Issue

NOVEMBER 2011

Fifteenth Issue

IAFEI Quarterly

The electronic professional journal of IAFEI
(International Association of Financial Executives Institutes)

November 20, 2011, www.iafei.org
Copyright © iafei 2011. Al Rights Reserved



IAFEI Quarterly, Fifteenths Issue, November 20, 2011

Letter of the Editor

Austria, Interview:

Belgium, Article:

Belgium, Article:

China, Article:

Germany, Article:

G20, Article:

Italy, Article:

USA, Article:

IAFEI News

Table of Contents

We've become much more careful
Interview with Willy van Riet, CFO, Wienerberger AG, Austria
Finance, The Executive Magazine for Emerging Europe, Autumn 2011

Corporate Securitisation: Seven Lessons for a CFO

by Prof. Dr. Andre Thibeault, Dr. Dennis Vink,

article provided by Belgian IAFEI Member Institute, FEIB, Quarterly
No. 53, October, 2011

The Euro’s Existential Challenge

by Dr. Bruno Colmant, Professor at UCL and Vlerick Management
School, Member of the Royal Academy of Belgium,

article provided by the Belgian IAFEI Member Institute, FEIB,
Quarterly No. 53, October, 2011

DIM SUM BONDS, More, please

By Alexandra Gropp and Dominick Kerr

article provided by the Association of Corporate Treasurers, United
Kingdom, journal THE TREASURER, NOVEMBER 2011

State Over-Indebtedness Endangering the Euro,

How We Got Here, and How to Regain Stability

by Helmut Schnabel, Chairman of the Board, Association of
Chief Financial Officers Germany

Back home: making the G20 Summit commitments work
By Andreas Dombret, Member of the Executive Board of Deutsche
Bundesbank/ German Central Bank

We Want to Increase Cross-Selling
Interview with Vittorio Ogliengo, Head of F&A at UniCredit
Finance, The European CFO Magazine, Summer 2011

The Soft Expropriation of the Savers
How America Once Decreased its High Indebtedness
By Philip Plickert, Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, August 2011



Letter of the Editor November 20, 2011

Dear Financial Executive,

You receive the Fifteenth IAFEI Quarterly, the electronic professional journal of
IAFEI, the International Association of Financial Executives Institutes. This journal,
other than the IAFEI Website, is the internal ongoing information tool of our
association, destined to reach the desk of each financial executive, or reach him, her
otherwise, at the discretion of the national IAFEI member institutes.

High trade imbalances between major countries and ever increasing government debt
in a number of states continue to put ever more pressure on currencies and financial
markets, to the degree that they are moving again into crisis mode, on both sides of
the Atlantic. Great political efforts are taking place, in big as well as in smaller
economies, to stop state indebtedness from increasing further, or even to achieve a
state debt stagnation or decrease again.

Financial tensions and limitations in the developed economies in Europe and America
give rise to concern that the world my fall again into a recession sooner than
otherwise would have to be expected. There is also confidence, though, that the
emerging economies will continue to contribute robust growth to the world economy.

As a consquence, the challenges for the financial executives remain high and

complex in this global multipolar world economy. This IAFEI Quarterly addresses
some of these challenges.

Once again, I repeat our ongoing invitiation to IAFEI member institutes, and to their
members, to send us articles for inclusion in future IAFEI Quarterlies, and to also
send to us your suggestions for improvements.

This IAFEI Quarterly, again offers a variety of articles and subjects. Enjoy reading
them.

Best personal regards

Lt KL LBl

Helmut Schnabel



i The CFO and his company

Wienerberger

Willy Van Riet has been CFO of Wienerberger AG since April 1, 2007. He is responsible for
corporate controlling, IT, treasury, risk management and investor relations as well as the in-
dustrial investments Tondach, Bramac and Pipelife. He has been active in the building ma-
terials sector since 1993, first as CFO of Terca Bricks Industries and later of Koramic Build-
ing Products. In 2004, he took over the management of Wienerberger Ltd in Great Britain
before coming to Vienna as CFO of the group. Wienerberger is the largest brick manufac-
turing group worldwide with 234 plants in 27 countries. In 2010, the group boasted EUR
1.74 billion in total revenues and an EBITDA of EUR 210.8 million. The company was found-
ed in 1819 in Vienna and has been traded on the Vienna Stock Exchange since 1869.

