -7,16%
Net Income 3.325 2.940 -385) -11,58%

Table 18: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Consolidated revenue on the income statement is flat in the immediate post-closing; however,
because 10-K does not disclose target-level sales, it is impossible to discern any top-line
contribution from the acquired businesses. Therefore, there is no observable evidence of an
organic uplift in the very short run, which is not necessarily evidence of its absence. The
degradation of operating and net earnings is best explained by purchase-accounting effects,
particularly the amortization of acquired intangibles and acquisition-related charges, instead of

the deterioration of the underlying business.
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Profitability Pre/Post Whatsapp & Oculus
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Figure 29: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The trajectory of profitability aligns well with the principles of purchase accounting: an
expansion of the asset base (derived from goodwill and identifiable intangibles) produces an
increase with respect to the return ratio denominators (ROA/ROI/ROE) while the numerators
are dragged down by amortization and other purchase-related expenses. Thus, the decline
should be understood as simply a form of measurement and scale effect and not a consequence

of a decline in real operating performance.

Margin Pre/Post Whatsapp & Oculus
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Figure 30: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Operating and net margins decrease slightly, as suggested by the amortization of acquired
intangibles and by integration costs incurred shortly after the closing date. The marginally
higher effective tax rate seems probable based on mix effects and on recognizing deferred taxes
associated with the PPA. These changes are best considered as transitory; normalization will

depend on the amortization period and on the rate of integration.
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Efficiency Pre/Post Whatsapp & Oculus
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Figure 31: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

There are mixed signals of efficiency. Working-capital turnover improved, possibly indicating
that there is lower risk for working capital after closing; as the sales are unchanged, there is a
relatively more efficient usage of current resources. In contrast, total asset turnover declined

because revenues do not increase in proportion with the larger asset base, a common result of

acquisitions with heavy intangibles.
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Figure 32: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Liquidity ratios fall, which is consistent with cash used to close, and more working capital is
also tied up as a result of the transaction. Although, while these ratios have declined, they are
still consistent with a low risk profile for a large technology issuer. However, with this

transaction, treasury management becomes a greater priority during integration.

Solvency measures have consistently improved, or at least maintained consistent metric

compared to pre-closing; consistent with a funding strategy that is minimally reliant on new
debt.

This is a typical capability-based acquisition. Because of the intangible heavy PPA, these
indefinite non-current assets increase and create a short-term largely accounting drag on

earnings, with no suggested organic uplift in sales. Any operational synergies will be assumed

to materialize over a longer integration period.
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Broadcom — LSI

LSI is a semiconductor designer in storage and networking (e.g., RAID/SAS controllers,

protocol IP), selling primarily to B2B/OEM customers.

% Allocation of Purchase price of LSI
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Figure 33: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

There is a clear intangibles weight to the allocation: the majority of the consideration has been
allocated to identifiable intangibles (technology, customer relationships, IP), with a measure of
goodwill and positive net assets. This allocation is consistent with a transaction that is acquiring
separable assets and a structured customer base, with synergies expected but not overpowering

the accounting story, as is the case with transactions focused on goodwill.

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 8.201 3.835 -4.366 -53,24%
Non-current-Assets 1.133 6.656] 5.523 487,47%
Total Assets 9.334 10.491 1.157| 12,40%
Current liabilities 562, 1.016 454 80,78%
Non-Current Liabilities 5.549 6.232 683 12,31%
Total Liabilities 6.111 7.248 1.137 18,61%
Shareholder's equity 3.223 3.243 0 0,00%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 9.334 10.491 1.157 12,40%

Table 19: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

After closing, non-current assets get larger (where we see intangible assets, and partly
goodwill), while current assets are reduced as cash is used at closing. Liabilities are larger and
equity is relatively unchanged. The resulting profile is of a larger perimeter, a “longer” structure
to assets, and compressed liquidity in the near term, exactly what we would expect from an

acquisition with a high degree of intangible assets.
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Income Statement Overview

P/L ltems Pre-M&aA ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Net Revenue 3.219 4.269 1.050 32,62%
Gross Profit 974 1.877 903 92,75%
Operating Income (EBIT) -234] 438 204 -86,84%
Net Income -376 263 -113 30,13%

Table 20: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Revenues increase immediately, reflecting scale-driven growth from the combination of the
target rather than organic growth. Operating profitability increases materially, indicating not
only a rapid integration process and substantive favorable product/customer mix but also active
purchase-accounting effects (i.e., amortization of acquired intangibles and deal-related costs),

which will be a part of the immediate benefit.
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Figure 34: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The transition from negative to positive returns indicates that the immediate industrial drivers
on the LSI perimeter were absorbed - more scale, a better mix and, the initial release of
operating efficiencies. Some of the improvements are a denominator effect (having a larger
asset base because of goodwill/intangibles), but the directional change suggests the acquisition
not only cleared prior operating losses but structurally inflated the level of returns.
Sustainability should be viewed considering the amortization schedule of acquired intangibles:

after the purchase-accounting “curve” normalizes, the benefit tends to stabilize.

Strengthening at the gross and operating levels is also accordant to cost synergies (R&D/SG&A
rationalization, efficiencies of the supply-chain) and revenue synergies (cross-selling into their
customers through LSI). Methodologically, take note that purchase-accounting adjustments
(e.g., inventory step-ups) can skew cost of goods sold in early periods; steady-state performance

is the more revealing benchmark.
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Efficiency Pre/Post LSI
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Figure 35: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Signals are purposefully mixed, as one would expect in an early integration phase. Working-
capital turnover increases dramatically: it's not so much "better collections and inventories" as
it is lower working-capital (i.e., longer supplier terms and tighter Working Capital management
at a consolidated level). DSO/DOI have increased, and receivables/inventory turnover has
decreased, which reflects typical integration frictions (aligning commercial terms,
reconfiguration of inventory across a larger product range). Simply put, Working Capital
matters less in relation to sales, but the micro-quality of each of its components are still fine-
tuned. Additionally, fixed-asset turnover compresses (with a larger non-current base, with the
inclusion of positive intangible step-ups), while total-asset turnover holds its ground or slightly
improves as revenues grow faster than total assets have expanded, indicating that the value of

the scale being acquired is already being "turned."
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Figure 36: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The significant drop in current/quick/cash ratios indicates cash outflows at closing and partly
associated with some additional Working Capital absorption during the integration. This pattern
is common in large transactions; it does not indicate structural strain but requires cautious

treasury discipline in the near term (inventory, trade terms, capex).

Leverage increases moderately but is still consistent with investment-grade. Interest coverage

should eventually mechanically improve as operating results turn positive.
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The KPIs illustrate a well-done acquisition-led growth story: returns and margins quickly
realign, working-capital efficiency improves as lower requirements allow for fewer days of
working capital, some transitional frictions remain in receivables and inventories, liquidity
tightens but is acceptable, and the capital structure is in reasonable shape. The picture is entirely
consistent with an intangible-heavy PPA with industrial benefits arising from the start, while
accounting effects (amortization) are a transitory and predictable drag in the post-closing

period.
4.2.3.2 Category B - Partial disclosure (Alphabet—Looker)

Looker is a business analytics / business intelligence provider with a predominantly SaaS
model: a platform for data exploration/visualization and embedded components that bring
analytics into clients’ operational workflows.

% Allocation of Purchase Price of Looker
Technologies
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Figure 37: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The allocation is explicitly goodwill-heavy, with a small amount of identifiable intangibles
(software/IP, customer relationships) and positive but limited net assets. This allocation profile
aligns with a capabilities- and installed-base-oriented acquisition, in which expected synergies

are reflected in goodwill; while the separable assets core represents the target's SaaS/analytics

nature.
Balance sheet Overview
Balance sheet Items Pre-M&aA ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %

Current assets 90.087 90.114 27 0,03%
Non-current-Assets 57.082 57.347 265 0,46%
Total Assets 147.169 147.461 292 0,20%
Current liabilities 19.310 19.310 0 0,00%
Non-Current Liabilities 7.799 7.820 21 0,27%
Total Liabilities 27.109 27.130, 21 0,08%
Shareholders' equity 120.060, 120.331, 271 0,23%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 147.169 147.461 292 0,20%

Table 21: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K
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In relative size terms, the effect on the consolidated perimeter of Alphabet is modest: non-
current assets increase from recognizing goodwill and intangibles, while cash decreases slightly
due to the outflow on closing. Liabilities and equity only move a little; economically, while the
reported message is of perimeter opening and enlarging, the dimensional incidence is limited

by the scale of Alphabet.
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Figure 38: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Efficiency shows a small uptick in working-capital turnover, which is typical of a subscription
model when the working-capital requirement is structurally low (contract liabilities/deferred
revenue can offset receivables). Fixed-assets turnover eased slightly due to a low non-current
asset increase from software capitalizations and recognized intangibles. Liquidity ratios
(current/quick/cash) have moderately softened in response to cash deployment, but they remain

consistent with a low-risk profile when considering the relative size of the transaction.

As opposed to Category A cases, the disclosure does not provide a post-deal income statement.
Consequently, the analysis is incomplete; it is not possible to robustly differentiate organic from
scope revenue, and therefore, it is difficult to ascribe margin behavior to purely industrial
drivers versus sources of purchase accounting (amortization, transaction costs). For the
purposes of the thesis, the information may be viewed as balance-sheet evidence consistent with

a SaaS acquisition, but not conclusive in terms of economic performance.
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4.2.3.3 Category C - Aggregate disclosure (Amazon — Other Acquisitions in 2016)

% of allocation purchase price of Aggregate
Acquisition
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Figure 39: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The disclosure is a combination of multiple, small targets. The purchasing price is mostly
immaterial - a blend of goodwill and identifiable intangibles - with negative net assets on a
combined basis. This indicates expected closing liabilities (often contractual/deferred), and the
capability/IP motivations characteristic of bolt-on transactions, and expected synergies are

capitalized into goodwill.

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 45.862 45,781 -81 -0,18%
Non-current-Assets 37.474 37.621 147 0,39%
Total Assets 83.336 83.402 66 0,08%
Current liabilities 43.816 43.816 0 0,00%
Non-Current Liabilities 20.257 20.301 44 0,22%
Total Liabilities 64.073] 64.117| a4 0,07%
Shareholder's equity 19.263| 19.285 22 0,11%)
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 83.336 83.402 66 0,08%

Table 22: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K
The overall impact on Amazon is insignificant: a minor increase in non-current assets due to
recognizing goodwill/intangible assets, a minor decrease in cash from the final cash outflow,
and only minor changes in liabilities and equity. Total assets have only increased by a few basis

points, supporting the case of limited materiality of the transactions relative to the group.
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Efficiency Pre/Post Aggregate Acquisition
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Figure 40: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The turnover metrics fluctuate only by a few decimals. The working-capital and asset turnover
ratios are basically static at the group level, in line with the very small perimeter change and

the very high baseline rotation of Amazon's operating model.
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Figure 41: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Current/quick/cash ratios have moderated somewhat, due to cash deployment and temporary
absorption of working capital during integration; proportions still reflect a low-risk liquidity

profile.

Leverage ratios barely budged and remain within investment-grade parameters; use of debt in

the capital structure remains virtually unchanged.

Because the note is aggregate top-line and margin effects cannot be separated, the evidence
should be read as balance-sheet traces of small, capability-oriented bolt-ons, not as conclusions

regarding economic performance.
4.3 Public Acquisitions
4.3.1 Disclosure level

In acquisitions of public companies, securities regulation and capital-market scrutiny

structurally increase disclosure as compared to private targets. The average filing includes paid
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consideration, fair-value adjustments, and a Purchase Price Allocation (PPA) which identifies
finite-lived intangibles and goodwill, generally in conjunction with where it is material, the
information reported in the income statement. Therefore, in the present sample the public deals
clustered in the upper level of disclosure tiers "A-B," which increased reliability in accounting

reconstruction and impact analysis.

Descriptive evidence provided in the tables and figures indicates two stylized facts. First, deal
value is highly concentrated: Broadcom and Microsoft accounted for about 87% of the reported
aggregate value (USD 125,196 million and USD 121,178 million respectively), while
accounting for less than half of deal counts (8 of 17, 47%). Second, deal counts per acquirer are
low, but average deal size is heterogeneous: value per deal is quite different (e.g., 40.4 for
Microsoft and 25.0 for Broadcom, compared to 2.5 for Alphabet, all in USD millions) In short,
a small number of deals drive the vast majority of the value and due to the generally higher

information quality of public deals, there are wider analytical dimensions.

In line with the information profile, the analysis of public-firm acquisitions is bifurcated into
two categories: A (full disclosure) and B (partial disclosure). Category A contains cases where,
in addition to balance sheet effects, the analyst has income statement detail which allows a more
robust distinction between organic growth and acquisition effects. Category B relates to
transactors with partial disclosure; the target is provided and balance sheet effects, including
the PPA, are provided, yet no profit and loss details are made available, so almost no assessment

can be made on post deal performance.

4.3.2 Purchase Price Allocation — Composition

Total Deal Value (USD, millions) of Full Disclosure Acquisition - M&A Transactions with Full Disclosure - Public Company (2014-
Public Company 2024)
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Figure 42: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv & Annual Reports 10-K

In Category A (full disclosure) PPAs, there are two regimes. The intangible-heavy regime which
includes Broadcom, Microsoft, and Amazon, allocated on average two-thirds of the deal value
to goodwill and a further 18-58% of the remainder to identifiable intangibles, while retaining
minimal asset or net asset value (negative in Broadcom case) consistent with liability-heavy
targets with expectations of synergies capitalized as goodwill. Tesla is in the asset-heavy

regime, with over 83% net assets, insignificant identifiable intangibles, and no goodwill,
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suggesting a transaction occurring for operating assets, not primarily capabilities. The most
important feature regarding Category A transactions is the level of detail available in the income
statement and the opportunity it provides for clean accounting attribution between organic

performance and acquisition effects.

Total Deal Value (USD, millions) of Partial Disclosure Acquisition - M&A Transactions with Partial Disclosure - Public Company (2014-
Public Company 2024
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Figure 43: Personal elaboration from Eikon Refinitiv & Annual Reports 10-K

The allocations within Category B (partial disclosure) are less uniform but still consistently
capability-accretive: the medians cluster around 60% goodwill, 39% identifiable intangibles,
and 10% net assets. Both Alphabet and Microsoft skew very strongly toward goodwill at 70-
87%, while we see a more even goodwill-intangibles mix for NVIDIA and Tesla; negative net
assets (e.g. Microsoft, Amazon) are seen again where assumed liabilities are significantly more

than tangible, identifiable asset net values.

Both categories are highly intangible intense, but Category A was heterogeneous (e.g. asset-
heavy examples) and supported proper post-deal performance tests due to P&L visibility, while
Category B gave precise balance-sheet PPAs but conjoined the right to assume liabilities

without inference on operational outcomes.
4.3.3 Case studies of Public Acquisitions

The treatment for public-target acquisitions follows the same procedures as for private
acquisitions, under Categories A and B only. Sources include the Form 10-K (note on Business
Combinations), amounts are in USD millions, and all analysis is as reported. Separately for
each case, [ present the PPA composition, pre/post effects on the balance sheet, and for Category
A only, the income-statement effects (and KPIs are shown only where there is a measurable
pre/post difference). Again, the same warnings exist for measurement-period adjustments and

small-sample inferential considerations.

For completion, all public acquisitions by category are below and now will be incorporated into

the appendix:

e Broadcom - Category A: Emulex; Broadcom Corporation; CA Technologies; VMware,
Inc.; Category B: PLX Technology.
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Alphabet - Category B: Apigee; HTC Corporation; Fitbit, Inc.; Mandiant.

Tesla - Category A: SolarCity; Category B: Maxwell Technologies.

Microsoft - Category A: LinkedIn; Activision Blizzard; Category B: Nuance
Communications.

Amazon - Category A: Whole Foods Market; Category B: 1Life Healthcare (One
Medical).

NVIDIA - Category B: Mellanox Technologies.

4.3.3.1 Full Disclosure — (Microsoft — Activition Blizzard)

Activision Blizzard is a global video-game developer and publisher, owner of marquee IP such

as Call of Duty, World of Warcraft, Diablo, Overwatch, and Candy Crush. Its model blends

premium titles with live-services and in-game monetization across console, PC, and mobile -

highly complementary to Microsoft’s Xbox, Game Pass, and cloud-gaming ecosystem.

% Allocation of Purchase price of Blizzard
Activision

3,28%

29,13%

67,59%

= Goodwill (M) = Intangibles ($M) Net Assets ($M)

Figure 44: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

It is an overwhelmingly intangible transaction. The purchase price allocation attributes to

goodwill and identifiable intangibles - franchises/IP, customer relationships, and technology -

most consideration and a greater value than net tangible assets. This is typical of a content- and

capability-driven deal - one with limited tangible asset transfer where a large, estimated share

of expected synergies is translated into goodwill.
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 222.166 159.734] -62.432, -28,10%
Non-current-Assets 276.990 352.429 75.439 27,24%
Total Assets 499.156 512.163 13.007 2,61%
Current liabilities 125.286 125.286 0 0,00%
Non-Current Liabilities 105.393 118.400 13.007 12,34%
Total Liabilities 230.679 243.686 13.007 5,64%
Shareholder's equity 268.477 268.477 0 0,00%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 499.156 512.163 13.007 2,61%

Table 23: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The balance sheet, when viewed post-closing, presents a "longer" asset picture. The non-current
assets significantly increase due to the recognition of goodwill and acquired intangibles, while
there is a decrease in current assets due in part to cash being deployed at closing but also the
temporary working-capital absorption of the acquired business. There is an increase in
liabilities, principally in the non-current bucket (funding and PPA-related deferred taxes), and
equity is essentially flat. The end-result is a balance sheet that has become more "intangible-
intensive" and tighter in near-term liquidity, which is consistent with a funding mix that relies

on cash and non-current liabilities, as opposed to new equity.

