
Andy O’Brien is the principal of Resolute Advisory Services. He consults to companies
seeking to grow “inorganically” – by acqusition. He works with CEOs and other senior
managers of small and mid-sized businesses to plan and execute post-merger
integration to make acquisitions successful.   His practice is built on 30 years of
hands-on experience in transactions and restructurings as a corporate development
executive, investor and consultant.

Andy started his career at management consultant McKinsey & Company,
concentrating on industrial and technology companies. Subsequently, he led
marketing and business development for a publicly-held communications technology
company, Brooktrout Technology, that grew from $12M-$140M (revenue), half by
acquisition. At Brooktrout, he led the corporate development activities including
several acquisitions and post-merger integrations focusing on sales and product
development organizations. After the sale of that company to a strategic acquirer (in
which he was asked to stay on to lead the PMI), he was an investor, CEO and board member in several private
companies in industries such as enterprise software, web services and wholesale distribution. His consulting work
combines the practices of large consulting �rms with expertise gained from his hands-on experience in making
acquisitions work.

You can learn more about him and his work at resoluteadvisoryservices.com and at
www.linkedin.com/in/randrewobrien/.
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FlavorFL  October 21, 2019 at 7:19 am - Reply

Andy- great bio. What’s overlooked in post acquisition integration-2 or 3 key issues? Thank you

aobrien  October 21, 2019 at 4:09 pm - Reply

Thanks for a great opening question. It’s a big topic. I’ll highlight three very different common
oversights, especially in smaller acquisitions.
1. Not re-thinking the processes, systems and organization of the combined business business to
position the new, larger
company for growth.
2. Not focusing integration clearly on executing on the investment thesis that drove the purchase
price.
3. Not focusing integration clearly on executing on the investment thesis that drove the purchase
price.

I’ll discuss each of these below:

1. Not re-thinking the processes, systems and organization of the combined business to position the
new, larger company for growth. Often this is simply because the management team, stretched by the
deal process and lacking the bandwidth for integration, is eager to get the integration task done and
get back to business as ususal.

I’m not talking about “tuck-ins,“ in which the acquired business – customers, employees and
products/services – �t perfectly with the acquiror’s. In that case, a pre-de�ned integration “play-book”
that drives a speedy integration of the business into the existing operations is appropriate.

In other cases, the combined company has new opportunities as a result of its larger size, new
capabilities and stronger market position. In these cases, management has the opportunity to rethink
the the combined business, its organization, processes and systems. I advocate “white-sheeting” the
combined business to determine the best integration approach. Is the combined business better
managed in a “business unit” organization rather than folding it into the acquiror’s existing functional
organization? Can the combined sales organization be more effective if it is reorganized to focus on
speci�c customer segments? Can the increased shipping volumes be more ef�ciently handled in one
consolidated warehouse with upgraded materials handling technology and new process �ows? This is
asking a different question in integration: not “how can this be �t in?” but rather “what is the best way
to organize and run the new business we’ve created?“

This “white-sheeting” doesn’t have to delay implementation. Most of the work can be done before the
deal is complete, leveraging the diligence process to gather the key facts to create options and size
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the impact. Once the deal is complete, the focus is on con�rming the key assumptions before
beginning execution.

2. Not focusing integration clearly on executing on the investment thesis that drove the purchase
price. Usually, the buyer won the deal by paying a higher price because it projected better future
�nancial performance: faster revenue growth or lower costs. Those are manifested in assumptions in
the �nancial model. An effective integration draws a clear line from those assumptions that drove the
purchase price to the organizational or operational changes.

Cost reductions are the most straight-forward. The challenge is ensuring that the changes made
achieve the targeted cost savings in the time-frame assumed.

Revenue changes are more challenging and, often, take longer, both of which can lead to taking
management taking its eye off the ball. Delivering on revenue improvements often depend on changes
to marketing and sales practices that require changes to processes, systems and people, all of which
are challenging to execute and deliver results in an easily measured budget cycle. The challenge for
management is to agree on the changes that will be implemented, the timeframe, and track the
metrics that will give visibility into the results of the changes in the midst of all of the other moving
parts that affect revenue. In contrast to reducing costs, changing revenue trajectory takes longer and it
can be more dif�cult to isolate the impact of speci�c changes, but that doesn’t mean it shouldn’t be
tracked diligently.

3. Failing to communicate clearly how decisions will be made in the new organization. Organizations
have very speci�c ways of making decisions – I’m avoiding calling them “decision-making processes”
because in smaller organizations they aren’t as clearly de�ned as operating processes typically are.
Often in an acquistion, many of the senior leaders of the acquired business leave, ceding their roles to
the acquiror’s management team. It’s critical for the “new” managers to communicate how they make
decisions and how they will evaluate the results of decisions. For example, in many founder-led
businesses, important decisions are made by the founder. Managers in that organization have been
successful by teeing-up decisions and waiting for a decision. They expect to be held accountable for
effective execution of the boss’s decision rather than the results. Larger organizations have often
scaled their business by expecting managers to identify issues and make decisions, relying on results
to evaluate individuals’ performance. Failure to identify and address this difference early can lead to
paralysis in the organization and widespread failure of many of the “acquired” employees. I believe
this is one of the most important root causes of failure attributed to a lack of “cultural �t.”