By Sabine Paulus and Armin Haeberle

s> Mr Van Riet, in 2007, Wienerberger had
the best vear in its history, followed by
years of restructuring. In hindsight, what
would you have done differently?

<< We couldn’t have responded any other
way than we did. We are in a strongly

cyclical business. In the past, we've al-
ways balanced these fluctuations with our
geographic portfolio. But the worldwide
economic crisis caught us in a way that
we couldn't have foreseen. Because of
shattered consumer confidence, insecurity
and restricted lending from banks, con-
struction plunged around the world. This

Autumn | 2011

made a serious adjustment of our capaci-
ties necessary, along with restructuring
measures.

== Did you react too late?

<< No, we reacted very quickly and ap-
propriately. In July 2008, we were the first
to come out with a profit warning and the
first to announce, as well as implement,
the appropriate measures. We completed
projects that had already been started but
simultaneously mothballed or closed older
sites. If anything, we did hesitate too long
on our price reductions. That's why we
lost market share at the beginning of the
crisis, but regained it in 2009 and 2010 -
and even partially expanded it.

> in the past fwo years you reduced
working capital by more than EUR 250 mii-
lion. isn't that a bit risky?
<< As part of the restructuring, we set
ourselves the goal of limiting working
capital to roughly 25 per cent of turnover.
We feel comfortable with this level and
believe that it leaves us enough room to
manoeuvre. But we shouldn’t go lower
than that, indeed.

>> (an you actually respond to increases in
demand?

<= We still have enough spare capacity.
For 2011, we expect an average utilisation
of 65 per cent of capacity; whereas 80 per
cent would be ideal in terms of utilisation
without having to expand capacity. And
we still have roughly 20 sites mothballed
that we could restart within three to four
months. What we have to keep in mind is
that the construction business is a very lo-
cal one. There is no use in reactivating a
site in Bulgaria when demand is rising in
Hungary or southern Germany.

>> So there are no economies of scale...

<< We're trying to achieve that by ensur-
ing that our local sites are bigger, in gen-
eral, than those of our competitors. More

‘importantly, though, is that with local

production we avoid transport costs and,
above all, currency risks.

FINANCE - The Executive Magazine for Emerging Europe
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"We've become much more careful”

Wienerberger has renegotiated their covenants, issued a EUR 100 million
bond and is planning a share buyback. A good two years after a sweeping .
restructuring, CFO Willy Van Riet feels optimistic once again and can even
laugh about Wienerberger's unsatisfactory rating. ' .

= How do you shelter against FX volatili-
ty, specifically in emerging Europe?

As we produce and sell locally, exchange
rate risk is not really a problem. Strictly
speaking, the money comes back to the
group only once a year through dividends.
Contrastingly, when it comes to cash -
management, we do keep centralised cash
pools for each and every country that we
are active in. These cash pools are formal-
Iy located in and managed from Vienna,
but are kept in local currencies. That way
we optimjse the cash management for
every foreign subsidiary, while leveraging
management synergies and minimising
currency risks within the group.

You have recently placed a EUR
100 million bond. Why did you opt
for a bond?
<< We currently have a base
leverage of two times net debt to
EBITDA. Our policy is to not have
a ratio of more than 2.5 by the
end of the year. We have been
leveraged higher before, but as
many other cyclical industries, we
have learned to be much more
careful when it comes to financing. Bonds
make us less dependent on the banks and
leave our credit lines untouched for other
projects or acquisitions. And honestly, we
also want to wait and see how the pricing
of bank credit develops throughout the
course of Base] III regulations.