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Net Revenue 239.393 245.122 5.729 2,39%
Gross Profit 165.279 171.008| 5.729 3,47%
Operating Income (EBIT) 103.704 107.787| 4.083] 3,94%
Net Income 81.045] 88.136] 7.091 8,75%

Table 24: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Revenues, gross profits, and operating income all move up in the immediate subsequent closing
period on the income statement; net income also increases because of stronger operating results
and a slightly lower effective tax rate. We believe the latter was in line with the PPA-related tax
effects and changes in the mix of businesses. The increase in income is best understood as scope
- i.e., incorporating the acquisition of Activision Blizzard - and the benefit of some early cost
and distribution synergies. The margin increases, despite the amortization of acquired
intangibles, suggest favorable mix (content and services) and good early progress on

integration.
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Figure 45: Personal Elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

ROA/ROI/ROE find lift as Activision Blizzard’s operating contribution increases the numerator
faster than the growth in assets due to post-PPA activity, and, in effect, the amortization drag of
amortization will more than be offset by incremental EBIT. With equity generally flat and

leverage only modestly higher, the stronger operating return accrues to ROE, rather than being

diluted by capital structure impacts.

There is a further expansion in operating margin due to a move towards greater high margin
content and services (eg, digital distribution, live ops, subscriptions) as well as the benefits of
early cost rationalization in overlapping SG&A/R&D, and even with the ongoing amortization
of acquired intangibles. There is also a strengthening in net margin; there is also evidence of
some improvement in the company's effective tax rate, pointing out to the economic nature of

the expansion, and indicating that expansion is not simply a variable of purchase accounting.

Efficiency Pre/Post Blizzard Activision
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Figure 46: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Overall, efficiency is fairly stable when the post-PPA mechanisms are taken into account:
accounts receivable turnover has strengthened, and days sales outstanding has dropped slightly;
total asset turnover is essentially unchanged as a greater balance sheet base is offset by increased
sales. There are two movements that deserve some caution in interpretation. The decrease in
working capital turnover is primarily denominator driven, as the end-period working capital
will have been affected by timing of integration and reclassifications between contract assets
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and contract liabilities rather than real (structural) deterioration. On the other hand, the increase
in fixed asset turnover is a mechanical issue - property, plant and equipment increase very little
while sales increase and most of the asset increase is classified as intangible, and using average

denominators would smooth both artefacts.

Liquidity Pre/Post Blizzard Activision Solvency Pre/Post Blizzard Activision
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Figure 47: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The reduction of current, quick, and cash ratios demonstrates depleting cash outflows and
temporary absorption of working-capital typical of early integration (related to contract
assets/liabilities and supplier terms). These are mainly mechanical and transitory effects - cash
declines, non-current assets rise. As one-off payments dissipate and operating cash flows

normalize, liquidity should revert to the group's structural pattern.

Leverage improves only slightly due to further non-current items including non-current debts
and PPA-related deferred tax liabilities -which raise leverage ratios without adding cash interest.
Coverage improves with higher EBIT margins, indicating that improved operating capacity
outweighs incremental costs of funding. Overall balance-sheet robustness remains strong when

considering the additional company level of size of Microsoft.

In total, the acquisition has two effects. Structurally, it pushes Microsoft further towards long-
duration intangible assets and further constrains liquidity (with a slight increase in leverage).
Operationally, it adds a ton of weight: the consolidation of Activision Blizzard contributes to
an increase in revenue and operating profit, also raises margins significantly post-amortization,

which statistically indicates real economic benefits beyond the accounting exercise.

4.3.3.2 Partial disclosure — (Nvidia - Mellanox)

Mellanox Technologies is a provider of high-performance interconnect solutions (InfiniBand
and Ethernet adapters, switches, SmartNICs/DPUs, and software) for data centers, HPC, and
cloud workloads. Its value proposition is low-latency, high-throughput networking between

CPU/GPU nodes, a critical enabler for AI/ML training and large-scale storage.
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% Allocation of Purchase price of Mellanox
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Figure 48: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

The distribution is almost exclusively intangible: roughly 90% of the purchase price is ascribed
to goodwill (48%) and identifiable intangible (42%; largely tech/IP and customer relationships),
with positive net assets of at least 10%. This distribution has the characteristics of capability
and IP acquisition that enhances NVIDIA's data-center stack (high-performance interconnects)

more than it transfers any tangible operating assets.

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 21.575] 16.055| -5.520 -25,59%
Non-current-Assets 6.191] 12.736 6.545] 105,72%
Total Assets 27.766 28.791 1.025 3,69%
Current liabilities 3.104 3.925 821 26,45%
Non-Current Liabilities 7.854 7.973 119 1,52%
Total Liabilities 10.958, 11.898 940 8,58%
Shareholder's equity 16.808 16.893 85 0,51%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 27.766 28.791 1.025 3,69%

Table 25: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Following the merger, non-current assets more than doubled with writing up goodwill and
acquired intangibles, and current assets decreased due to the anticipated cash outflow at the
effective date and some working capital absorption. Total liabilities increased slightly
(especially current liabilities), with equity not changing in any material way. NVIDIA's balance
sheet structure became longer and more intangible oriented, undertaking tighter near-term

liquidity, but not changing significantly in capital structure.
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Efficiency Pre/Post Mellanox
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Figure 49: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Signals are ambiguous, typical for early-stage integration. Working-capital turnover increases
dramatically, signaling a lighter relative Working Capital need, helped by increased payables
(DOP up) despite slowing collections and reduced inventory turnover (DSO and DOI up,
receivable turnover and inventory turnover declines). Total-asset turnover slips only modestly
as increased sales were partially offset by a larger asset base. The dramatic drop in fixed-asset
turnover could be best viewed as a denominator effect in that long-lived assets (including
capitalized intangibles) increased significantly and not a slowdown in operations.
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Figure 50: Personal elaboration from Annual Report 10-K

Current, quick and cash ratios decreased significantly. Consider that this decrease reflected your
cash outflow at closing, and the inventory/receivables build that accompanies integration. The
movement is entirely mechanical and less permanent, only the buffers reduce while non-current
assets grow, it does, however, argue for disciplined treasury and Working Capital management

in the short run.

Leverage edges only slightly upward and is comfortably within a conservative range; any
forward-moving escalate is conditional (at least to some extent) on non-current items (e.g.,
deferred tax liabilities related to the PPAs); in other words, they increase its leverage ratio

without an increase in the cash interest accounts.
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Given that public Category B disclosure does not provide a post-acquisition income statement,
we cannot cleanly separate scope/scale-driven effects from organic earnings impacts, nor can
we cleanly attribute margin changes across industrial drivers or purchase-accounting items. The
analysis here is therefore structural: Mellanox makes NVIDIA’s balance sheet inherently more
intangible-heavy and temporarily tighter on liquidity, while Working Capital metrics suggest an

integration still normalizing but trending to a leaner working-capital footprint.
4.3.4 Market reactions for public companies — CAR Analysis

To calculate abnormal returns for M&A events, the market model was utilized to separate the
precise effect of the acquisition announcement from the usual market trend. More specifically,
for each acquired company, a regression of daily arithmetic stock returns on the market
benchmark (NASDAQ Composite) was estimated, using an estimation window from -250 to
+10 days around the announcement date. Based on the estimated model, daily abnormal returns
(AR) were calculated as the difference between actual and expected returns. Cumulative
abnormal returns (CAR) were then calculated by aggregating these values over periods with

differing event windows.

The examination of the 17 acquisitions executed by the BATMMAAN (Broadcom, Alphabet,
Tesla, Microsoft, Meta, Amazon, Apple, Nvidia) reveals some interesting results. In particular,
five acquisitions had statistically significant abnormal returns: three acquisitions by Broadcom
(Emulex, CA, and VMware), one acquisition by Alphabet (HTC), and one acquisition by Tesla
(SolarCity).
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Broadcom Acquisitions (Market Reaction)

+/1 +/-2 +/-5

Company whole before after whole before after whole before after
Event window 3 1 1 5 2 2 11 5 5
CAR 0,13201( -0,00132| 0,139335| 0,127885| 0,002472| 0,13142| 0,123703| -0,00906| 0,138774
EMULEX |T-stat 4,90 -0,08 8,97 3,68 0,11 5,98 2,40 -0,26 3,99
Event window 3 1 1 5 2 2 11 5 5
CAR -0,16056| 0,013311| -0,15218] -0,20615| 0,002913| -0,18737] -0,16932| 0,010499| -0,15813
CA T-stat -7,02 1,01 -11,53 -6,98 0,16 -10,04 -3,87 0,36 -5,36
Event window 3 1 1 5 2 2 11 5 5
CAR 0,028736| -0,00269( 0,024057| -0,07884| -0,07886( -0,00735| -0,07884| -0,07886( -0,00735
Vmware |T-stat 1,40 -0,23 2,03 1,66 0,92 1,26 -2,01 -2,98 -0,28

Alphabet Acquisitions (Market Reaction)

+/-1 +/-2 +/-5
Company whole before after whole before after whole before after
Event window 3 1 1 5 2 2 11 5 5
HTC CAR 0,02519( 0,006595| 0,005945| 0,01341| -2,6E-05| 0,000786] 0,016983| -0,01044| 0,01477
T-stat 2,12 0,96 0,87 0,88 0,00 0,08 0,75 -0,68 0,96

Tesla Acquisitions (Market Reaction)

+/-1 +/-2 +/-5
Company whole before after whole before after whole before after
Event window 3 1 1 5 2 2 11 5 5
SolarCity |CAR -0,09335| 0,010529( -0,10161] -0,11481| 0,010723| -0,12327] -0,02814| 0,012928| -0,0388
T-stat -2,29 0,45 -4,31 -2,18 0,32 -3,70 -0,36 0,25 -0,74

Table 26: Personal elaboration from Yahoo! Finance

The findings can be interpreted in a hypothetical way, indicating that the market may react to
various transactions in a heterogeneous manner and, in some cases, assigns a reward for the
prospects of synergies and penalizes the uncertainties associated with price or post-acquisition

integration.

Moreover, it can be conjectured that the timing and enactment of the announcements have a
bearing on how investors react. In VMware's case, for example, the negative CAR in the days
leading to the announcement may reflect market expectations, or rumors that the market
interpreted as bad but were likely right or not bad (as it is difficult to reconcile as the investor
may have known the terms and misjudged the impacts of the deal or the market had incorrect
information). However, the apparent positive signal is due the formalized announcement of the
deal which clearly described the terms of the deal, reassured investors by clearly stating that
the purchase price was reasonable and there were favorable prospects for synergy. An
analogous rationale can be supplied to understand the circumstances surrounding Emulex and
CA. In the case of Emulex, the late-day announcement related to the timing of the trading
reaction moving into the subsequent day. In regard to CA, although posting on the after-hours

could likewise suggest a concomitant reaction the following day. With regard to HTC, the clear
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acquisition by Alphabet, presumably announced on the same day, attracted a positive response,
and it is suggested that it was perceived as strategically beneficial. On the other hand, in relation
to SolarCity, the negative response may have been the result of doubt regarding finances and

the viability of the acquisition.

In conclusion, we can theorize that market activity is not uniform in their response to M&A
transactions, as activity is driven by an information component (when and how the information

is disclosed), as well as expectations for synergies and final value of the transaction.

Chapter 5 — Evidence

5.1 Findings

5.1.1 Common patterns and differences across Companies

A collective reading of the BATMMAAN cohort is justified not just by being part of the trillion-
dollar club, but, more importantly, by a competitive architecture, its systems and intangible
assets, which makes M&A a structural leverage point of capabilities capture. A cohort reading,
in preference to reading them as individual monographs, will surface similarities which shape

the (accounting) measurability and economic interpretation of acquisition programs.

From the point of view of business models, M&A activity is genuinely integration-first. In other
words, the organizations taking M&A action acquisition teams, people, and intellectual property
into their existing products/services/business, with only temporary survival (if any) of the
acquired organizations product/service brands as independent brands in some kind of market.
Alphabet and Meta M&A action in Al/tooling/ad-tech is at a high frequency (and lower ticket);
Microsoft is focused on adding recurring add-ons - along with a few large enterprise/cloud
deals; Apple continues to focus on HW/SW integration, often with some telecom/connectivity
adjacency; Amazon is combining tech capabilities with global operating needs (retail, logistics,
cloud); Broadcom and NVIDIA are also engaged with compute/interconnect infrastructures but
at fewer, and more selective M&A activity; Tesla has some selected and overall limited activity.
The common theme within this set of activity is that these organizations are looking to augment

adjacent capabilities - and not far-field diversification.

This industry breakdown supports this perspective: approximately 77% of the targets are within
High Technology. The other macro-industries (media, industrials, consumer, telecom) play
supporting roles. Even with a high-tech sector, we see relative specializations within the sector
- telecom/connectivity for Apple; a "pure" infrastructure profile for Broadcom and NVIDIA;

and more hybrid for Amazon.
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Geography aligns with the talent, IP, and supply chain searches - there is a heavy presence of
deals in North America (roughly 65% of deals), Western Europe (roughly 16%), and Asia
(approximately 11%) as it's not entirely clear how to categorize many transactions specifically
with Asia. Alphabet and Microsoft are the two most NA-centric; Apple and Meta have a larger
presence in Europe than they do in Asia. Amazon is the geographic outlier, with population
above average with respect to Asia; NVIDIA displays a meaningful (if not significant) Asian
footprint; Broadcom is still NA/WE; Tesla has volumes classified as minimal. The significance
of geography within transactions indicates where technology is being sourced rather than

primarily indicating sales markets.

The information posture is the main analytical metric. The sample of transactions over the
sample period of 2014-2024 consists of 399 transactions (382 private; 17 public). Most
summary disclosures (Category C) and opaque disclosures (Category D) were private deals,
with A and B in the residual category. This is not a simple description, but rather an information
design choice that is consistent with the acquisition of small, capability-driven, rapidly
integrated transactions for which issuers have little incentive to provide target-level accounts.
This has resulted in a shift in what we can measure, from P&L at the deal level, to the acquirer's
balance sheet when at least aggregate disclosure is present. In C-dominant situations (Alphabet,
Amazon), a constrained issuer-year portfolio reading is possible, which could address
aggregated PPA/balance sheet signals without target attribution; in D-dominant situations
(Microsoft, Apple, Meta, NVIDIA) it won't be possible to perform any informative analysis at
the deal level or on the balance sheet/income statement - one must remain at counts and timing

without economic inference.

Public deals elucidate the "physics" relating to purchase-price allocation. Full disclosure (A)
presents consideration with an orderly allocation to net assets, identifiable intangibles (typically
tech and customer-related items) and then a relatively small allocation to goodwill. Partial
disclosure (B) is generally associated with a larger amount of residual goodwill and number of
intangibles. This difference reflects the capability-driven, rapidly integrated nature of these
deals, and the fact that part of the price was assigned to goodwill and then remained relatively
undifferentiated, while the price remained only partially informed, and while the purchase price

allocation work was still underway.

Collectively, business model, industry, geography and disclosure converge on a clear
conclusion: M&A is fundamentally about consolidating and scaling the technological stack of
these platforms. The balance sheet accounts for its most stable, measurable effects. This means

that cohort analysis is the best way to capture collective practices (capability-oriented,
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integration-first, NA-centric) and meaningful strategic differences (the telecom adjacency of
Apple, the Asian footprint of Amazon, and the relative weight of the public-A cases at
Broadcom) that all go toward explaining how and why these platforms leverage M&A for

growth and consolidation.
5.1.2 Goodwill & information Transparency (Private versus Public)

The public panel consists of relatively few transactions, albeit at significantly larger ticket
prices; the private panel, on the other hand, has many more transactions, most of which are

smaller, including the aggregate-only deals.

In the charts below, for each firm, total consideration and how it was allocated to goodwill,

identifiable intangibles, and net assets.

Comparative M&A Impact of Public Acquisition Comparative M&A impact of Public Acquisition
- Total Deal Value ($M) (2014-2024)
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Figure 51: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

At the same approach, public transactions accumulate the value to concentrate it (i.e. greater
total consideration means larger dollar amounts of goodwill and identifiable intangibles). The
goodwill component tends to dominate, while there is a meaningful component of separable
intangibles; the net assets are typically small or even negative and correspond to modest
operational perimeters or contingent settlement liabilities when transacting. In cases that are
more asset-heavy, the net-assets segment becomes larger, while the goodwill/intangibles share

becomes smaller.
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Comparative M&A Impact of Private Acquisition Comparative M&A impact of Private Acquisition (2014-
- Total Deal Value ($M) 2024)
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Figure 52: Personal elaboration from Annual Reports 10-K

In the private panel, the picture is a mirror image: quite a bit more transactions, a smaller
average size of transactions and totals (price, goodwill, and intangibles) significantly lower than
their public counterparts, although they provide steady goodwill accumulation over time. The
common structure is that of tuck-ins, where goodwill dominates, identifiable intangibles have
a lower incidence, and net assets hover around zero or slightly negative. Dispersions cross-firm

are symptomatic of sector mix and perimeter taken to fair value.