Tiger111  October 21, 2019 at 9:47 am - Reply

Andy- not exactly sure what you do. Can you explain in greater detail? Say we acquire a company- are you
advising us or hands on the ground? Involved at all pre-acquisition or just post?

aobrien  October 21, 2019 at 4:52 pm - Reply

Thanks for your question. It’s an important distinction. Short answer: hands-on with the CEO and the
senior management team. I sometimes say to CEOs “you could do this…if you had 48 hours in your
day. But you don’t and the 24 you have are better spent with customers, employees and keeping
today’s business on track.” That’s the best leverage of my corporate development and CEO experience.
Projects are structured with speci�c deliverables and timetables, rather than open-ended advisory
relationships, to ensure the work is driven to actionable results. Examples are at
resoluteadvisoryservices.com.

Ideally, integration work starts pre-acquisition, when the investment thesis is being developed and
diligence is underway. That creates a better connection between the investment thesis, the purchase
price, and the integration priorities and plan. It also ensure that the integration is ready to go from day
one. That said, CEOs routines call when the deal is closed and the transaction professionals have left
the room, and the management team looks at each other and asks, “Now what?”

terra  October 22, 2019 at 7:34 am - Reply

You mention that integration works pre-acquisition so don’t you need to be involved then. Better said, at
what point do you get involved? Ever commit 1 year later when the acquisition is struggling?

aobrien  October 22, 2019 at 10:14 am - Reply

Ideally integration planning begins before the deal is closed. Then, the integration team can
collaborate with the deal team on the investment thesis and value levers that will drive the ROI
(revenue growth acceleration; cost reduction, etc.). Participating in due diligence enables the team to
identify opportunities and obstacles, and better plan the integration work.

That said, many projects start after the deal is closed. Many of those projects are narrowly focused on
areas that weren’t in the scope of the initial integration effort. For example, a recent project for a roll-
up acquirer of retail healthcare clinics focused on facilities expense management, which weren’t
central to the original investment thesis. The project started long after the initial acquisitions and
delivered signi�cant process improvements and cost savings. The integration “play-book” (remember,
this is a roll-up”) was then updated to include the new processes, increasing the potential return on
future acquisitions.

Struggling acquisitions, to paraphrase Tolstoy, each struggles in its own way. In some, the struggle is
one of lack of leadership of the integration tasks, perhaps because the management team didn’t have
the bandwidth. The original investment thesis is still sound, the “asset” (in the broadest sense) hasn’t
dissipated, but the integration lags and the anticipated bene�ts haven’t been realized. With leadership
and focus the effort can be successfully reinvigorated. However, when the “asset” has dissipated –
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many customers and/or employees have left – or the original investment thesis was fundamentally
wrong, it’s no longer an integration challenge. Great integration won’t �x a bad deal.

Paxton  October 22, 2019 at 8:14 am - Reply

Andy- how do you deal with buy-in on acquisitions? We have an EC meeting and 2 of our senior execs didn’t
want to do the deal. We decided to move forward- the acquisition wasn’t successful as such we divested of it
5 years later. Those 2 execs have told others that they didn’t support it in the �rst place- I am angry about
this! Your read

aobrien  October 22, 2019 at 10:17 am - Reply

My read is this isn’t an acquistion problem or an integration problem. It’s a disfunctional team
problem. The decision to invest in an acquistion is, in some ways, no different from other management
decisions, both in the decision-making process and the execution of the decision-making. How was
the decision-making on the acquistion different from other decisions to make substantial investments
of time or capital (new product/service for new customers; new equipment or facility)? Were team
members not accoutable in the same way that they would have been with other initiatives? Success in
each requires the team member to buy-in to the decision and take responsibility for execution of their
part of the plan.

One important difference between acquisitions and these other decisions is the experience of the
team in making them. Management teams routinely make decisions to invest in the existing business.
They have experience in working together to make those decisions and follow-up effectively. Most
management teams rarely make acquisitions, so they don’t have the same experience and “comfort
level” in making that decision. Add to that the momentum contributed to the acquisition process by
teams of outside advisors who have a vested interest in completing the deal, and the decision-making
process becomes very different from the team’s experience.