>+ But the volumes of your bonds consis-
tently decreased since 2005.

<< In the past, we wanted to collect as
much’ as possible from an issuance. The

>>

problem with this, however, is that when
such a bond expires a huge sum needs to’
be refinanced all at once. And this is not
always possible. For example, at the mo-
ment, capital markets are virtually closed.
Therefore, we now prefer to place more,
but smaller bonds to optimise our maturi-
ty structure and to diversify our financing
portfolio.

== At the beginning of 2011, you renego-
tiated your bank covenants, Why did it
come to this?

<< Up until recently, our covenants were,
amongst other things, based on EBIT ra-
tios. But since we work in a sector that is

<<

very investment intense and has a high
depreciation rate, we think that EBITDA is
actually the better gauge. The banks have
acquiesced in this interpretation and we
now have only two very simple
covenants: the net debt to operational
EBITDA ratio is not to be larger than 3.5
and the EBITDA interest cover may not
fall below 3.75.

Additionally, rather than every quar-
ter, our covenants will be checked only
every six months in the future, which also
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makes more sense due to the cyclicality of
our business.

- In 2008, Wicnerberger still had an in-
vestment grade rafing, but that is no longer
the case. Do you Feel like you're being fair-
ly rated? ) ’
<< A company never feels fairly rated
[laughs]. But now seriously: rating agen-
cies have their methodologies; whether
these are correct or not is not for me to
judge. In any case, we were not the only
one in our sector who was downgraded.
We certainly want to return to investment
grade, but not at all costs.

> What do you mean by that? |

<< We are first and foremost ac-
countable to our shareholders and
not to rating agencies. Obviously,
we want to improve our results,
which would also, in turn, posi-
tively influence our rating. But
remember, we were able to place
our latest bond and the one from
2009 without any problems on
the market.

== In your annual report, you said that
there 2re no plans for a share buyback. Why
did you change your mind?

<< We are planning to buy back 2 per
cent of our stock, which makes complete
sense given the current market-price. This
allows us to create some wiggle room, for
example, for potential acquisitions, al-
though we currently have no concrete
plans in that regard. ||

armin.haeberle @finance-ee.comi



Corporate

Securitization:
Seven Lessons for a CFO

Prof. Dr. Andre Thibeault
Dr. Dennis Vink

Before the subprime meltdown the
asset-backed market had grown to
become one of the largest capital
markets in the world in terms of
size and volume. The market was
not only accessed by financial insti-

In February 2011, Church's Chicken
issued secured bonds in the aggre-
gate principal amount of $245
million. The new credit facility is the
first whole-business securitization
completed in the restaurant sector

tutions, but also by corporates.
Corporates increasingly often used
securitization techniques to refinance
whole lines of businesses by issuing
asset-backed debt that was rated
multiple notches above the rating of
the parent company. One of these
instruments that were used is whole-
business securitization, also defined
as operating-asset or corporate secu-
ritization. ' The overall issuance has
continued in Europe and the United
States despite the crisis, albeit at
lower levels.? An interesting example
of a recent transaction done in the
market is that of Church's Chicken.

since 2007. The bonds are backed by
the franchise revenues of the nearly
1,450 franchised Church's Chicken-
branded and Texas Chicken-branded
restaurants in operation both
domestically and internationally and
substantially all of the tangible and
intangible assets of the approxima-
tely 230 company-owned Church's
Chicken-branded restaurants in
operation in the United States. The
new credit facility is the first whole-
business securitization completed in
the restaurant sector since 2007.

" In one year's time, both the Dunkin Brands transaction (May 2006) and the Domino's Pizza deal (April 2007) pushed about $3.5 billion of asset-backed papers

onto the market.

2 See report “Recent Developments in Securitization”, published by the European Central Bank in February 2011.

®  http://www.dowjones.de/site/2011/02/churchs-chicken-puts-franchise-fees-on-abs-menu.html.
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The decision to use whole-business
securitization involves an explicit
choice regarding the financial struc-
ture concerned as well as managerial
involvement and control. This article
aims to introduce the reader to the
structural features of whole-business
securitization by discussing 7 impor-
tant lessons.