The variation between the two populations consists of two effects, scale and accounting
translation. On scale, public deals are the real balance-sheet movers: a small number of
transactions account for most of the absolute goodwill and intangibles in the sample. On
translation, both sets show a consistent hierarchy - goodwill is the fulcrum, intangibles are the
second leg, and net assets residual - but public deals tend to conjure combinations of higher
goodwill than distinguishable intangibles, showing targets with more readily documented
separable assets; in private deals, identifiable intangibles are more narrow and the residual to

goodwill absorbs a much larger share of the price.

Public-target deals set the order of magnitude when considering the balance sheet and income
statement implications. Private-target deals add little in isolation — it’s uncommon for any one
deal to move the big numbers — but collectively, they maintain the steady drumbeat of growing
capabilities through small- and mid-size tuck-ins. When thinking about the data presented over
the time periods of interest, public deals define goodwill and identifiable intangibles absolute
level, while private deals adjust and smooth the path between the peaks, and they maintained

continuity.

There is a clear show of the form of disclosure in the BATMMAAN sample. Category A filings
support, albeit limited, reconstruction of the target's profile, and the ability to evaluate the
acquirer-level, balance-sheet impacts (Buyer's PPA); and for the M&A-related elements,

income statement impacts. Category B filings do provide a patrimonial (PPA, and general target
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profile) trail, but category B filings do not reliably separate expansions arising from scope
differences (e.g. M&A) versus expansions from organic growth, as there is little systematic
integration onto the income statement. While there are still transparency limitations in both
categories, the evidence available does allow for some reasonable assessments of transactions'

allocative and balance-sheet effects.

Category C disclosures only show PPAs in aggregate and do not include income-statement
impacts, with few exceptions. This is not trivial because category-C deals represent
approximately €12 billion in the dataset over that 2014-2024 range, with Alphabet and Amazon
being the largest contributors, although the other companies also have materially high amounts.
Category D is particularly troublesome because the value of observable deals (approximately
€17 million) is entirely driven by contributions from Alphabet, Meta, Microsoft and Amazon
(although other companies also have a materially high impact), but is a lower bound because
deal value is often not observable and the observable subset is partial. Independent institutional
evidence indicates leading technology platforms executed a great number of acquisitions
between the years 2010-2019 that were non-HSR-reportable, which had a bulk in the price
range of $1-$25 million, and often included (deferred/contingent) compensations very similar
to that referred to in determinations of value (FTC, 2021); this is the level where opacity and

measurement is greatest.

Studies show that a non-negligible portion of acquisitions of innovative targets are subsequently
followed by the shutdown of overlapping projects, a situation that is likely to occur more often
where incumbents have more market power; in this context, conservatively, 5.3-7.4% note
disruption with bunching below notification thresholds (Cunningham, Ederer and Ma, 2021).
These findings do not necessarily mean that they are anticompetitive in this sample, but enable
us to see why disaggregation of target, and project-level disclosures matter especially for

repeated smaller transactions.

The evidence demonstrates a substantial problem of transparency (moderate for both A-B,
material for C, and maximal for D), that hinders causal attribution between acquisition
programs and resulting dynamics of performance. Given the total economic weight of these
transactions, we recommend that minimum disclosure standards (including sub-threshold deals)
and standardized accounting measures with respect to balance-sheet and income-statement
impacts be strongly encouraged. Therefore, the case for enhanced transparency motivates and
pushes for a separate, focused conversation elsewhere in the chapter (FTC, 2021; Cunningham,

Ederer and Ma, 2021).
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5.2 Implications for investors and Policy makers

The evaluation noted previously, -a strong A-D transparency gradient, an substantial economic
concentration in C ($12B) and the high level of opacity in D ($17B observed or perhaps lower
bound) - calls for coordinated, but distinct action to alleviate information risk for investors,
improve capital allocation and ultimately strengthen the demonstration of the economic impact

of acquisitions.

From the perspective of investors, the first implication is measurement and valuing information
risk: in C-D scenarios where the division of growth between the scope expansion and organic
is tenuous due to the lack of perimeter level income-statement information, it would make sense

to provide an opacity premium in the cost of equity or maintain discounts to valuation multiples.

The evidence suggests three priorities for policymakers. First, minimum disclosure standards
should include sub-threshold deals - target identity, consideration (including earn-outs), deal
class-level PPA, and a perimeter income statement - especially where information failures are
highest and there is cumulative acquisition weight. Second, a centralized registry of non-
notified transactions, with machine-readable taxonomy and tagging for goodwill, identifiable
intangibles, and contingent consideration, would close off information blind spots around small
but frequent deals and enable comparability across firms and in time (FTC, 2021). Finally, a
12-24 month post-merger transparency period, bounded by materiality thresholds and with
perimeter-level KPIs regarding revenues, continuity of R&D, and retention of key talent/IP and
customer relationships, would help in being able to distinguish scope/scale-driven expansion
from organic growth in ex post assessments and aligns with empirical concerns about the
discontinuation of overlapping projects after acquisitions in some environments (Cunningham,

Ederer, & Ma, 2021).

Chapter 6 — Conclusions

6.1 Answers to Research Questions

The BATMMAAN evidence suggests four conclusions that correspond with the study’s

research questions.

First (RQ1), there is a clearly graduated transparency across both public and private
transactions, more starkly in private deals: in public transactions, the A/B split's transparency
is generally good for most material deals, whereas it is poor for smaller transactions (as evident
in category B where gaps are visible — especially on the income-statement dimension); in

private deals, the A (full) components is clear, B (partial: target name and PPA) is weaker on
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internal detail on the income-statement component, C (aggregate PPA without target names)

makes inference only weakly tractable, and D (no disclosure) makes it not tractable at all.

In the second research question (RQ2), where full disclosure (A) was present, growth was
dedicatedly scale or scope-driven (market/products on adjacent opportunities and building
capabilities), where scale effects on revenue are usually very episodic, and evident through big
public deals; while for private deals, since classes B/C/D do not properly decompose operations,
only a thought regarding a potential predominance of organic growth can be made - a suggestion
that, in light of the scope and variability of deal-making, is arguably weak. In addition, while
we certainly find research (and anecdotal evidence) referencing killer acquisitions, given the

“as reported” design it is not plausible to conduct credible tests.

Third (RQ3), the intangible footprint - goodwill plus identifiable intangible assets - will be the
largest portion of corporate individual acquisition-level firm balance-sheet report (in some
reporting, here mainly A/B). In A particularly, if we see wider use of identifiable intangibles
that drive residuals to goodwill, the total goodwill and intangible total will still be dominant;
Tesla is a slight exception since they have a more asset/manufacturing-based revenue model
and lower incidences of acquisitions. At these levels and in these forms, such structures imply
shortening run pressure on margins (through amortization or finite-lived intangibles and costs
from integration), a small increase in leverage as well as a reading of reported performance that
would be dependent on the total disclosure stated. Given the prevalence of goodwill-heavy
acquisitions (or acquisitions with significant portions of goodwill and identifiable intangibles),
this self-desired profile also increases the potential for impairment risk (through the goodwill
path), making the requirement for rigor and transparency for impairment testing (ASC 350)

very integral in the reading of future earnings, and future Inter-period comparability.

Finally (RQ4) that analyzes whether public acquisitions undertaken by BATMMAAN
corporations elicit any substantial market response. The analysis via the market model along
with the estimation of cumulative abnormal returns (CAR) suggests that of the 17 transactions
reviewed, five exhibited statistically significant abnormal returns. Collectively, these results
imply that acquisitions announced by BATMMAAN firms do not typically generate a
homogenized response, and rather, the response or lack thereof hinges on idiosyncratic features
of the unique transaction. Some announcements are viewed positively, particularly when the
market has ascribed verifiable synergies and a reasonable acquisition premium; others,
however, raised concerns regarding costs, integration difficulties, or the financial payoft of the

transaction.
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6.2 Limitations of the Study

First, there is a “disclosure and materiality bias™: Issuers decide what to disclose, and the
granularity of data disclosed at that level also influence degrees of evidence, thus the quality of
estimates decline along the A to D gradient: estimates are robust at A, weaker at B, weakly
tractable at C, and not tractable at D. In private C (aggregate PPAs) and partly in public B,
reporting at an aggregate level obstructs deal-level attribution. Overall, selectivity of disclosure
and reported aggregate levels limits the ability to reconstruct PPAs and formulate explanations
for the income-statement effects, limiting inter-firm and temporal comparability, and

accordingly, inference on organic versus acquisition-driven changes.

Second "As reported" design: The design of the analysis stays within as-reported numbers and
does not capitalize internally generated intangibles (research and development, brand or
organizational capital, etc.). This may understate total intangible intensity and potentially distort
levels and ratios in relation to economic reality, but maintains internal consistency across

homogeneous disclosure groups.

Again, Killer acquisitions not testable: while market structure and deal-making breadth -
especially in C/D - foreshadow the potential for killer acquisitions, the current dataset is too
limited to run a credible test. Convincing identification would incorporate micro-evidence
(product/pipeline trajectories, patent continuation/abandonment) and matched controls on

assets that were not acquired.

Finally in the CAR analysis there are significant limitations. First, while the market model is
common in event studies, it is quite simplistic and does not allow for additional factors such as
deal size or experience factors of the acquirer or target firm to be accounted for. The estimated
abnormal and cumulative abnormal returns will thus only reflect unobserved risk or dynamics
to a limited extent. Second, the sample is small and highly specific, only consisting of 17
transactions committed by companies that fit the BATMMAAN classification. Such a cluster
reduces the generalizability of the findings to other firms or industries. Third and finally we
should be careful in interpreting the results considering that the small sample noted above
combined with the number of event windows options considered creates an opportunity for
false positive events. The findings should therefore be treated as exploratory rather than

definitive.
6.3 Directions for Future Research

Measuring disclosure beyond A/B/C/D: Create a parsimonious, continuous (0-100) index of

disclosure quality for the Business Combinations notes, based on a small number of verifiable
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items (parts of the target; consideration, and its mix; breakdown identifiable intangibles;
amount of goodwill and stated rationales; principal effects on income statement in closing year).
Test the score ex post relative to the A/B/C/D taxonomy and use it in fixed-effect panels by
firm-year to investigate whether higher disclosure is associated with more granular PPAs (a
higher proportion of identifiable intangibles and a more interpretable goodwill residual),
controlling for deal size, industry and jurisdiction. If possible, exploit quasi-experimental

design alternatives around materiality thresholds or enforcement/listing shocks.

Testing the hypothesis of “killer acquisitions” with micro-evidence: Instead of asking whether
killer acquisitions occur, we can transition from an assessment of compatibility to falsifiable
evidence by tracking post-closing evolutions at the product/technology level (launches, delays,
discontinuation) and in intellectual property (patent continuations/abandonment and forward
citations), comparing acquired targets against matched non-acquired peers (similar technology
domain, scale and country). We might want to stress cases exhibiting greater informational
opacity (classes C/D) to determine, with similar indicators, the likelihood acquired firms are

subsequently followed by slowdowns or cancellations of potentially substitutive lines.

Policy simulation for goodwill accounting: Simultaneously, conduct a counterfactual
assessment contrasting the current regime of impairment-only accounting with a goodwill
amortization scenario, for example straight line over ten years, generating pro-forma statements
to assess effects on level and volatility of earnings, key ratios (margins, coverage, ROIC), and
international comparability, including sensitivity analyses for alternative useful lives and
transition assumptions in order to generate meaningful, decision-useful information for analysts

and standard setters.

Concluding, Future research could use more advanced multifactor models to help distinguish
abnormal returns by controlling for increased sources of risk in addition to the market factor,
such as the Fama-French® or Carhart’ models. This would facilitate a better measurement of
firm-specific characteristics and help minimize potential biases in estimating CAR. Another
possibility is to enhance the dataset, either by expanding the overall number of transactions or
extending the timeframe of the analysis. For example, extending the analysis to the period

2004-2024 would increase the number of acquisitions to analyze which would cover differing

6 Fama-French Model: a multifactor model extending the CAPM by adding size (SMB) and value (HML) factors
to better explain stock return

7 Carhart model: an extension of the Fama-French model that adds a momentum factor to capture the persistence
of past stock price trends
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market conditions and corporate strategies that would help improve the robustness and

generalization of the findings.
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Appendix A

A.1. General Financial Statement Analysis

Gross Profit (USD, millions)

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 1.877 3.553 5.940 8.509 10.733 12.483 13.516 16.844 22.095 24.690 32.509
Alphabet 40.310 33.526 55.134 65.272 77.270 89.961 97.795 146.698 156.633 174.062 203.712
Tesla 1.599 2.222 4.042 4.069 6.630 13.606 20.853 17.660 17.450,
Meta 10.313 15.061 23.849 35.199 46.483 57.927 69.273 95.280 91.360 108.943 134.340
Microsoft 59.899 60.542 52.540 55.689 72.007 82.933 96.937 115.856 135.620 146.052 171.008|
Apple 70.537 93.626 84.263 88.186 101.839 98.392 104.956 152.836 170.782 169.148 180.683
Amazon 26.236 35.355 47.722 65.932 93.731 114986 152.757 197.478 225.152 270.046 311.671
Nvidia 2.268 2.599 2.811 4.063 5.822 7.171 6.768 10.396 17.475 15.356 44.301
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 89,29% 67,18%  43,25% 26,14% 16,30%  8,28%  24,62% 31,17%  11,74%  31,67%| 34,97%| 28,66%
Alphabet -16,83% 64,45% 18,39%  18,38%  16,42% 8,71% 50,01% 6,77% 11,13% 17,03%| 19,45%| 16,73%
Tesla 3897% 81,87%  0,67% 62,94% 10522% 53,26% -1531%  -1,19%| 40,80%| 46,12%
Meta 46,04% 58,35%  47,59% 32,06% 24,62%  19,59% 37,54% -4,11% 19,25%  23,31%| 30,42%| 28,34%)
Microsoft 1,07% -1322%  599% 29,30% 15,17% 16,89%  19,52% 17,06%  7,69%  17,09%| 11,66%| 16,03%
Apple 32,73% -10,00% 4,66% 15,48%  -3,38% 6,67% 45,62% 11,74% -0,96% 6,82%| 10,94%) 6,75%
Amazon 34,76% 34,98%  38,16% 42,16% 22,68% 32,85% 29,28%  14,01% 19,94% 15,41%| 28,42%| 31,06%
Nvidia 14,63% 8,14%  44,54% 43,29% 23,17%  -5,62% 53,61% 68,09% -12,13% 188,49%| 42,62%| 33,23%)
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 407 486 806 787 1.056 1.709 1.935 1.347 1.382 1.592 4.959
Alphabet 13.982 10.986 17.470 19.765 24.459 28.015 28.998 36.422 42.291 44.342 41.996)
Tesla 834 1.378 1.460 1.343 1.491 2.593 3.075 3.969 4.540]
Meta 2.653 4.020 5.503 7.242 11.297 20.341 18.155 23.872 27.078 23.709 21.087
Microsoft 20.632 20.324 19.260 20.020 22.223 23.098 24.709 25.224 27.725 30.334 32.065
Apple 11.993 14.329 14.194 15.261 16.705 18.245 19.916 21.773 25.094 24.932 26.097
Amazon 1.552 1.747 2.432 3.674 4.336 5.203 6.668 8.823 11.891 11.816 11.359
Nvidia 436 481 602 663 815 991 1.093 1.940 2.166 2.440 2.654]
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 19,41% 65,84%  -2,36% 34,18% 61,84% 13,22% -30,39%  2,60%  1520% 211,49%| 39,20%| 17,30%
Alphabet -21,43% 59,02% 13,14% 23,75%  14,54% 3,51% 25,60% 16,11% 4,85% -5,29%| 13,38%| 13,84%
Tesla 72,92% 14,48%  -6,67%  18,86% 43,62% -12,64% 21,64% 7,29%| 19,94%| 16,67%)
Meta 51,53% 36,89%  31,60% 5599% 80,06% -10,75%  31,49% 1343% -12,44% -11,06%| 26,67%| 31,55%
Microsoft -1,49% -5,24% 3,95%  11,00% 3,94% 6,97% 2,08% 9,92% 9,41% 5,71%)| 4,63%) 4,83%)
Apple 19,48% -0,94% 7,52%  9,46%  9,22%  9,16% 9,32% 15,25%  -0,65% 4,67%| 8,25%| 9,19%
Amazon 12,56% 39,21%  51,07% 18,02%  20,00% 28,16%  32,32% 34,77%  -0,63%  -3,87%| 23,16%| 24,08%)
Nvidia 10,34% 25,22%  10,13% 22,93% 21,60% 10,29%  77,49% 11,65%  12,65% 8,77%| 21,11%| 12,15%
Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024

Broadcom 438 1.632 -409 2.383 5.135 3.444 4.014 8.519 14.225 16.207 13.463]
Alphabet 16.496 15.403 23.716 26.146 26.321 34.231 41.224 78.714 74.842 84.293  112.390|
Tesla -667 -1.632 -388 -69 1.994 6.523 13.656 8.891 7.076
Meta 4.994 6.225 12.427 20.203 24.913 23.986 32.671 46.753 28.944 46.751 69.380
Microsoft 27.759 18.161 20.182 22.326 35.058 42.959 52.959 69.916 83.383 88.523 109.433|
Apple 52.503 71.230 60.024 61.344 70.898 63.930 66.288 108.949 119.437 114.301 123.216
Amazon 178 2.233 4.186 4.106 12.421 14.541 22.899 24.879 12.248 36.852 68.593
Nvidia 496 759 747 1.934 3.210 3.804 4.532 4.532 10.041 4.224 32.972




EBIT Growth %

Company 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 average | median
Broadcom 272,60% -125,06% -682,64% 115,48% -32,93% 16,55%  112,23%  66,98% 13,93% -16,93%| -25,98%| 15,24%
Alphabet -6,63% 53,97%  10,25% 0,67%  30,05%  20,43% 90,94%  -4,92% 12,63%  33,33%| 24,07%| 16,53%
Tesla -144,57% 76,23%  82,22% 2989,86%  227,13% 109,35% -34,89% -20,41%| 410,61%| 79,22%
Meta 24,65% 99,63%  62,57% 23,31% -3,72% 36,21% 43,10% -38,09%  61,52%  48,40%| 35,76%| 39,66%
Microsoft -34,58% 11,13%  10,62% 57,03% 22,54% 23,28% 32,02%  19,26% 6,16%  23,62%| 17,11%| 20,90%
Apple 35,67% -15,73% 2,20% 15,57% -9,83% 3,69% 64,36% 9,63% -4,30% 7,80%| 10,91% 5,74%
Amazon 1154,49% 87,46%  -1,91% 202,51% 17,07% 57,48% 8,65% -50,77% 200,88%  86,13%| 176,20%| 71,80%
Nvidia 52,95% -1,58% 158,90% 65,98%  18,50%  19,14% 0,00% 121,56% -57,93% 680,59%| 105,81%| 36,04%

A.2. General Ratios analysis
A.2.1 Profitability Ratios

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon NVIDIA
2014 2,51% 11,01% 7,32%  12,73% 17,04% -0,44% 6,07%
2015 12,97% 8,63% 7,46% 6,92% 18,39% 0,91% 8,76%
2016 -3,72% 11,63% -3,30%  15,73% 8,68%  14,20% 2,84% 8,33%
2017 3,30% 6,42% -7,82% 18,85% 8,80% 12,88% 2,31% 17,18%
2018 25,16% 13,20% -4,95% 22,72% 6,40%  16,28% 6,19% 27,11%
2019‘ 4,04% 12,45% -3,15% 13,86% 13,69% 16,32% 5,14% 31,15%
2020 3,90% 12,60% 2,73% 18,29%  14,70% 17,73% 6,64% 16,15%
2021 891% 21,16% 10,49% 23,72%  18,36% 26,97% 7,93%  15,05%
2022 15,69% 16,42% 15,98% 12,49%  19,94% 28,29% -0,59% 22,07%
2023 19,33% 18,34% 15,47% 17,03% 17,56% 27,51% 5,76%  10,61%
2024| 3,56% 22,24% 7,32% 22,59%  17,21%  25,68% 9,48%  45,28%

Return of Investment (ROI)

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 4,62% 14,43% 13,84% 21,90% 31,18% 0,20% 7,87%
2015| 17,37%  12,02% 14,08%  14,37%  33,96% 2,09% 12,04%
2016 -0,87% 15,73% -4,45%  20,99% 15,05% 24,73% 3,08%  14,88%
2017 4,59% 1510% -7,78% 27,17% 12,65% 22,35% 2,31% 24,02%
2018 10,75%  13,28% -1,81% 29,61% 17,50%  28,49% 5,33% 31,82%
2019 5,68% 14,84% -0,28% 23,74% 19,78%  27,46% 518% 31,80%
2020 5,77%  15,69% 6,32% 25,47%  23,13%  30,34% 5,93% 18,32%
2021 12,29%  26,68% 12,12% 37,44% 28,52%  48,31% 5,30% 18,23%
2022 21,49% 25,29% 16,76% 23,02%  30,91%  60,09% 2,38%  25,20%
2023 24,76%  26,29% 9,19%  30,52% 28,76%  55,14% 6,41% 12,20%
2024 9,04% 31,12% 7,24% 37,99%  28,29% 65,34% 10,75% 59,84%

il



Return of Equity (ROE)

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 8,11% 13,82% 8,14%  24,45% 35,42% -2,24% 9,87%
2015| 28,94%  10,58% 8,34%  15,23% 44,74% 4,45%  14,27%
2016 -8,51% 14,01% -15,76% 17,26%  23,33% 35,62% 12,29% 13,48%
2017 7,75% 8,30% -52,88% 21,43% 29,29% 36,07% 10,95% 29,19%
2018‘ 47,30% 17,30% -21,59% 26,28%  20,03% 55,56% 23,13% 40,78%

2019 10,92% 17,05% -11,71% 18,29%  38,35% 61,06% 18,67% 44,33%
2020 12,40%  18,09% 3,88% 22,72% 37,43% 87,87% 22,84% 22,91%
2021 26,96% 30,22% 18,70% 31,53%  43,15% 150,07% 24,13% 25,64%
2022 50,62% 23,41% 29,12% 18,45%  43,68% 196,96% -1,86% 36,65%
2023| 58,70%  26,04% 23,91% 25,53%  35,09% 156,08%  15,07%  19,76%

2024 8,71%  30,80% 9,81% 34,14% 32,83% 164,59% 20,72%  69,24%
A.2.2 Margin Ratios
Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia

2014 6,16% 21,88% 23,58%  25,28% 21,61% -0,27%  10,65%
2015 19,99% 22,93% 20,57% 13,03% 22,85% 0,56%  13,47%
2016| -14,06%  21,58% -10,70% 36,97% 19,69% 21,19% 1,74%  12,26%
2017 10,18%  11,42% -19,05% 39,20% 23,57% 21,09% 1,71%  24,47%
2018 60,49%  22,46% -5,74%  39,60%  15,02% 22,41% 4,33% 31,37%
2019‘ 12,05% 21,22% -3,72% 26,15% 31,18% 21,24% 4,13% 35,34%
2020 12,39% 22,06% 3,16% 33,90% 30,96% 20,91% 5,53% 25,61%

2021 24,54%  29,51% 11,95% 33,38% 36,45%  25,88% 7,10%  25,98%
2022 34,62%  21,20% 18,22%  19,90% 36,69%  25,31% -0,53%  36,23%
2023| 39,31%  24,01% 18,17% 28,98% 34,15%  25,31% 5,29% 16,19%

2024 11,43%  28,60% 9,28% 37,91% 35,96% 23,97% 9,29%  48,85%
Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 10,26%  24,99% 40,06% 31,97% 46,77% 0,20% 12,01%
2015 23,92%  27,74% 34,72% 19,41%  50,85% 2,09% 16,21%
2016 -3,09% 26,27% -9,63% 44,96% 23,65%  45,69% 3,08% 14,91%
2017 13,51%  23,59% -13,88% 49,70% 24,82%  43,49% 2,31% 27,99%
2018 24,63%  19,24% -2,10% 44,62% 31,77%  43,29% 5,33%  33,05%
2019 15,24%  21,15% -0,33% 33,93% 34,14% 39,52% 518% 32,47%
2020 16,80% 22,59% 7,32% 38,01% 37,03%  39,09% 5,93%  26,07%
2021 31,03%  30,55% 13,81% 39,65% 41,59% 51,15% 530% 27,18%
2022 42,84%  26,46% 19,11% 24,82% 42,06% 53,43% 2,38% 37,31%
2023| 45,25%  27,42% 10,79% 34,66% 41,77% 53,38% 6,41%  15,66%
2024 26,10% 32,11% 9,18% 42,18% 44,64% 58,58% 10,75% 54,12%

il



Gross margin (GPM)

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 43,97% 61,07% 82,73% 68,98% 38,59% 29,48% 54,91%
2015 52,07%  60,39% 84,01% 64,70% 38,59% 33,04% 55,53%

2016 44,86%  61,08% 22,85% 86,29% 61,58%  38,59% 35,09% 56,11%
2017 48,25%  58,88% 18,90% 86,58% 61,91% 38,59% 37,07%  58,80%
2018 51,48%  56,48% 18,83% 83,25% 65,25% 38,59%  40,25%  59,93%
2019 55,24%  55,58% 16,56% 81,94% 65,90% 38,59%  40,99% 61,21%
2020 56,58%  53,58% 21,02% 80,58% 67,78%  38,59% 39,57% 61,99%
2021 61,36% 56,94% 25,28% 80,79% 68,93% 38,59% 42,03% 62,34%
2022 66,55%  55,38% 25,60% 78,35% 68,40% 38,59% 43,81% 64,93%
2023] 68,93%  56,63% 18,25%  80,76%  68,92%  38,59%  46,98%  56,93%
2024 63,03%  58,20% 17,86% 81,67% 69,76%  38,59%  48,85%  72,72%

Effective tax rate

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 9,65%  19,30% 40,12%  20,75%  26,13% 150,45% 13,77%
2015 518% 17,23% 40,46% 34,12%  26,37% -60,59%  16,46%
2016 -57,99%  19,35% -0,36% 18,38% 14,95%  25,56% -36,61% 17,36%
2017 1,92%  53,44% -0,36% 22,63% 8,40% 24,56% -20,20% 12,38%
2018| -177,87%  11,96% -1,43% 12,81% 54,57% 18,34% -10,63% 4,66%
2019 0,00% 13,33% -1,43%  25,50% 10,18%  15,94% -16,99%  -6,29%
2020 0,00% 16,25% -5,77% 12,16% 16,51% 14,43% -11,84% 5,86%
2021 0,43% 16,20% -5,77% 16,74%  13,83% 13,30% -12,56% 1,75%
2022 7,55%  15,92% -16,54% 19,50% 13,11% 16,20% -54,19% 1,90%
2023 6,72% 13,91% -16,54% 17,56% 18,98% 14,72% -18,96% -4,47%
2024 37,80%  16,44% 25,30% 11,75% 18,23% 24,09% -13,50% 12,00%

A.2.3 Efficiency Ratios

Receivables turnover

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 5,46 7,03 7,43 4,44 10,47 15,86 9,69|
2015 6,70 4,80 7,01 5,23 13,87 16,66 9,88
2016| 6,07 6,39 14,02 6,92 4,67 13,69 16,31 9,92
2017 7,20 6,05 22,82 6,97 4,54 12,82 13,51 8,37
2018 6,27 6,57 22,61 7,36 4,17 11,45 13,96 7,68
2019‘ 6,93 6,39 18,56 7,43 4,26 11,35 13,48 8,23
2020 10,40 5,90 16,72 7,58 4,47 17,03 15,73 6,59|
2021 13,25 6,55 28,14 8,40 4,42 13,92 14,28 6,86
2022 11,22 7,03 27,60 8,66 4,48 13,99 12,13 5,79
2023 11,36 6,41 27,59 8,34 4,35 12,99 11,00 7,05
2024| 11,68 6,69 22,11 9,68 4,31 11,70 11,50 6,09|




Day of Sales (DSO)

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 66,86 51,89 49,13 82,15 34,86 23,02 37,68
2015 54,50 75,97 52,10 69,85 26,31 21,91 36,93
2016 60,13 57,16 26,03 52,73 78,19 26,67 22,38 36,79|
2017 50,66 60,37 16,00 52,36 80,31 28,46 27,01 43,63
2018 58,21 55,59 16,14 49,59 87,58 31,86 26,14 47,53
2019 52,64 57,11 19,66 49,14 85,63 32,16 27,08 44,36
2020 35,10 61,85 21,83 48,13 81,70 21,43 23,20 55,40|
2021 27,54 55,68 12,97 43,45 82,61 26,22 25,55 53,17,
2022 32,52 51,95 13,23 42,15 81,48 26,09 30,08 63,06
2023 32,14 56,95 13,23 43,75 83,86 28,10 33,18 51,79|
2024 31,25 54,58 16,51 37,71 84,76 31,19 31,73 59,91

Inventory turnover

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 4,61 0,00 0,00 10,13 53,18 7,56 4,80
2015 6,24 44,79 0,00 11,38 59,64 7,00 4,31
2016 5,21 131,11 2,61 0,00 14,56 61,62 7,70 5,26
2017 6,31 60,86 4,21 0,00 15,71 29,05 6,98 3,59
2018 9,00 53,79 5,59 0,00 14,41 41,39 8,10 4,89
2019 11,57 71,97 5,77 0,00 20,80 39,40 8,08 2,89
2020 10,34 116,39 4,94 0,00 24,32 41,75 9,80 4,24
2021 8,18 94,82 6,99 0,00 19,81 32,37 8,34 3,44
2022 5,77 47,27 4,72 0,00 16,74 45,20 8,40 3,62
2023 5,86 0,00 5,81 0,00 26,35 33,82 9,15 2,25
2024 10,83 0,00 6,68 0,00 59,48 28,87 9,54 3,15

Days of inventory (DOI)

2024

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 79,20 0,00 0,00 36,05 6,86 48,27 76,00|
2015 58,47 8,15 0,00 32,06 6,12 48,27 84,66
2016 70,00 2,78 139,72 0,00 25,06 5,92 48,27 69,38
2017 57,87 6,00 111,16 0,00 23,24 12,56 48,27  101,79|
2018 40,56 6,79 80,18 0,00 25,33 8,82 48,27 74,65
2019 31,54 5,07 79,06 0,00 17,55 9,26 48,27 126,49
2020 35,30 3,14 73,89 0,00 15,01 8,74 48,27 86,10
2021 44,64 3,85 62,93 0,00 18,42 11,28 48,27 106,15
2022 63,25 7,72 91,69 0,00 21,80 8,08 48,27 100,73
2023 62,25 0,00 74,91 0,00 13,85 10,79 48,27 162,08

33,70 0,00 69,76 0,00 6,14 12,64 48,27 115,99




Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 4,61 14,98 12,23 3,62 3,72 3,81 5,46
2015| 6,24 11,39 14,63 5,01 3,95 3,51 6,28
2016 5,21 17,22 2,55 12,55 4,75 0,65 3,49 6,97
2017 6,31 14,53 3,11 14,35 4,64 0,61 3,23 4,39
2018 9,00 13,60 5,12 11,41 4,45 0,55 3,64 4,38
2019 11,57 12,93 4,35 9,37 4,57 0,75 3,51 6,59|
2020 10,34 15,16 3,35 12,54 3,68 0,91 3,22 5,71
2021 8,18 18,38 4,01 5,55 3,44 0,80 3,46 4,88
2022 5,77 24,61 3,97 5,06 3,30 0,80 3,63 4,17
2023 5,86 17,79 5,48 5,35 3,64 0,88 3,59 9,33
2024| 10,83 18,32 5,04 3,92 3,37 0,83 3,46 4,20|

Days of payables (DOP)

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 78,58 78,58 29,84 100,72 98,18 95,73 63,58
2015 68,85 68,85 24,95 72,82 98,18 103,91 51,40|
2016| 63,05 63,05 125,72 29,09 76,81 98,18 104,66 49,13
2017 44,19 44,19 91,49 25,43 78,73 98,18 112,88 62,18
2018 0,00 0,00 71,34 31,99 82,01 98,18 100,18 55,89|
2019 30,86 30,86 67,11 38,96 79,80 98,18 104,04 41,04
2020 29,42 29,42 88,68 29,10 99,25 98,18 113,48 60,42
2021 37,37 37,37 90,98 65,80 105,96 98,18 105,43 69,81
2022 32,79 32,79 91,87 72,14 110,69 98,18 100,59 68,95
2023 39,68 39,68 66,58 68,18 100,28 98,18 101,79 37,48
2024 31,82 31,82 56,74 93,03 108,33 98,18 105,56 59,27

Working capital turnover

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 1,51 1,03 1,02 1,27 35,96 27,48 0,88
2015 2,58 0,78 0,91 1,25 26,66 27,48 0,97
2016| 3,27 1,02 16,17 0,88 1,06 7,74 27,48 1,35
2017 1,33 1,11 -10,65 0,91 0,94 8,24 27,48 1,02
2018 3,08 1,35 -12,73 1,28 0,99 18,35 27,48 1,20]
2019 7,49 1,51 17,12 1,38 1,19 4,56 27,48 1,27
2020 4,32 1,55 2,53 1,42 1,30 7,16 27,48 0,92
2021 2,66 2,08 7,28 2,59 1,76 39,10 27,48 1,37
2022 2,90 2,96 5,73 3,59 2,66 -21,23 27,48 1,10
2023 2,66 3,43 4,64 2,53 2,65 -220,03 27,48 1,63
2024| 17,80 4,69 3,31 2,48 7,12 -16,71 27,48 1,81




Fixed Assets turnover

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 0,64 1,31 0,47 1,49 1,12 3,84 2,54
2015 1,01 0,97 0,65 1,82 1,16 3,69 3,15
2016 0,31 1,45 0,43 0,90 1,59 1,00 3,61 3,80
2017 0,46 1,52 0,53 1,13 1,11 0,93 2,50 5,30
2018 0,51 1,41 1,00 1,19 1,24 1,13 2,66 4,89
2019 0,39 1,31 1,11 1,05 1,13 1,48 2,18 4,28
2020 0,37 1,26 1,24 1,03 1,20 1,52 2,05 3,01
2021 0,47 1,51 1,54 1,19 1,13 1,69 1,81 1,31
2022 0,61 1,41 1,97 0,92 1,02 1,81 1,63 1,75
2023 0,69 1,33 1,70 0,94 0,93 1,83 1,62 1,49|
2024 0,35 1,22 1,53 0,93 0,70 1,84 1,47 2,85

Total assets turnover

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 0,41 0,50 0,31 0,50 0,79 1,63 0,57
2015 0,65 0,38 0,36 0,53 0,80 1,64 0,65
2016 0,26 0,54 0,31 0,43 0,44 0,67 1,63 0,68
2017 0,32 0,56 0,41 0,48 0,37 0,61 1,35 0,70|
2018 0,42 0,59 0,72 0,57 0,43 0,73 1,43 0,86
2019 0,33 0,59 0,72 0,53 0,44 0,77 1,25 0,88
2020 0,31 0,57 0,60 0,54 0,47 0,85 1,20 0,63
2021 0,36 0,72 0,87 0,71 0,50 1,04 1,12 0,58
2022 0,45 0,77 0,99 0,63 0,54 1,12 1,11 0,61
2023 0,49 0,76 0,91 0,59 0,51 1,09 1,09 0,65
2024 0,31 0,78 0,80 0,60 0,48 1,07 1,02 0,93