First, the general concept of
asset-backed securitization will be
discussed. Next, the reader will

be introduced to the terminology
framework for whole-business secu-
ritization. Finally, an answer will

be presented to the question how
whole- business securitization distin-
guishes itself from more traditional
areas of corporate finance.

Lesson 1:

The definition of asset-backed
securitization refers to the issu-
ance of tradable debt papers,
which are guaranteed based on a
well-defined collection of assets.
Unfortunately, the term ‘asset-
backed securitization’ is used diffe-
rently by many, and the usage is
not necessarily comparable. Asset-
backed securitization first appeared
in bank funding. Hess and Smith
(1988), for example, defined asset-
backed securitization as a financial
intermediation process, which
re-bundles individual principal and
interest payments of existing loans
to create new securities. More
recently, the term ‘asset-backed
securitization' has come to be used
to refer to so-called ‘structured
finance’, the general process by
which illiquid assets are pooled,
repackaged and sold to investors. So,
asset-backed securitization can best
be defined as the process in which
assets are refinanced in the capital
market by issuing securities sold to
investors by a bankruptcy-remote

special purpose vehicle. This defini-
tion comprises the fundamentals of
asset securitization.

Lesson 2:

The objective is that only the
investors in the SPV will have

a claim against the securitized
assets in the event of the seller's
bankruptcy: not the seller or the
seller’s creditors.

Legal concepts in the area of secu-
ritization often differ, and thus have
specific accounting and tax rules,
including tax consequences for both
sellers and investors. Common-law
countries (such as Australia, the
United Kingdom and the United
States) for example, follow different
legal rules in comparison with civil
countries (most other countries).
Despite fundamental differences in
the legal environment, the primary
objective of the SPV is to facilitate
the securitization of the assets and to
ensure that the SPV is established for
bankruptcy purposes as a legal entity
separate from the seller. In other
words, the objective is that only the
investors in the SPV will have a claim
against the securitized assets in the
event of the seller's bankruptcy: not
the seller or the seller's creditors.
Because the pool of assets is insu-
lated from the operating risk of the
seller, the SPV in itself may achieve
better financing terms than the seller
would have received on the basis of
his own merits. This is the key driver
for reducing financing costs by secu-
ritization in comparison with alterna-
tive forms of financing.

Lesson 3:

Asset-backed securities are not
the same as covered bonds.

The objective of securitization is that
the investors in the SPV will have a
claim against the securitized assets in
the event of the seller's bankruptcy:

Prof. Dr. Andre
Thibeault

Professor of Finance and Risk
Management

Academic Director at Vlerick
Center for Financial Services

investors do not have recourse on
the seller. That makes securitiza-
tion different than covered bonds,
because covered bonds do not allow
for risk transfer in the same way as
securitized products. In the event

of default, asset-backed securities
have recourse only on the pre-de-
fined pool of assets in the SPV,
while covered bonds have recourse
on both the SPV and the seller of
the assets. So one distinct feature
from securitized products is the
liability of the seller in the event of
default. Note that covered bonds are
frequently used as an alternative for
residential mortgage-backed securi-
ties (RMBS).

Lesson 4:

The element of future exploitation
of the asset is a key distinction
between standard securitization
and whole-business securitization.
Whole-business securitization

uses securitization techniques for
refinancing a whole business or
operating assets. You may wonder
what exactly is meant by ‘whole
business’, and where precisely the
difference lies compared with the



Dr. Dennis Vink

Associate Professor of
Finance

Director at Nyenrode Center
for Finance

more usual types of collateral used
in securitization transactions: credit
cards or mortgages, for example.