A.2.4 Main Converage ratios

Interest coverage ratio (ICR)

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 3,98 N.A 59,45 N.A N.A 1,07 47,52
2015 8,54 N.A 200,81 N.A N.A 2,35 16,45
2016 -0,70 N.A -3,36 N.A 46,83 N.A 2,94 15,89]
2017 5,25 N.A -3,46 N.A N.A N.A 5,34 33,34
2018 8,18 N.A -0,59 N.A N.A N.A 10,38 52,62
2019 8,18 N.A -0,10 N.A N.A N.A 6,13 65,59
2020 2,39 N.A -2,67 N.A N.A N.A 8,00 54,73
2021 2,26 N.A 17,58 N.A N.A N.A 5,19 24,63
2022 4,52 21,30 71,50 231,55 N.A N.A N.A 42,55
2023 9,99 N.A 56,99 N.A N.A 357,60 5,18 16,12
2024 3,41 N.A 20,22 N.A 66,48 N.A 7,40 128,30

A.2.5 Balance sheet ratios

vii



Current ratio

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 3,77 4,80 9,60 2,50 1,08 0,72 5,95
2015 3,36 4,67 11,25 2,50 1,11 0,70 6,38
2016| 2,31 6,29 1,07 11,97 2,35 1,35 0,71 2,57,
2017 6,26 5,14 0,86 12,92 2,48 1,28 0,58 4,77
2018 3,90 3,92 0,83 7,19 2,90 1,12 0,63 8,03
2019‘ 1,44 3,37 1,13 4,40 2,53 1,54 0,59 7,94
2020 1,87 3,07 1,88 5,05 2,52 1,36 0,58 7,67
2021 2,64 2,93 1,38 3,15 2,08 1,07 0,57 4,09]
2022 2,62 2,38 1,53 2,20 1,78 0,88 0,46 6,65
2023 2,82 2,10 1,73 2,67 1,77 0,99 0,53 3,52
2024| 1,17 1,84 2,02 2,98 1,27 0,87 0,56 4,17
Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 2,35 1,65 4,21 0,62 0,49 0,72 1,67
2015 2,54 1,46 3,88 0,47 0,47 0,66 1,08
2016 1,71 1,61 0,67 4,49 0,42 0,46 0,63 0,47
2017 5,40 1,20 0,51 3,70 0,43 0,38 0,58 1,45
2018 3,26 1,08 0,46 2,51 0,66 0,42 0,71 4,57,
2019‘ 1,21 0,97 0,71 1,90 0,59 0,68 0,65 1,66
2020 1,56 1,01 1,49 1,93 0,63 0,51 0,53 7,04
2021 2,27 0,94 0,00 1,45 0,59 0,49 0,49 0,83
2022 2,18 0,90 0,72 1,04 0,61 0,34 0,62 1,53
2023 2,34 0,88 0,69 1,82 0,80 0,41 0,76 1,10
2024| 0,82 0,85 0,71 1,81 0,60 0,36 0,75 1,63

Cash ratio

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 1,58 1,09 1,06 0,19 0,22 0,52 1,22
2015 1,63 0,86 0,95 0,11 0,26 0,47 0,55
2016 1,01 0,77 0,58 1,54 0,11 0,26 0,44 0,25
2017 4,43 0,44 0,44 0,79 0,12 0,20 0,35 0,99|
2018 1,84 0,48 0,37 0,76 0,20 0,22 0,46 3,47
2019‘ 0,73 0,41 0,59 0,59 0,16 0,46 0,41 0,59|
2020 1,20 0,47 1,36 0,57 0,19 0,36 0,33 6,11
2021 1,94 0,33 0,89 0,40 0,16 0,28 0,25 0,22
2022 1,76 0,32 0,61 0,24 0,15 0,15 0,35 0,46
2023 1,92 0,29 0,57 0,55 0,33 0,21 0,44 0,52
2024 0,56 0,26 0,56 0,47 0,15 0,17 0,44 0,68

A.2.6 Solvency ratios
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Leverage ratio

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 3,77 1,25 1,11 1,92 2,08 5,07 1,63
2015 3,36 1,23 1,12 2,20 2,43 4,89 1,63
2016 2,31 1,20 4,77 1,10 2,69 2,51 4,32 1,62
2017 6,26 1,29 6,76 1,14 3,33 2,80 4,74 1,70
2018 3,90 1,31 6,04 1,16 3,13 3,41 3,73 1,50
2019 1,44 1,37 5,18 1,32 2,80 3,74 3,63 1,42
2020 1,87 1,44 2,35 1,24 2,55 4,96 3,44 1,42
2021 2,64 1,43 2,06 1,33 2,35 5,56 3,04 1,70|
2022 2,62 1,43 1,84 1,48 2,19 6,96 3,17 1,66
2023 2,82 1,42 1,70 1,50 2,00 5,67 2,61 1,86
2024 1,17 1,39 1,67 1,51 1,91 6,41 2,19 1,53

Debt-to-equity ratio

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 3,23 0,25 0,11 0,92 1,08 4,07 0,63
2015 2,23 0,23 0,12 1,20 1,43 3,89 0,63
2016 2,28 0,20 3,52 0,10 1,69 1,51 3,32 0,62
2017 2,35 0,29 5,43 0,14 2,33 1,80 3,74 0,70
2018 1,88 0,31 4,76 0,16 2,13 2,41 2,73 0,50
2019 2,71 0,37 3,96 0,32 1,80 2,74 2,63 0,42
2020 3,18 0,44 1,28 0,24 1,55 3,96 2,44 0,42
2021 3,02 0,43 1,01 0,33 1,35 4,56 2,04 0,70]|
2022 3,23 0,43 0,82 0,48 1,19 5,96 2,17 0,66
2023 3,04 0,42 0,69 0,50 1,00 4,67 1,61 0,86
2024 2,45 0,39 0,66 0,51 0,91 5,41 1,19 0,53

Debt-to-Capital ratio

Broadcom Alphabet Tesla Meta Microsoft Apple Amazon Nvidia
2014 0,69 0,13 0,10 0,48 0,52 0,80 0,39
2015 0,55 0,13 0,11 0,55 0,59 0,80 0,39|
2016 0,56 0,10 0,74 0,09 0,63 0,60 0,80 0,38
2017 0,57 0,12 0,80 0,12 0,70 0,64 0,80 0,41
2018 0,47 0,15 0,79 0,14 0,68 0,71 0,80 0,34
2019 0,63 0,16 0,76 0,24 0,64 0,73 0,80 0,30
2020 0,69 0,18 0,54 0,19 0,61 0,80 0,80 0,30|
2021 0,67 0,18 0,49 0,25 0,57 0,82 0,80 0,41
2022 0,69 0,19 0,44 0,32 0,54 0,86 0,80 0,40
2023 0,67 0,20 0,40 0,33 0,50 0,82 0,80 0,46
2024 0,59 0,20 0,40 0,34 0,48 0,84 0,80 0,35
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Appendix B

B.1 Private Acquisitions
B.1.1 Broadcom — Category A

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) |Goodwill ($M) |Intagibles ($M) |Net Assets ($M)
Broadcom Brocade 2017 4.788| 2.187] 3.396 -795
percentage % 100,00% 45,68% 70,93% -16,60%
Balance sheet Overview
Balance sheet Items Pre-M&aA ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 19.306 15.823 -3.483 -18,04%
Non-current-Assets 32.930 38.595 5.665 17,20%
Total Assets 52.236 54.418 2.182 4,18%
Current liabilities 1.299 2.529 1.230 94,69%
Non-Current Liabilities 27.759 28.703 944 3,40%
Total Liabilities 29.058 31.232 2.174] 7,48%
Shareholder's Equity 20.277 20.285 8 0,04%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 52.236 54.418 2.182 4,18%
Income Statement Overview
P/L Items Pre-M&aA ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Net Revenue 15.856] 17.636] 1.780 11,23%
Gross Profit 6.783] 8.509 1.726] 25,44%
Operating Income (EBIT) 686 2.383] 1.697 247,22%
Net Income 99 1.796 1.697| 1708,51%
Key Ratios Overview
KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A A Growth %
Profitability ROA 0,19% 3,30% 3,11% 1636%
ROI 1,35%) 4,59%) 3,25% 241%
ROE 0,49% 8,85% 8,36% 1708%
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 0,63% 10,18%) 9,56% 1525,98%
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 4,33%)| 13,51% 9,18% 212,18%
Gross margin (GPM) 42,78%) 48,25%) 5,47% 12,78%
Effective tax rate 27,28%) 1,92%) -25,36% -92,97%
Efficiency Receivables turnover 8,81 7,20 -1,61] -18,24%
Day of Sales (DSO) 41,42 50,66 9,24 22,31%
Inventory turnover 11,36 6,31 -5,05) -44,49%
Days of inventory (DOI) 32,12] 57,87 25,74 80,14%
Payables turnover 8,21] 8,26 0,05 0,60%
Days of payables (DOP) 44,45 44,19 -0,26| -0,60%)
Working capital turnover 0,88] 1,33 0,45| 50,66%
Fixed Assets turnover 0,48| 0,46 -0,02, -5,10%)
Total assets turnover 0,30 0,32 0,02 6,77%
Liquidity Current ratio 14,86 6,26 -8,61] -57,90%
Quick ratio 13,69 5,40 -8,29 -60,57%)
Cash ratio 12,30, 4,43 -7,87| -64,00%)
main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) -1,51 -5,25] -3,74] 247,22%)
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,58 2,68 0,11 4,14%
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,43 1,54 0,11 7,44%
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,56 0,57 0,02 3,17%




Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) |Goodwill ($M) |Intagibles ($M) |Net Assets ($M)
Broadcom Symantec Corp 2019 10.700| 6.638 5.411 -1.349
percentage % 100,00% 62,04% 50,57% -12,61%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Current assets 20.344 9.917| -10.427, -51%
Non-current-Assets 45.435) 57.576 12.141] 27%
Total Assets 65.779 67.493 1.714 3%
Current liabilities 5.185) 6.899 1.714 33%
Non-Current Liabilities 35.624 35.624 0 0%
Total Liabilities 40.809 42.523 1.714 4%
Shareholder's Equity i 24.941f 24.941] 0 0%
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 65.750 67.464 1.714 2,61%

Income Statement Overview

P/L ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) A Growth %
Net Revenue 20.987| 22.597| 1.610 8%
Gross Profit 11.053 12.483 1.430] 13%]
Operating Income (EBIT) 2.093 3.444 1.35]] 65%
Net Income 1.373 2.724) 1.351 98%)

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 2,099 4,049 1,959 93,309
ROI 3,459 5,689 2,239 64,519
ROE 5,519 10,929 5,429 98,339
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 6,54 12,059 5,519 84,209
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 9,979 15,249 5,279 52,799
Gross margin (GPM) 52,679 55,249 2,589 4,899
Efficiency Receivables turnover 7,03 6,93 -0,09 -1,359
Day of Sales (DSO) 51,93 52,64 0,71 1,379
Inventory turnover 11,3% 11,57 0,2]] 1,819
Days of inventory (DOI) 32,11 31,54 -0,5% -1,78Y
Payables turnover 11,67 11,89 0,21 1,819
Days of payables (DOP) 31,47 30,86 -0,54 -1,789
Working capital turnover 1,39 7,49 6,10 440,829
Fixed Assets turnover 0,44 0,39 -0,071 -15,039
Total assets turnover 0,37 0,33 0,02 4,949
Liquidity Current ratio 3,93 1,44 -2,49 -63,369
Quick ratio 3,61 1,21 -2,4] -66,669
Cash ratio 3,04 0,73 -2,31 -75,899
main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) -1,49 -2,39 -0,94 64,519
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,64 2,71 0,07 2,619
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,64 1,7d 0,07 4,200
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,63 0,63 0,01 1,559

B.1.2 Alphabet — Category A

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Nest 2014 2.691 2.30( 43 -33
Percentage % 100,00% 85,28% 15,94% -1,22%



Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 83.174 80.684 -2.494 -3,009
Non-current-Assets 47.87( 50.444 2.578 5,399
Total Assets 131.049 131.133 84 0,06%,
Current liabilities 16.80 16.804 0l 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 9.744 9.824 84 0,86%
Total Liabilities 26.544 26.631 84 0,329
Shareholders' equity 104.50( 104.50( 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 131.049 131.133 84 0,06%

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 66.001 66.001 0 0,009
Gross Profit 40.314 40.31( 0 0,009
Operating Income (EBIT) 16.494 16.494 0 0,009
Net Income 14.547% 14.444 -103 -0,719

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 11,109 11,019 -0,099 -0,779
ROI 14,449 14,439 -0,019 -0,079
ROE 13,929 13,829 -0,109 -0,719
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 22,049 21,889 -0,169 -0,719
Effective tax rate 18,709 19,300 0,609 3,199
Efficiency Working capital turnover 0,99 1,03 0,04 3,909
Fixed Assets turnover 1,39 1,31 -0,07% -5,119
Total assets turnover 0,50 0,50 -0,0003] -0,069
Liquidity Current ratio 4,99 4,80 -0,14 -3,009
Quick ratio 1,84 1,65 -0,14 -8,259
Cash ratio 1,24 1,09 -0,19 -11,979
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,24 1,25 0,0008! 0,06%
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,20 0,13 -0,07444 -36,749

B.1.3 Alphabet — Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Dropcam 2014 517 452 55 10

Skybox Imagining 2014 478 389 69 21
Percentage % 100,00% 84,42% 12,46% 3,12%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 81.669 80.684 -9784 -1,209
Non-current-Assets 49.464 50.444 979 1,989
Total Assets 131.132 131.133 1 0,001%
Current liabilities 16.80 16.804 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 9.821 9.824 1 0,019
Total Liabilities 26.632 26.631 1 0,009
Shareholders' equity 104.50 104.50 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 131.132 131.133 1 0,001%j
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 11,019 11,019 -0,00008% -0,0019
ROI 14,439 14,439 -0,00013% -0,0019
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,02 1,03 0,015579% 1,539
Fixed Assets turnover 1,33 1,31 -0,0258914H -1,949
Total assets turnover 0,50 0,50 -0,0000038 0,009
liquidity Quick ratio 1,8 1,65 -0,148408p -8,259
Cash ratio 1,24 1,09 -0,148408p -11,979
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,29 1,29 0,000009 0,0019
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,20 0,20 0,0000061 0,003%

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Bebop technologies 2014 272 206 59 7
Percentage % 100,00% 75,74% 21,69% 2,57%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 90.087 90.114 27 0,03Y
Non-current-Assets 57.083 57.347 265 0,469
Total Assets 147.169 147.46] 292 0,20%,
Current liabilities 19.31( 19.31( 0 0,000
Non-Current Liabilities 7.799 7.82( 21 0,279
Total Liabilities 27.104 27.13( 21 0,089
Shareholders' equity 120.06( 120.33] 271 0,239
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 147.169 147.461 292 0,20%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 0,78 0,78 -0,000 -0,049
Fixed Assets turnover 0,97 0,00 -0,972 -100,009
Total assets turnover 0,39 0,39 -0,0007 -0,209
Liquidity Current ratio 4,67 4,67 0,0014 0,039
Quick ratio 1,49 1,44 0,0014 0,109
Cash ratio 0,84 0,84 0,0014 0,169
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,23 1,23 -0,000 -0,039
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,14 0,14 -0,0004 -0,239
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,18 0,19 -0,000] -0,129

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Character.Ai 2024 2.700 2.704 413 -413
Percentage % 100,00% 100,00% 15,30% -15,30%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 166.41] 163.71] -2.700 -1,629
Non-current-Assets 283.434 286.544 3.113 1,109
Total Assets 449.843 450.256 413 0,09%
Current liabilities 89.124 89.124 0 0,000
Non-Current Liabilities 35.631% 36.05( 413 1,169
Total Liabilities 124,754 125.173 413 0,339
Shareholders' equity 325.084 325.084 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 449.843 450.256 413 0,09%
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 4,53 4,69 0,164 3,629
Fixed Assets turnover 1,23 1,22 -0,019 -1,099
Total assets turnover 0,78 0,79 -0,001 -0,099
Liquidity Current ratio 1,87 1,84 -0,03( -1,629
Quick ratio 0,89 0,85 -0,03( -3,449
Cash ratio 0,29 0,24 -0,03( -10,329
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,39 1,39 0,00] 0,099
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,24 0,28 0,00] 0,249

B.1.4 Alphabet — Category C

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 2014 1.466 1.044 405 1§
Percentage % 100,00% 71,28% 27,63% 1,09%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 82.08¢ 80.684 -1.401% -1,719
Non-current-Assets 48.999 50.444 1.45( 2,969
Total Assets 131.084 131.133 49 0,04%
Current liabilities 16.804 16.804 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 9.779 9.829 49 0,509
Total Liabilities 26.584 26.633 49 0,189
Shareholders' equity 104.50( 104.50( 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 131.084 131.133 49 0,04%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 11,018889%  11,014771% -0,004117% -0,049
ROI 14,434848%  14,428661% -0,006187% -0,049
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,011( 1,0333 0,0223 2,199
Fixed Assets turnover 1,347 1,308 -0,0387} -2,879
Total assets turnover 0,503 0,5033 -0,0004 -0,049
Liquidity Current ratio 4,884 4,801 -0,0834 -1,719
Quick ratio 1,7334 1,6501] -0,0834 -4,819
Cash ratio 1,175] 1,091§ -0,0834 -7,099
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,2544 1,2549 0,000% 0,049
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,202 0,2031% 0,0009 0,159