In order to make you understand
whole-business securitization, its
definition will be presented first.
Next, the difference will briefly be
explained between whole-business
securitization and the more common
forms of securitization, as we know
them today: for example the use

of mortgages and credit cards.
Whole-business securitization can be
defined as a form of asset-backed
financing in which operating assets
are financed in the bond market

via a bankruptcy-remote vehicle
(hereafter: SPV) and in which the
operating company keeps complete
control over the assets securitized.
In case of default, control is handed
over to the security trustee for the
benefit of the note holders for the
remaining term of financing. One of
the great challenges lies in defining
the difference between operating
asset securitization and the more
common forms of securitization

transactions. Consider for instance

a mortgage pool. If the mortgages
have been securitized, the seller
(sponsor) has no further obliga-
tions towards the consumer. The
mortgage has been closed and stipu-
lations concerning future payments —
to be made by the consumer - have
been laid down in a contract. Simply
stated, the financial institution then
collects payments from the consumer
for the balance of the life of the
loan. In effect, the traditional classes
of securitization assets are self-liqui-
dating. By contrast, in the example
in which claims on the basis of
operating assets are securitized, the
sponsor has an obligation to exploit
the underlying assets. To offer an
illustration: when a football club
securitizes its revenues from the sale
of tickets, the sponsor must continue
to render services that allow foot-
ball fans to buy their tickets at the
box office. Thus, the securitization
process requires permanent mana-
gerial involvement on the part

of the original owner in order to
generate revenues. The element of
future exploitation of the asset is a
key distinction between standard
securitization and operating-asset
securitization. Control over the cash
flows of the securitized business is
established either through a sale of
the assets, or through an adequate
legal structure that ensures continua-
tion of cash flows in the event of the
insolvency of the borrower. 4

Lesson 5:

The receiver has authorization to
seize control over the assets of the
securitized business at the loss of
any other creditor.

In a standard 'whole-business secu-
ritization’ transaction, a financial
institution grants the sponsor (or
originator) a loan secured by a pledge
on the assets. This secured loan is
then transferred to a bankruptcy-re-
mote special purpose vehicle, which
issues the notes. The security atta-
ched to the loan is also transferred to

° This feature makes it difficult in some countries to structure a business securitization deal. In fact, it has been proven to be hard to separate the assets legally while
the sponsor still retains operating control and services these assets. Under U.K. law, this difficulty has almost been eliminated by the 1986 Insolvency Act, which
permits the holder of a charge over substantially all of the assets of a corporate to control the insolvency proceeds of that corporate through an administrative

receiver.
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the SPV. Thus, ownership and control
of the assets remain with the sponsor,
and bondholders are only granted
charge over those assets. Control is
required because the owner of the
assets should exploit the assets for
the full term of financing. Also, the
sponsor intends to repay the loan
out of the cash flows generated from
its business. In case of default of the
sponsor, the SPV receives complete
control over the securitized assets

by appointing a receiver for the full
term of financing. The receiver has
authorization to seize control over
the assets of the securitized business
at the loss of any other creditor. This
is called bankruptcy remoteness. The
SPV increases the likelihood of the
business being able to continue as

a going concern rather than being
forced to have a ‘fire sale" of the
individual assets. This preserves

the value of the assets securitized,
which is of great importance to the
investors. Whole-business securiti-
zation therefore efficiently uses the

privileges of bankruptcy law offering
bondholders extensive security in
case of default.

A clear case of effective recei-
vership in default is that presented
by Welcome Break, the U.K.-based
motorway service area operator and
the first whole-business securitiza-
tion operation in its segment. When
Welcome Break was no longer able
to meet its obligations following its
weaker-than-expected operating
performance in 2002, the owner was
in danger - if the economy conti-
nued to slide — of landing in a situa-
tion in which the company would
not be able to meet its debt obliga-
tions. The owner then made an offer
to the bondholders: Class A's were
to be repaid at par (£309 million par
value), and Class B's at 55% (£67
million par value). The bondholders
rejected this proposal. Subsequently,
after Welcome Break failed to make
full payment on its loan, it was

put into receivership. Deloitte was
appointed administrative receiver. A
few days later, the owner and the
administrative receiver finally orga-
nized a solution; the owner agreed
to pay all classes of bondholders
back at par by selling nine service
stations.

Lesson 6:

A whole-business securitization
structure tends to carry a lower
average cost of debt compared
to ordinary debt, and it usually
issues debt with a longer matu-
rity, which reduces pressure on
the corporate issuer to place
refinancing.

The result of bankruptcy remote-
ness is that the SPV generally issues
securities that are rated higher (and
in many cases significantly higher) in
comparison with other alternatives,
such as the issuance of ordinary

secured debt by the company. This

is the result of the risk mitigation
generated by isolating the assets
from the bankruptcy and other risks
of the parent company through the
whole-business securitization struc-
ture. Hence, the holder of an asset-
backed bond is in a position similar
to that held by the holder of an ordi-
nary secured bond with regard to
the sponsor, because repayment of
the bonds takes place from a defined
pool of assets. The difference is that
the holder of an asset-backed bond
is not affected by the non-perfor-
mance of the sponsor’s other assets,
whereas the ordinary bondholder is.

Furthermore, structural features in
whole-business securitization are
designed to decrease the moral
hazard of the borrower, and to
decrease potential investment
conflicts between borrower and
bondholder. In other words, these
features mitigate the risk that the
strength of the business will be
impaired through mismanagement.
Also, the structure is secured by the
entire set of cash flows generated by
the assets, as well as the value of the
underlying assets. As a result, the
structure tends to carry an average
lower cost of debt in comparison
with ordinary secured debt, thanks
to restrictive covenants on both

the asset and liability side of the
company. It usually issues debt with
a longer maturity, which reduces
pressure on the corporate issuer to
place refinancing.

Lesson 7:

Post-meltdown whole business
securitizations are similar to the
whole business deals that were
closed prior to the meltdown,
but....

The credit crisis had revealed several
shortcomings in the securitization



structure that includes: lack of trans-
parency regarding collateral, failing
monoline insurance companies, and
the recognition that financial engi-
neering cannot offset the risk related
to the fundamentals of the opera-
tional business . Although we expect
post-meltdown whole business secu-
ritizations to be similar to the whole
business deals that were closed prior
to the meltdown, we expect inves-
tors to favor simple and transparent
structures so that investors can now
scrutinize the product more carefully.
Without a doubt less financial engi-
neering is possible since we know
now that credit enhancement by
monoline insurers is not very popular
among investors these days. That
would probably result in less triple-A
rated tranches in the structure.
Tranches would reflect their real risk
according to the cash flow waterfall
and subordination levels. Also, origi-
nators are expected to have more
skin in the game that requires them

to retain some of the junior tranches
in the structure.

Conclusions

Whole-business securitization
enables a business to set up a
structure in which business and
financial risks can be managed and
in which the level of credit risk

for the investor can be substan-
tially reduced. It could be a good
alternative as opposed to a more
traditional secured loan or collate-
ralized mortgage-backed securities
(CMBS), because of the limited
amount of debt capacity available to
companies.

Corporate securitizations have
primarily focused on the intellectual
property arena, including fast food,
licensing, music, film and drug royal-
ties. But certain kinds of businesses
are not likely to benefit from a busi-
ness securitization transaction. These
include businesses that are capital

intensive, are reliant on unique
management skills, or are evolving
rapidly. All of the business securiti-
zation transactions executed were
business activities of which the cash
flows could be accurately estimated
thanks to long-term contracts and
a well-documented history of stable
cash flows through which the busi-
ness and financial risks were consi-
dered low, or could be significantly
mitigated by structural features.

Applying such structures, however,
is not without risks: witness the
problems encountered in the
Welcome Break transaction. A
combination of too little return on
investment and too high leverage
damaged the sponsor to such an
extent that it was ultimately forced
to make repayments to the investors
by winding up the business.