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 2014 263 139 89 37
Percentage % 100,00% 52,47% 33,46% 14,07%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 90.374 90.114 -259 -0,299
Non-current-Assets 57.089 57.347% 259 0,459
Total Assets 147.461 147.461 0 0,00%
Current liabilities 19.314 19.31( 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 7.82( 7.82( 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 27.13¢ 27.13( 0 0,000
Shareholders' equity 120.33] 120.33] 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 147.461 147.461 0 0,00%,
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 0,78126451p  0,78412236p 0,004 0,379
Fixed Assets turnover 0,97251611p 0 -0,9% -100,009
Liquidity Current ratio 4,68 4,66670119|L -0,0% -0,287Y
Quick ratio 1,46887628 1,45546349 -0,0]] -0,913¢
Cash ratio 0,87042982p 0,85701709¢ -0,0]] -1,5419

Deal overview

Acquirer

Target Year

Deal Value ($

)Goodwill ($M

Intagibles ($M

Net Assets ($M

Alphabet

Aggregate Acquisition

2014

448

289

143

17

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 105.844 105.40: -434 -0,419
Non-current-Assets 61.653 62.08 434 0,719
Total Assets 167.497 167.49 0 0,00%
Current liabilities 16.756 16.75 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 11.709 11.70 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 28.461 28.46 0 0,000
Shareholders' equity 139.03¢ 139.03 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 167.497] 167.497 0 0,00%)

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,0]] 1,07 0,004 0,499
Fixed Assets turnover 1,49 1,45 -0,01 -0,709
Liquidity Current ratio 6,32 6,29 -0,03 -0,419
Quick ratio 1,64 1,61 -0,04 -1,599
Cash ratio 0,80 0,77 -0,03 -3,269

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 2017 322 221 117 -1§
Percentage % 100,00% 68,63% 36,34% -4,97%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) | Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 124.614 124.304 -31d -0,25Y
Non-current-Assets 72.644 72.981% 339 0,479
Total Assets 197.267 197.295 28 0,01%
Current liabilities 24,184 24,184 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 20.583 20.61( 28 0,149
Total Liabilities 44.764 44,793 28 0,06
Shareholders' equity 152.503 152.50] 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 197.267 197.295 28 0,01%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,19 1,1]] 0,0034 0,319
Fixed Assets turnover 1,53 1,52 -0,01 -0,469
Total assets turnover 0,54 0,54 0,04 -0,019
Liquidity Current ratio 5,15 5,14 -0,03 -0,259
Quick ratio 1,21 1,20 -0,0] -1,069
Cash ratio 0,44 0,44 -0,0] -2,819
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,29 1,29 0,0001 0,019
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,23 0,23 0,00011 0,059
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Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 2014 573 293 295 -15
Percentage % 100,00% 51,13% 51,48% -2,62%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 136.234 135.674 -563 -0,419
Non-current-Assets 96.524 97.114 588 0,619
Total Assets 232.767 232.792 25 0,01%
Current liabilities 34.62( 34.62( 0l 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 20.514 20.544 25 0,129
Total Liabilities 55.134 55.164 25 0,059
Shareholders' equity 177.624 177.62§ 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 232.767 232.792 25 0,01%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,35 1,35 0,007 0,569
Fixed Assets turnover 1,47 1,41 -0,008¢ -0,619
Total assets turnover 0,59 0,59 -0,000] -0,019
Liquidity Current ratio 3,94 3,97 -0,0163 -0,419
Quick ratio 1,19 1,09 -0,0164 -1,489
Cash ratio 0,50 0,48 -0,0164 -3,269
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,3]] 1,31 0,0001 0,019
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,24 0,24 0,0001 0,039

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill (3M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 2019 1.029 904 287 -157
Percentage % 100,00% 87,85% 27,41% -15,26%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 153.57 152.578 -1.00% -0,65Y
Non-current-Assets 122.144 123.33] 1.184 0,979
Total Assets 275.724 275.909 185 0,07%,
Current liabilities 45,221 45,221 0 0,000
Non-Current Liabilities 29.061 29.244 185 0,649
Total Liabilities 74.283 74.461 185 0,259
Shareholders' equity 201.443 201.443 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 275.724 275.909 185 0,07%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,49 1,51 0,01 0,93¢
Fixed Assets turnover 1,33 1,31 -0,0] -0,969
Total assets turnover 0,59 0,59 0,04 -0,079
Liquidity Current ratio 3,44 3,37 -0,04 -0,659
Quick ratio 0,99 0,97 -0,03 -2,239
Cash ratio 0,43 0,41 -0,03 -5,139
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,37 1,37 0,0004 0,079
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,27 0,27 0,0004 0,189
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Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 2020 744 444 249 50
Percentage % 100,00% 59,95% 33,33% 6,72%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 175.04( 136.694 -38.344 -21,919
Non-current-Assets 144.574 182.921 38.344 26,529
Total Assets 319.616 319.614 0 0,00%
Current liabilities 56.834 56.834 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 40.234 40.234 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 97.072 97.072 0 0,009
Shareholders' equity 222.544 222.544 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 319.616 319.616 0 0,00%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
efficiency Working capital turnover 1,54 1,55 0,03 0,639
Fixed Assets turnover 1,26 1,26 -0,01 -0,519
Liquidity Current ratio 3,08 3,07 -0,01 -0,439
Quick ratio 1,03 1,03 -0,0] -1,289
Cash ratio 0,49 0,47 -0,01 -2,739

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Aggregate Acquisition 202] 885 11§ 767 0
Percentage % 100,00% 13,33% 86,67% 0,00%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) [ Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 189.024 188.14] -884 -0,479
Non-current-Assets 170.24( 171.125 885 0,529
Total Assets 359.268 359.268 0 0,00%
Current liabilities 64.254 64.254 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 43.374 43.374 0 0,000
Total Liabilities 107.631 107.631 0 0,009
Shareholders' equity 251.631 251.634 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 359.268 359.268 0 0,00%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 2,04 2,09 0,0]] 0,719
Fixed Assets turnover 1,51 1,51 -0,01 -0,529
Liquidity Current ratio 2,94 2,93 -0,01 -0,479
Quick ratio 0,95 0,94 -0,01 -1,459
Cash ratio 0,34 0,33 -0,01 -4,059

B.1.5 Tesla - Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Tesla Grohmann 2017 109 40 2] A7)
Percentage % 100,00% 36,69% 19,34% 43,33%
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 6.624 6.571 -54 -0,819
Non-current-Assets 21.98(¢ 22.084 105 0,489
Total Assets 28.604 28.655 51 0,18%
Current liabilities 7.647 7.674 32 0,429
Non-Current Liabilities 15.324 15.344 19 0,139
Total Liabilities 22.971 23.023 52 0,229
Shareholders' equity 4.237% 4,234 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 27.209 27.260 52 0,19%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A Growth %
Efficiency Receivables turnover 24,89 22,83 -2,0% -8,329
Day of Sales (DSO) 14,64 16,04 1,33 9,089
Inventory turnover 3,30 3,29 -0,03 -0,449
Days of inventory (DOI) 110,64 111,14 0,49 0,459
Payables turnover 3,14 3,11 -0,03 -0,849
Days of payables (DOP) 116,4( 117,34 0,99 0,849
Working capital turnover -11,54 -10,64 0,99 -7,829%
Fixed Assets turnover 0,53 0,53 -0,0024 -0,489
Total assets turnover 0,43 0,4]] -0,0007 -0,189
Liquidity Current ratio 0,87 0,84 -0,01 -1,239
Quick ratio 0,59 0,51 -0,03 -2,099
Cash ratio 0,49 0,44 -0,03 -3,549
Solvency Leverage ratio 6,79 6,79 0,03 0,189
Debt-to-equity ratio 5,44 5,43 0,01 0,229
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,8( 0,80 0,04 0,049

B.1.6 Tesla — Category C

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Tesla Other Aggregate acquistion 2019 96 51} 34 9
Percentage % 100,00% 53,13% 37,50% 9,38%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 12.174 12.103 -71 -0,589
Non-current-Assets 22.114 22.204 87 0,399
Total Assets 34.293] 34.309 16 0,05%
Current liabilities 10.661% 10.667% 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 15.534% 15.534% 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 26.194 26.194 0 0,000
Shareholders' equity 6.602 6.619 16 0,249
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 32.801 32.817 16 0,05%
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Inventory turnover 4,63 4,63 -0,01 -0,259
Days of inventory (DOI) 78,86 79,04 0,20 0,259
Working capital turnover 16,31 17,19 0,8]] 4,949
Fixed Assets turnover 1,11 1,11 -0,0044 -0,399
Total assets turnover 0,77 0,77 -0,000: -0,059
Liquidity Current ratio 1,14 1,13 -0,01 -0,589
Quick ratio 0,72 0,71 -0,0% -1,049
Cash ratio 0,6 0,59 -0,0% -1,269
Solvency Leverage ratio 5,19 5,18 -0,07 -0,209
Debt-to-equity ratio 3,97 3,94 -0,01 -0,249
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,74 0,74 -0,0004 -0,059

B.1.7 Meta — Category C

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Meta Aggregate Acquisition 2014 485 275 94 114
Percentage % 100,00% 56,70% 19,38% 23,92%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 14.154 13.67( -485 -3,439%
Non-current-Assets 25.98]1 26.514 533 2,059
Total Assets 40.136 40.184 48 0,12%
Current liabilities 1.424 1.424 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 2.614 2.664 48 1,839
Total Liabilities 4.044 4.084 48 1,199
Shareholders' equity 36.094 36.09¢ 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 40.136 40.184 48 0,12%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %

Efficiency Receivables turnover 9,94 9,60 -0,34 -3,439

Day of Sales (DSO) 4,55 4,21 -0,34 -7,499

Inventory turnover 3,37 3,03 -0,34 -10,109

Liquidity Current ratio 9,99 9,60 -0,34 -3,439

Quick ratio 4,55 4,21 -0,34 -7,499

Cash ratio 3,37 3,03 -0,34 -10,109

Solvency Leverage ratio 1,17 1,17 0,001 0,129

Debt-to-equity ratio 0,11 0,11 0,001 1,199

Debt-to-equity ratio 0,10 0,10 0,0011 1,079

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Meta Aggregate Acquisition 2014 488 45 30 413
Percentage % 100,00% 9,22% 6,15% 84,63%
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 22.14( 21.653 -484 -2,200
Non-current-Assets 27.261 27.758 488 1,799
Total Assets 49.407, 49.407} 0 0,00%,
Current liabilities 1.925 1.921 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 3.264 3.264 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 5.189 5.189 0l 0,009
Shareholders' equity 44.21§ 44.21§ 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 49.407 49.407 0 0,00%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 0,89 0,91 0,03 2,479
Fixed Assets turnover 0,64 0,69 -0,0] -1,769
Liquidity Current ratio 11,5(¢ 11,24 -0,29 -2,209
Quick ratio 4,13 3,89 -0,25 -6,149
Cash ratio 2,80 2,55 -0,29 -9,059

B.1.8 Microsoft — Category A

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Broadcom Nokia 2014 9.464 5.459 4.509 -507
Percentage % 100,00% 57,67% 47,64% -5,30%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 117.48f 114.244 -3.234 -2,76%
Non-current-Assets 46.941 58.134 11.197 23,859
Total Assets 164.426 172.384 7.958 4,84%)
Current liabilities 41.044 45.62 4.574 11,159
Non-Current Liabilities 36.059 36.974 917 2,549
Total Liabilities 77.107 82.60( 5.493 7,129
Shareholder's equity 87.314 89.784 2.465 2,829
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 164.426 172.384 7.958, 4,84%

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 84.83 86.831 2.00( 2,369
Gross Profit 57.894 59.894 2.00d 3,459
Operating Income (EBIT) 26.45] 27.759 1.304 4,949
Net Income 20.764 22.074 1.304 6,309
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 12,639 12,819 0,189 1,399
ROI 21,449 21,909 0,469 2,159
ROE 23,789 24,599 0,809 3,389
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 24,489 25,429 0,949 3,859
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 31,189 31,979 0,799 2,539
Gross margin (GPM) 68,259 68,989 0,739 1,079
Effective tax rate 21,679 20,659 -1,029 -4,709
Efficiency Receivables turnover 4,51 4,44 -0,0% -1,599
Day of Sales (DSO) 80,84 82,11 1,3]] 1,629
Days of inventory (DOI) 12,79 10,19 2,64 20,459
Working capital turnover 1,1]] 1,21 -0,14 -14,019
Fixed Assets turnover 1,11 1,27 0,14 14,019
Total assets turnover 0,57 0,50 -0,0] -2,379
Liquidity Current ratio 2,84 2,50 -0,34 -12,519
Quick ratio 0,80 0,63 -0,14 -22,98Y
Cash ratio 0,35 0,19 -0,14 -44,949
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,89 1,99 0,04 1,969
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,89 0,93 0,04 4,189
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,47 0,49 0,01 2,189

B.1.9 Microsoft — Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Microsoft Github 2014 6.924 5.497 0 1.4271
Percentage % 100,00% 79,39% 0,00% 20,61%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 175.08f 169.662 -5.423 -3,10%
Non-current-Assets 83.544 89.18¢ 5.64( 6,759
Total Assets 258.631 258.848 217 0,08%
Current liabilities 58.271 58.484 217 0,379
Non-Current Liabilities 117.642 117.642 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 175.913 176.13( 217 0,129
Shareholders' equity 82.719 82.719 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 258.631 258.848 217 0,08%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
efficiency Days of inventory (DOI) 27,49318996  14,40758828 13,09 47,609
Working capital turnover 0,944749778  0,9926781444 -0,05 -5,079
Fixed Assets turnover 0,94474977B  0,992678144 0,05 5,079
Total assets turnover 0,42670832p 0,4263506 -0,0004 -0,089
Liquidity Current ratio 3,04 2,900800164# -0,14 -3,469
Quick ratio 0,77426164  0,65700656p -0,14 -15,149
Solvency Leverage ratio 3,13 3,12928262B 0,0026 0,08Y
Debt-to-equity ratio 2,12665925p  2,12928262B 0,00261 0,129
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,68016981f 0,6804379¢ 0,0002] 0,049

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Microsoft ZeniMax Media Inc 202] 8.12] 5.469 1.969 684
Percentage % 100,00% 67,34% 24,23% 8,42%



Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 191.754 184.406¢ -7.353 -3,839
Non-current-Assets 141.79] 149.373 7.576 5,349
Total Assets 333.556 333.779 223 0,07%
Current liabilities 88.434 88.657 223 0,259
Non-Current Liabilities 103.134 103.134 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 191.56 191.791 223 0,129
Shareholders' equity 141.983 141.984 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 333.556| 333.779 223 0,07%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 18,379 18,369 -0,019 -0,079
Efficiency Working capital turnover 1,63 1,79 -0,13 -7,919
Fixed Assets turnover 1,63 1,79 0,19 7,919
Total assets turnover 0,50 0,50 0,04 -0,079
Liquidity Current ratio 2,17 2,09 -0,09 -4,089
Quick ratio 0,67 0,59 -0,09 -12,559
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,35 2,35 0,0015] 0,079
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,35 1,35 0,0015] 0,129
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,54 0,57 0,0002 0,059

B1.10 Apple — Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Apple Beats 2014 2.60( 2.20( 6349 -234
Percentage % 100,00% 84,62% 24,46% -9,08%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 71.0643 68.53] -2.537 -3,569
Non-current-Assets 160.45( 163.308 2.859 1,789
Total Assets 231.513 231.839 326 0,14%
Current liabilities 63.444 63.444 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 56.584 56.844 258 0,469
Total Liabilities 120.034 120.29] 258 0,219
Shareholder's equity 111.474 111.547 68 0,069
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 231.513 231.839 326 0,14%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 24,00 35,96 11,94 49,819
Fixed Assets turnover 1,14 1,13 -0,04 -1,759
Total assets turnover 0,79 0,79 -0,0011 -0,149
Liquidity Current ratio 1,13 1,04 -0,04 -3,569
Quick ratio 0,53 0,49 -0,04 -7,489
Cash ratio 0,26 0,23 -0,04 -15,469
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,04 2,08 0,0017% 0,08
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,0 1,08 0,0017% 0,159
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,54 0,57 0,000 0,079

B.1.11 Apple — Category C
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Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M]Intagibles ($M]Net Assets ($M
Apple Aggregate Acquisition 2014 957 829 257 -124
Percentage % 100,00% 86,52% 26,85% -13,38%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 69.484 68.531 -951 -1,389
Non-current-Assets 162.22] 163.30% 1.085 0,679
Total Assets 231.711 231.839 128 0,06%
Current liabilities 63.444 63.444 0 0,000
Non-Current Liabilities 56.714 56.844 129 0,239
Total Liabilities 120.164 120.29] 129 0,119
Shareholder's equity 111.541 111.54] 0 0,000
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 231.711 231.839 128 0,06%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 17,059 17,049 -0,019 -0,069
ROI 31,209 31,189 -0,029 -0,089
Working capital turnover 30,26 35,96 5,70 18,839
Fixed Assets turnover 1,13 1,13 -0,0] -0,669
Total assets turnover 0,79 0,79 -0,0004 -0,069
Liquidity Current ratio 1,19 1,09 -0,03 -1,389
Quick ratio 0,51 0,49 -0,0 -2,979
Cash ratio 0,23 0,23 -0,0 -6,479
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,08 2,08 0,0011% 0,06
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,09 1,09 0,0011 0,119
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,53 0,53 0,0009 0,059

B.1.12 Amazon — Category C

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($!
Amazon Twitch & Other 2014 862 707 23( -79
Percentage % 100,00% 82,02% 26,68% -8,70%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Iltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 32.14( 31.321 -813 -2,539
Non-current-Assets 22.121 23.179 1.05] 4,759
Total Assets 54.267| 54.505 238 0,44%)
Current liabilities 28.084 28.084 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 15.484 15.674 189 1,229
Total Liabilities 43.575 43.764 189 0,439
Shareholder's equity 10.694 10.741 49 0,469
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 54.267 54.505 238 0,44%)

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 88.949 88.984 40 0,049
Gross Profit 26.199 26.23( 40 0,159
Operating Income (EBIT) 108 178 70 64,81
Net Income -311 =241 70 -22,519
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA -0,579 -0,449 0,139 22,859
ROI 0,419 0,679 0,269 63,339
ROE -2,919 -2,249 0,669 29,649
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) -0,359 -0,279 0,08 22,549
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 0,129 0,209 0,089 64,749
Gross margin (GPM) 29,459 29,489 0,039 0,119
Effective tax rate -92,27Y -150,459 -58,199 63,069
Efficiency Receivables turnover 15,89 15,84 0,0]] 0,049
Day of Sales (DSO) 23,03 23,03 -0,0]] -0,049
Working capital turnover 21,94 27,49 -5,53 -25,169
Fixed Assets turnover 4,07 3,84 -0,19 -4,499
Total assets turnover 1,64 1,63 -0,0]] -0,399
Liquidity Current ratio 1,14 1,17 -0,03 -2,53%
Quick ratio 0,79 0,79 -0,09 -3,87Y9
Cash ratio 0,59 0,57 -0,03 -5,299
Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 0,51 0,89 0,33 64,819
Solvency Leverage ratio 5,09 5,07 0,04 -0,029
Debt-to-equity ratio 4,08 4,07 0,04 -0,029
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,84 0,84 0,00 -0,0059

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill (3M) |Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($I
Amazon Aggregate Acquisition 2014 690 487 230 -22
Percentage % 100,00% 69,86% 33,33% -3,19%

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %

Current assets 36.84 36.47 -369 -1,009
Non-current-Assets 28.374 28.97( 594 2,099
Total Assets 65.219 65.444 225 0,34%)
Current liabilities 33.894 33.894 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 18.02 18.16] 134 0,749
Total Liabilities 51.924 52.06( 134 0,269
Shareholder's equity 13.293 13.384 91 0,689
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 65.219 65.444 225 0,34%

P/L ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) | ! Growth %

Net Revenue 106.98: 107.00 23 0,029

Gross Profit 35.33% 35.35! 23 0,079

Operating Income (EBIT) 104.77 104.77 0 0,009
Net Income 46]] 59 135 29,28Y

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %

Profitability ROA 0,719 0,919 0,209 28,849

ROI 6,709 7,089 0,389 5,689

ROE 3,47 4,459 0,999 28,419

Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 0,439 0,569 0,139 29,269

Operating Profit margin (OPM) 1,969 2,099 0,139 6,419

Gross margin (GPM) 33,039 33,049 0,019 0,049

Effective tax rate 66,29 60,599 -5,719 8,619

Efficiency Receivables turnover 16,64 16,64 0,004 -0,029

Day of Sales (DSO) 21,91 21,93 -0,004 0,029

Inventory turnover 7,14 7,00 0,14 -2,25Y%

Days of inventory (DOI) 51,01 52,18 -1,17 2,309

Working capital turnover 36,34 41,54 -5,29 14,359

Fixed Assets turnover 3,71 3,69 -0,0 2,039

Total assets turnover 1,64 1,64 -0,0]] 0,329

Liquidity Current ratio 1,09 1,09 -0,07 1,009

Quick ratio 0,64 0,64 -0,04 2,619

Cash ratio 0,49 0,47 -0,03 3,639

Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 4,57 4,84 0,29 -6,439

Solvency Leverage ratio 4,91 4,89 -0,07 0,349

Debt-to-equity ratio 3,91 3,89 -0,04 0,429

Debt-to-equity ratio 0,89 0,80 -0,001 0,099
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Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill (M) |Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($!
Amazon Ring Inc., PillPack & Other 2019 1.649 1.224 671 -254
Percentage % 100,00% 74,47% 41,06% 15,52%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 76.719 75.101 -1.614 -2,119
Non-current-Assets 85.174 87.547 2.377 2,78Y
Total Assets 161.894 162.648 754 0,47%
Current liabilities 68.39] 68.39] 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 49,984 50.70¢ 723 1,459
Total Liabilities 118.374 119.099 723 0,619
Shareholder's equity 43.514 43.549 31 0,079
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 161.894 162.6483 754 0,47%)

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %

Efficiency Working capital turnover 27,99 34,71 -6,74 -24,119
Fixed Assets turnover 2,73 2,64 -0,071 -2,719

Total assets turnover 1,44 1,43 -0,01 -0,469

Liquidity Current ratio 1,17 1,19 -0,03 -2,119

Quick ratio 0,73 0,71 -0,03 -3,239

Cash ratio 0,49 0,44 -0,02 -4,859

Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 8,59 8,71 0,19 2,199

Solvency Leverage ratio 3,77 3,73 0,0]] 0,399

Debt-to-equity ratio 2,73 2,73 0,01 0,549

Debt-to-equity ratio 0,73 0,73 0,007 0,149

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M) Net Assets (3!
Amazon Aggregate 2019 31§ 189 161 -39
Percentage % 100,00% 60,00% 51,11% 11,11%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Iltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 96.61( 96.334 -274 -0,299
Non-current-Assets 128.49] 128.914 423 0,339
Total Assets 225.101 225.248 147 0,07%)
Current liabilities 87.817 87.817 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 75.264 75.37¢4 108 0,149
Total Liabilities 163.08 163.18% 108 0,079
Shareholder's equity 62.021% 62.06( 39 0,069
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 225.101] 225.248 147 0,07%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 31,89 32,93 -1,03 -3,249
Fixed Assets turnover 2,14 2,19 -0,01 -0,339
Total assets turnover 1,29 1,29 -0,001 -0,079
Liquidity Current ratio 1,19 1,10 -0,00 -0,299
Quick ratio 0,69 0,69 -0,003 -0,489
Cash ratio 0,41 0,41 -0,004 -0,76Y%
Solvency Leverage ratio 3,63 3,63 0,00008: 0,002
Debt-to-equity ratio 2,63 2,63 0,00008: 0,003Y
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,77 0,77 0,00000 0,0019

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M)  |Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($!
Amazon Aggregate 202( 1.204 104 1.104 0l
Percentage % 100,00% 8,33% 91,67% 0,00%
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 133.93 132.73 -1.20( -0,909
Non-current-Assets 187.261 188.461 1.20d 0,649
Total Assets 321.195 321.195 0 0,00%
Current liabilities 126.384 126.384 0f 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 101.40¢ 101.40¢ 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 227.79] 227.79] 0 0,009
Shareholder's equity 93.404 93.404 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 321.195 321.195 0 0,00%)

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 51,14 60,83 -9,671 -18,909
Fixed Assets turnover 2,04 2,09 -0,0]] -0,649
Liquidity Current ratio 1,04 1,08 -0,0]] -0,909
Quick ratio 0,54 0,53 -0,01 -1,779
Cash ratio 0,34 0,33 -0,0]] -2,779

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($I
Amazon Aggregate Acquisition 2027 1.234 1.134 317 -223
Percentage % 100,00% 92,36% 25,77% -18,13%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 148.02] 146.79] -1.23( -0,839
Non-current-Assets 314.43] 315.884 1.453 0,469
Total Assets 462.452 462.675 223 0,05%)
Current liabilities 155.39. 155.39 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 161.014 161.239 223 0,149
Total Liabilities 316.409 316.63] 223 0,079
Shareholder's equity 146.04. 146.04. 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 462.452 462.679 223 0,05%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover -69,73 -59,79 -9,91 -14,309
Fixed Assets turnover 1,63 1,63 -0,0]] -0,469
Total assets turnover 1,19 1,19 -0,0004 -0,059
Liquidity Current ratio 0,99 0,9 -0,0]] -0,839
Quick ratio 0,63 0,67 -0,0] -1,26Y9
Cash ratio 0,39 0,39 -0,0]] -2,239
Solvency Leverage ratio 3,11 3,11 0,0015 0,059
Debt-to-equity ratio 2,11 2,11 0,0015 0,079
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,69 0,69 0,00011 0,029

B2. Public Acquisitions
B.2.1 Broadcom — Category A

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M[|ntangib|es ($M Net Assets ($M
Broadcom EMULEX 2019 399 83 389 -7
Percentage % 100,00% 20,80% 97,24% -18,05%
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 3.957 3.759 -19§ -5,009
Non-current-Assets 6.243 6.754 513 8,229
Total Assets 10.200 10.515 315 3,09%
Current liabilities 870 1.119 249 28,629
Non-Current Liabilities 4.616 4.687 64 1,439
Total Liabilities 5.486 5.801 315 5,749
Shareholder's equity 4.714 4,714 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 10.200 10.515 315 3,09%

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 7.009 6.824 -181 -2,589
Gross Profit 3.734 3.559 -181 -4,859
Operating Income (EBIT) 1.859 1.633 -2271 -12,209
Net Income 1.591 1.364 -221 -14,259

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROI 19,929 17,379 -2,559 -12,819
ROE 33,749 28,949 -4,819 -14,259
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 22,719 19,999 -2,729 -11,98¢
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 26,539 23,929 -2,629 -9,879
Gross margin (GPM) 53,309 52,079 -1,249 -2,329
Effective tax rate 4,499 5,189 0,699 15,459
Efficiency Receivables turnover 7,23 6,70 -0,59 -7,369
Day of Sales (DSO) 50,49 54,50 4,01 7,959
Inventory turnover 7,09 6,24 -0,84 -11,649
Days of inventory (DOI) 51,64 58,44 6,81 13,179
Payables turnover 3,23 3,11 -0,11 -3,549
Days of payables (DOP) 113,04 117,23 4,15 3,679
Working capital turnover 2,27 2,59 0,37 13,919
Fixed Assets turnover 1,19 1,0]] -0,17 -9,989
Total assets turnover 0,69 0,65 -0,04 -5,509
Liquidity Current ratio 4,59 3,39 -1,19 -26,149
Quick ratio 3,67 2,54 -1,13 -30,769
Cash ratio 2,59 1,63 -0,99 -36,229
Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 9,73 8,54 -1,19 -12,209
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,14 2,23 0,07 3,099
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,14 1,23 0,074 5,749
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,54 0,59 0,0]] 2,579

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M||ntangib|es ($M Net Assets ($M
Broadcom Broadcom 2014 28.754 23.024 14.804 -9.074
Percentage % 100,00% 80,06% 51,49%% -31,55%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 13.574 7.129 -6.444 -47,519
Non-current-Assets 3.999 42.841 38.844 971,299
Total Assets 17.573 49.966} 32.393 184,33%
Current liabilities 149 3.074 2.929 1965,779
Non-Current Liabilities 14.309 25.017 10.704 74,819
Total Liabilities 14.457 28.09(¢ 13.631 94,309
Shareholder's equity 3.114 21.874 18.76( 602,059
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 17.573 49.966 32.393 184,33%
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Income Statement Overview

P/L ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 6.241 13.24( 6.999 111,949
Gross Profit 124 5.940 6.064 4800,439
Operating Income (EBIT) -4.339 -409 3.929 -90,579
Net Income -5.79( -1.861 3.929 -67,869

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA -32,959 -3,729 29,229 88,709
ROI -24,909 -0,879 24,029 96,509
ROE -4386,26% -9,859 -4376,41% -99,789
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) -92,68Y -14,069 78,639 84,839
Operating Profit margin (OPM) -69,44Y -3,099 66,359 95,559
Gross margin (GPM) 2,029 44,869 42,849 -2117,799
Effective tax rate -12,759 -57,999 -45,259 -354,919
Efficiency Receivables turnover 4,13 6,07 1,94 46,939
Day of Sales (DSO) 88,34 60,13 -28,29 -31,949
Inventory turnover -13,5] 5,2]] 18,79 138,599
Days of inventory (DOI) -27,0] 70,0d 97,0] 359,129
Payables turnover 6,34 5,03 -1,34 -20,83Y
Days of payables (DOP) 57,44 72,49 15,14 26,309
Working capital turnover 0,44 3,21 2,81 603,079
Fixed Assets turnover 1,54 0,31 -1,25 -80,229
Total assets turnover 0,34 0,29 -0,09 -25,469
Liquidity Current ratio 91,14 2,31 -88,79 -97,46Y
Quick ratio 98,093 1,71 -96,37 -98,259
Cash ratio 87,89 1,01 -86,84 -98,86Y9
Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) -7,43 -0,7q 6,73 90,579
Solvency Leverage ratio 133,13 2,64 -130,44 -98,019
Debt-to-equity ratio 109,57 1,49 -108,04 -98,649
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,87 0,54 -0,2¢ -31,669

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($Mintangibles ($M Net Assets ($
Broadcom 2019 16.094 9.YQd 12.049 -5.74%
Percentage % 100,00% 60,87% 74,84% -35,71%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 24.274 9.917 -14.362 -59,159
Non-current-Assets 35.499 57.574 22.081 62,219
Total Assets 59.774] 67.493 7.719 12,91%
Current liabilities 2.678 6.899 4,221 157,629
Non-Current Liabilities 32.193 35.624 3.431 10,669
Total Liabilities 34.871 42.52] 7.652 21,949
Shareholder's equity 24,90 24.97( 67] 0,279
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 59.774 67.493 7.719 12,91%

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 19.22( 22.597% 3.371 17,579
Gross Profit 9.106 12.483 3.371 37,099
Operating Income (EBIT) 541 3.444 2.903 536,169
Net Income -179 2.724 2.545 -1424,969
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %

Profitability ROA -0,309 4,049 4,339 1450,559

ROI 0,959 5,689 4.74% 499,449

ROE -0,729 10,919 11,639 1620,879

Margin Net profit margin (NPM) -0,939 12,059 12,989 1397,069

Operating Profit margin (OPM) 2,829 15,249 12,429 441,099

Gross margin (GPM) 47,389 55,249 7,869 16,609

Efficiency Receivables turnover 12,04 6,93 -5,14 -42,509

Day of Sales (DSO) 30,24 52,64 22,31 73,909

Payables turnover -7,7] 10,57 18,24 237,149

Days of payables (DOP) -47,34 34,53 81,87 172,929

Working capital turnover 0,89 7,49 6,60 741,509

Fixed Assets turnover 0,54 0,39 -0,14 -27,529

Total assets turnover 0,33 0,33 0,01 4,129

Liquidity Current ratio 9,07 1,44 -7,63 -84,149

Quick ratio 8,47 1,21 -7,24 -85,77Y

Cash ratio 7,87 0,73 -7,14 -90,699

Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 0,37 2,39 2,0]] 536,169

Solvency Leverage ratio 2,4Q 2,70 0,34 12,619

Debt-to-equity ratio 1,40 1,70 0,30 21,629

Debt-to-equity ratio 0,59 0,63 0,05 8,009

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M||ntangibles ($M Net Assets ($M

Broadcom Vmware Inc 2024 79.648 54.204 45.574 -20.13(

Percentage % 100,00% 68,06% 57,22% -25,27%
Balance sheet ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %

Current assets 35.464 19.594 -15.873 -44,759
Non-current-Assets 44,677 146.05 101.373 226,909
Total Assets 80.145 165.645 85.500 106,68%
Current liabilities 1.284 16.6971 15.413 1200,399
Non-Current Liabilities 65.404 81.27( 15.861 24,259
Total Liabilities 66.693 97.961% 31.274 46,899
Shareholder's equity 13.453 67.679 54,224 403,119
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 80.145 165.645 85.500 106,68%
P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %

Net Revenue 39.19( 51.574 12.384 31,609
Gross Profit 20.124 32.504 12.384 61,549
Operating Income (EBIT) 2.189 13.469 11.274 514,969
Net Income -5.379 5.895 -11.274 209,609
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA -6,719 3,56Y% 10,279 153,039
ROI 2,789 9,049 6,269 225,599
ROE -39,98¢ 8,719 48,709 121,789
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) -13,729 11,439 25,169 183,289
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 5,599 26,109 20,529 367,309
Gross margin (GPM) 51,359 63,039 11,689 22,759
Effective tax rate -276,049 37,809 313,849 1 113,699
Efficiency Receivables turnover 46,34 11,69 -34,7( -74,829
Day of Sales (DSO) 7,87 31,25 23,34 297,129
Inventory turnover 10,93 10,83 -0,09 -0,859
Days of inventory (DOI) 33,41 33,7( 0,29 0,869
Payables turnover 13,74 11,44 -2,31 -16,759
Days of payables (DOP) 26,53 31,84 5,33 20,129
Working capital turnover 1,14 17,84 16,64 1452,329
Fixed Assets turnover 0,84 0,39 -0,59 -59,749
Total assets turnover 0,49 0,31 -0,14 -36,339
Liquidity Current ratio 27,62 1,179 -26,44 -95,759
Quick ratio 27,74 0,87 -26,91% -97,03Y%
Cash ratio 27,09 0,54 -26,57 -97,939
Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 0,59 3,41 2,89 514,969
Solvency Leverage ratio 5,94 2,49 -3,5] -58,929
Debt-to-equity ratio 4,94 1,45 -3,51 -70,809
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,83 0,59 -0,24 -28,93¢

B.2.2 Broadcom — Category B

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($Mintangibles ($M Net Assets ($M
Broadcom PLX 2014 2971 79 191 31}
Percentage % 100,00% 25,25% 64,31% 10,44%

Balance sheet Overview
Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %

Current assets 4.064 3.834 -230 -5,66%
Non-current-Assets 6.389 6.654 273 4,289
Total Assets 10.448 10.491} 43 0,41%
Current liabilities 1.001 1.016 15 1,509
Non-Current Liabilities 6.204 6.232 28 0,459
Total Liabilities 7.204 7.248 43 0,609
Shareholder's equity 3.243 3.2443 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 10.448 10.491} 43 0,41%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 2,52%) 2,519 -0,019 -0,419
ROI 4,649 4,629 -0,019 -0,309
Efficiency Receivables turnover 5,54 5,44 -0,09 -1,539
Day of Sales (DSO) 65,84 66,89 1,03 1,569
Inventory turnover 4,84 4,6]] -0,29 -4,829
Days of inventory (DOI) 75,39 79,2( 3,8] 5,069
Payables turnover 2,83 2,79 -0,03 -0,979
Days of payables (DOP) 129,34 130,63 1,27 0,989
Working capital turnover 1,39 1,51 0,14 8,699
Fixed Assets turnover 0,64 0,64 -0,03 -4,109
Total assets turnover 0,41 0,41 0,04 -0,419
Liquidity Current ratio 4,06 3,77 -0,29 -7,059
Quick ratio 2,61 2,35 -0,3 -11,999
Cash ratio 1,94 1,58 -0,3 -16,879
Solvency Leverage ratio 3,22 3,23 0,01 0,419
Debt-to-equity ratio 2,27 2,23 0,01 0,609
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,69 0,69 0,00} 0,18




B.2.3 Alphabet — Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M)] Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Apigee 2014 571 374 121 68
Percentage % 100,00% 65,85% 22,24% 11,91%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 105.934 105.40: -530 -0,509
Non-current-Assets 61.554 62.08! 530 0,869
Total Assets 167.497 167.49 0 0,00%
Current liabilities 16.754 16.75 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 11.70% 11.70 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 28.46] 28.46 ol 0,009
Shareholder's equity 139.03¢ 139.03 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 167.497 167.497 0 0,00%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
efficiency Working capital turnover 1,01 1,07 0,01 0,609
Fixed Assets turnover 1,44 1,49 -0,01 -0,859
Liquidity Current ratio 6,33 6,29 -0,09 -0,500

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M)| Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($M
Alphabet HTC Corporation 2011 1.10d 934 169 1
Percentage % 100,00% 84,91% 15,00% 0,09%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) | Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 125.398 124.304 -1.09( -0,879
Non-current-Assets 71.884 72.981% 1.099 1,539
Total Assets 197.284 197.295 9 0,005%
Current liabilities 24.174 24.187 9 0,049
Non-Current Liabilities 20.61( 20.61( 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 44,784 44,793 9 0,029
Shareholder's equity 152.501 152.501 ol 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 197.286 197.295 9 0,005%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 6,429 6,429 -0,0003Y -0,005Y
efficiency Payables turnover 12,51 12,41 -0,04 -0,299
Days of payables (DOP) 29,14 29,24 0,08 0,299
Working capital turnover 1,19 1,11 0,0]] 1,109
Fixed Assets turnover 1,54 1,53 -0,09 -1,519
Total assets turnover 0,54 0,59 -0,0000 -0,0059
Liquidity Current ratio 5,19 5,14 -0,04 -0,919
Quick ratio 1,20 1,20 -0,00044 -0,049
Cash ratio 0,44 0,44 -0,00016 -0,049
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,29 1,29 0,00005! 0,009
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,14 0,19 0,00005! 0,049
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,29 0,23 0,00003! 0,029
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Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M)] Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Fitbit Corp. 2019 2.134 1.204 594 349
Percentage % 100,00% 56,13% 27,60% 16,28%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 154.276 152.57§ -1.699 -1,109
Non-current-Assets 121.54] 123.33] 1.79¢ 1,479
Total Assets 275.817) 275.909 92 0,03%
Current liabilities 45,124 45.22] 92 0,209
Non-Current Liabilities 29.244 29.244 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 74.374 74.467% 92 0,129
Shareholder's equity 201.443 201.443 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 275.817 275.909 92 0,03%)

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Payables turnover 10,19 10,04 -0,17 -1,659
Days of payables (DOP) 35,84 36,44 0,64 1,689
Working capital turnover 1,49 1,51 0,07 1,679
Fixed Assets turnover 1,33 1,31 -0,03 -1,459
Total assets turnover 0,59 0,59 -0,0003 -0,039
Liquidity Current ratio 3,42 3,37 -0,04 -1,309
Quick ratio 0,97 0,97 -0,002 -0,209
Cash ratio 0,41 0,41 -0,0004 -0,209
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,37 1,37 0,0004 0,039
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,23 0,23 0,0004 0,209
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,27 0,27 0,00024 0,099
Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M) Goodwill ($M)| Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($M
Alphabet Mandiant 2027 6.101 4,773 84( 489
Percentage % 100,00% 78,22% 13,77% 8,02%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 170.19( 164.799 -5.395 -3,179%
Non-current-Assets 194.85] 200.46¢ 5.617 2,889
Total Assets 365.047 365.264 217 0,06%
Current liabilities 69.084 69.30( 217 0,319
Non-Current Liabilities 39.82( 39.82( 0 0,009
Total Liabilities 108.901 109.12( 217 0,209
Shareholder's equity 256.144 256.144 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 365.047] 365.264 217 0,06%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Payables turnover 16,64 15,94 -0,7¢ -4,239
Days of payables (DOP) 21,93 22,84 0,97 4,429
Working capital turnover 2,80 2,99 0,16 5,889
Fixed Assets turnover 1,49 1,47 -0,04 -2,809
Total assets turnover 0,74 0,74 0,00 -0,069
Liquidity Current ratio 2,44 2,39 -0,09 -3,479
Quick ratio 0,90 0,90 -0,00 -0,319
Cash ratio 0,37 0,37 -0,001 -0,319
Solvency Leverage ratio 1,43 1,43 0,04 0,06%
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,27 0,27 0,0004 0,319
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,30 0,30 0,0004 0,149
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B.2.4 Tesla — Category A

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill (M) Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($M
Tesla 2014 SolarCity Corp| 2.144 0 357 1.789
Percentage % 100,00% 0,00% 16,61% 83,39%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 7.509 6.26( -1.244 -16,649
Non-current-Assets 8.70d 16.404 7.704 88,559
Total Assets 16.204 22.664 6.455 39,829
Current liabilities 5.359 5.821 469 8,759
Non-Current Liabilities 6.174 10.923 4,744 76,859
Total Liabilities 11.534 16.75( 5.214 45,219
Shareholder's equity 4.65] 5.534 887 19,089
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 16.209 22.664 6.455 39,829%

Income Statement Overview

P/L ltems Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %

Net Revenue 6.261 6.35] 84 1,349

Gross Profit 1.515 1.599 84 5,549

Operating Income (EBIT) -751 -6671 84 11,189

Net Income -901 -749 152 16,879
KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %

Profitability ROA -5,569 -3,309 2,259 40,549

ROI -6,929 -3,969 2,969 42,769

ROE -19,699 -15,769 3,939 19,959

Margin Net profit margin (NPM) -13,03¢ -10,709 2,339 17,879

Operating Profit margin (OPM) 119,929 112,249 -7,68% -6,419

Gross margin (GPM) -59,469 -46,849 12,639 21,249

Effective tax rate -0,329 -0,369 -0,049 -11,259

Efficiency Receivables turnover 16,29 14,07 -2,2% -13,929

Day of Sales (DSO) 22,40 26,0 3,67 16,179

Inventory turnover 2,89 2,61 -0,27 -9,289

Days of inventory (DOI) 126,74 139,73 12,9% 10,239

Payables turnover 3,31 2,90 -0,41 -12,379

Days of payables (DOP) 110,14 125,73 15,54 14,119

Working capital turnover 3,223 16,11 12,94 403,019

Fixed Assets turnover 0,79 0,43 -0,37 -46,329

Total assets turnover 0,43 0,31 -0,1 -27,619

Liquidity Current ratio 0,65 1,07 0,47 65,029

Quick ratio 1,04 0,67 -0,39 -36,799

Cash ratio 0,99 0,59 -0,44 -40,43Y

Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) -3,78 -3,34 0,43 11,189

Solvency Leverage ratio 3,54 4,71 1,23 34,649

Debt-to-equity ratio 2,523 3,52 1,04 39,839

Debt-to-equity ratio 0,71 0,74 0,03 3,869

B.2.5 Tesla — Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($M
Tesla Maxwell 2019 207 79 105 23
Percentage % 100,00% 38,16% 50,72% 11,11%
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 12.214 12.109 -116 -0,959
Non-current-Assets 21.984 22.204 221 1,019
Total Assets 34.204 34.304 105 0,319
Current liabilities 10.624 10.661 38 0,369
Non-Current Liabilities 15.477 15.53 59 0,389
Total Liabilities 26.102 26.194 97 0,379
Shareholder's equity 6.61( 6.619 8 0,129
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 34.204 34.309 105 0,31%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Efficiency Receivables turnover 18,91 18,54 -0,34 -1,819
Day of Sales (DSO) 19,3] 19,64 0,34 1,859
Inventory turnover 5,83 5,77 -0,05 -0,909
Days of inventory (DOI) 62,64 63,24 0,57 0,919
Payables turnover 5,45 5,44 -0,01 -0,279
Days of payables (DOP) 66,93 67,11 0,19 0,279
Working capital turnover 15,44 17,19 1,64 10,729
Fixed Assets turnover 1,17 1,11 -0,01 -1,009
Total assets turnover 0,73 0,77 -0,009 -0,319
Liquidity Current ratio 1,15 1,13 -0,0] -1,309
Quick ratio 0,73 0,71 -0,04 -2,309
Cash ratio 0,61 0,59 -0,04 -3,069
Solvency Leverage ratio 5,11 5,18 0,0]] 0,199
Debt-to-equity ratio 3,99 3,94 0,0]] 0,259
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,76 0,74 0,0004 0,06%

B.2.6 Microsoft — Category A

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($M
Microsoft LinkedIn 2014 27.009 16.803 7.881 2.319
Percentage % 100,00% 62,21% 29,20% 8,59%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 162.534 139.66! -22.874 -14,079
Non-current-Assets 27.584 53.80¢ 26.214 95,039
Total Assets 190.123 193.46% 3.345 1,769
Current liabilities 56.917% 59.357% 2.44( 4,299
Non-Current Liabilities 61.204 62.114 905 1,489
Total Liabilities 118.124 121.471 3.345 2,839
Shareholder's equity 71.997 71.997 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 190.123 193.468 3.345 1,76%

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 83.32( 85.32( 2.00( 2,409
Gross Profit 50.54( 52.54( 2.00d 3,969
Operating Income (EBIT) 18.204 20.183 1.979 10,879
Net Income 14.127 16.799 2.671 18,919
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 7,439 8,689 1,259 16,859
ROI 13,679 15,059 1,389 10,129
ROE 19,629 23,339 3,719 18,919
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) 16,969 19,699 2,739 16,129
Operating Profit margin (OPM) 21,859 23,659 1,819 8,279
Gross margin (GPM) 60,669 61,589 0,929 1,529
Effective tax rate 16,629 14,959 -1,669 -10,029
Efficiency Receivables turnover 4,54 4,67 0,11 2,409
Day of Sales (DSO) 80,074 78,19 -1,89 -2,349
Payables turnover 4,69 4,69 0,04 -0,069
Days of payables (DOP) 77,84 77,81 -0,05 -0,069
Working capital turnover 0,79 1,04 -0,21 -34,689
Fixed Assets turnover 0,79 1,04 0,274 34,689
Total assets turnover 0,44 0,44 0,009 0,63%
Liquidity Quick ratio 0,89 0,42 -0,4% -52,909
Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) 42,23 46,89 4,59 10,879
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,64 2,69 0,04 1,769
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,64 1,69 0,04 2,83%
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,62 0,63 0,0]] 1,059

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M) Net Assets ($M
Microsoft Nuance 2027 18.76] 16.304 4.364 -1.913
Percentage % 100,00% 86,93% 23,27% -10,19%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 188.44¢ 169.684 -18.761 -9,969
Non-current-Assets 174.424 195.15¢ 20.734% 11,899
Total Assets 362.869 364.840 1.971] 0,54%
Current liabilities 93.111 95.082 1.971 2,129
Non-Current Liabilities 103.214 103.214 0 0,000
Total Liabilities 196.32]1 198.29% 1.971 1,009
Shareholder's equity 166.543 166.543 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 362.869 364.840 1.971] 0,54%

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M ! Growth %
Efficiency Working capital turnover 2,08 2,66 -0,59 -27,79Y
Fixed Assets turnover 2,08 2,66 0,59 27,799
Total assets turnover 0,59 0,54 0,04 -0,549
Liquidity Current ratio 2,02 1,79 -0,24 -11,829
Quick ratio 0,83 0,61 -0,2] -25,95%
Cash ratio 0,35 0,15 -0,2( -58,27Y
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,19 2,19 0,03 0,549
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,19 1,19 0,01 1,009
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,54 0,54 0,04 0,469

B.2.7 Amazon — Category A

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($M
Amazon Whole Food Markets 2017 13.174 9.014 2.334 1.83]
Percentage % 100,00% 68,38% 17,72% 13,90%
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Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 73.377 60.197 -13.17¢4 -17,969
Non-current-Assets 54.168 71.113 16.944 31,289
Total Assets 127.541 131.31( 3.769 2,969
Current liabilities 57.889 57.883 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 41.944 45.714 3.769 8,989
Total Liabilities 99.832 103.601 3.769 3,789
Shareholder's equity 27.709 27.709 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 127.541] 131.310 3.769 2,96%

Income Statement Overview

P/L Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Net Revenue 172.064 177.864 5.80( 3,379
Gross Profit 60.13% 65.934 5.80( 9,659
Operating Income (EBIT) -1.67( 4.104 5.774 -345,879
Net Income -2.743 3.033 5.776 -210,579

Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA -2,159 2,319 4,469 207,409
ROI -2,409 5,599 7,999 333,259
ROE -9,909 10,959 20,859 210,579
Margin Net profit margin (NPM) -1,599 1,719 3,309 206,979
Operating Profit margin (OPM) -0,979 2,319 3,289 337,859
Gross margin (GPM) 34,959 37,079 2,129 6,07%
Effective tax rate 39,049 -20,209 -59,249 -151,769
Efficiency Receivables turnover 13,074 13,51 0,44 3,379
Day of Sales (DSO) 27,99 27,01 -0,97 -3,269
Payables turnover 1,79 1,79 0,04 -0,049
Days of payables (DOP) 204,44 204,34 -0,09 -0,049
Working capital turnover 11,13 76,87 -65,74 -591,979
Fixed Assets turnover 3,19 2,50 -0,64 -21,269
Total assets turnover 1,35 1,35 0,03 0,409
Liquidity Current ratio 1,271 1,04 -0,23 -17,969
Quick ratio 0,81 0,59 -0,2 -28,129
Cash ratio 0,54 0,39 -0,2 -39,109
Main Coverage Interest coverage ratio (ICR) -1,9% 4,84 6,81 345,879
Solvency Leverage ratio 4,60 4,74 0,14 2,969
Debt-to-equity ratio 3,60 3,74 0,14 3,789
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,79 0,79 0,01 0,809

B.2.8 Amazon - Category B

Deal overview

Acquirer Target Year Deal Value ($M)Goodwill ($M) Intagibles ($M)Net Assets ($!
Amazon 1Life Healthcare 2023 3.500 2.500 1.30( -300
Percentage % 100,00% 71,43% 37,14% -8,57%

Balance sheet Overview

Balance sheet Items Pre-M&A ($M) Post-M&A ($M) ! Growth %
Current assets 175.85] 172.35] -3.500 -1,999
Non-current-Assets 351.703 355.50] 3.80( 1,089
Total Assets 527.554 527.854 300 0,069
Current liabilities 164.911 164.911 0 0,009
Non-Current Liabilities 160.764 161.064 304 0,199
Total Liabilities 325.67¢ 325.974 300 0,099
Shareholder's equity 201.874 201.874 0 0,009
Total liabilities and shareholder's equity 527.554 527.854 300 0,06%
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Key Ratios Overview

KPI Category Ratios Pre-M&A Post-M&A ! Growth %
Profitability ROA 5,779 5,769 -0,003¢ -0,069
ROI 10,169 10,159 -0,019 -0,089
Efficiency Working capital turnover 52,5 77,33 -24,79 -47,08%
Fixed Assets turnover 1,63 1,62 -0,03 -1,079
Total assets turnover 1,09 1,09 -0,001 -0,069
Liquidity Current ratio 1,07 1,05 -0,04 -1,999
Quick ratio 0,78 0,74 -0,04 -2,719
Cash ratio 0,47 0,44 -0,0 -4,559
Solvency Leverage ratio 2,61 2,61 0,00] 0,069
Debt-to-equity ratio 1,61 1,61 0,00] 0,099
Debt-to-equity ratio 0,67 0,67 0,000 0,049
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