It’s important for the team to recognize the differences and account for them in their decision-making.
Starting integration planning before the deal is closed can help to address that issue by raising the
speci�cs of what will have to happen after the deal is closed.

wooster  October 23, 2019 at 6:04 am - Reply

Andy- I read in the WSJ about synergies when two companies merge, “savings of $300 mm annually “. Fast
forward these savings often don’t happen. Why? Unrealistic from the beginning or not properly executed?
Great to get your POV. Thx

aobrien  October 23, 2019 at 8:10 pm - Reply

Great question. It’s popular wisdom that most mergers fail to achieve the acquiror’s objectives, so it’s
useful to dig into why that happens. Cost savings are the easier to deliver of the two ROI levers
(revenue growth being other) but misses are common. I see three common �aws:
1. The estimates were simplistic assumptions, not rooted in speci�c operating changes.
2. There’s insuf�cient urgency in implementing changes.
3. It’s easy to lose track of dollar cost savings that aren’t linked to operating changes

Further discussion:
1. Flawed assumptions: Cost savings goals can be deceptively easy to set. They are a simple entry in a
�nancial model. When experienced acquirors buy similar businesses, they have their own business
model and experience in dissecting targets’ �nancials to provide a strong basis for their assumptions.
However, when the acquiror isn’t experienced or the target’s business is not similar, the common
sources of these assumptions – past experience, averages from other deals, etc. – aren’t useful.

To set realistic goals, it’s necessary to dig into the target’s business, identify speci�c activities that can
be eliminated or identify the drivers of costs that can be reduced. Labels can be deceiving. A simple
example: the legal department in an unregulated business may be small and focused primarily on
corporate issues, while in a regulated business the legal department has many activities and
responsibilities that are critical to the operating business. They are both “legal departments” but the
activities and cost structure are completely different. If the unregulated business is the acquiror, it’s a
big mistake to assume that the target’s legal deparment should have the same expense structure or,
worse, to assume that the legal department is redundant altogether.

This work can be the pre-closing responsibility of an integration team with operating experience. They
should have the operating experience to assist the deal team in identifying and estimating the
“synergies.” And they will be creating the work plan to deliver them when their work starts post-
closing.

2. Insuf�cent urgency. Time is critical. Acquirors have to implement integrations and realize cost
savings while continuing to deal with the day-to-day challenges of operating the business. A new
“urgent” problem comes up regularly. I recommend implementing the integration changes as quickly
as possible, without sacri�cing doing the homework to con�rm that the pre-closing assumptions are
valid. Again, having the integration team involved pre-closing puts them in a position to start moving
quickly.

3. Lost track: Most acquiror’s will assign responsibility for delivering on the savings assumptions. But
it’s easy to lose track. Most acquisitions are integrated into the acquirer’s operations and �nancials. If
the savings targets are only �nancial goals, the baseline has been lost and the savings can’t be
effectively separated from other changes to the business. And the longer the integration activities
drag on, the more ambiguous the �nancial metrics become.



Savings estimates based on speci�c changes in the operations – elimination of speci�c operations,
elimination of a speci�c number of individuals from a department’s headcount – are much easier to
track in the integrated organization. Then, it’s the operating manager’s responsibility to operate the
business with less costs than they acquired. That conversation is very similar to routine conversations
about delivering operating ef�ciencies.

wildcat63  October 23, 2019 at 3:36 pm - Reply

Do you believe in speed when it comes to integration? We have found that it is better to make decisions
quicker, particularly when it comes to management changes-duplicative or non-essential moving forward.
We do not advocate the “slow drip” of laying off 25 one week and 12 the next as then everyone is looking at
who is next or they just leave. On another note, once the layoffs are done, do you �nd it helpful to have a
town meeting will all the employees who are staying with both companies?

aobrien  October 23, 2019 at 8:35 pm - Reply

I agree: time is critical. First, customers, suppliers and employees all know that the acquisition
happened and are wondering what’s going to happen to them. No one will be satis�ed to simply be
told “wait” or, worse, “nothing will change.” Until there is clarity about what changes will and will not
be made, they will be making decisions on their own. That’s why the CEO and other senior managers
should focus on communicating with these key stakeholders clearly and consistently.

Second, as I said earlier, an acquiror has to continue running the “core business” while dealing with
integrating the acquisition at the same time. There will continue to be new issues that get onto the
management agenda. In order for integration activites not to fall off the priority list, they need to be
addressed quickly – as soon as practical.

Quickly doesn’t mean sloppily or without doing the homework. Once again, it speaks to the value of
beginning the implementation planning prior to closing. But there are circumstances where the
information isn’t available prior to closing to make decisions with con�dence. In those cases, the plan
and timetable to make the decision should be developed so that work can begin immediately.

You’ll notice that so far I haven’t mentioned the debilitating effect of slow-drip layoffs. I agree with
you that those are poisonous. But the need for urgency extends into other integration work as well:
reorganizing groups where there is no headcount change but people get new responsibilities and new
bosses; re-laying out a factory to accommodate acquired equipment and increase capacity;
renegotiating with suppliers to leverage increased purchase volumes into lower costs; etc.

To your question about a town meeting with the employees at “both companies”: there is no “both
companies” anymore. It’s one new company now. As I said earlier, it’s critical for top management to
communicate (maybe over-communicate) to employees, customers and supplier until that unifying
message about one new company has been absorbed. That won’t happen quickly. My personal
experience is you’ll �nd stragglers, even among employees, two years or more after the deal is done.
Clear, consistent and persistent communication are critical.

wingsb  October 24, 2019 at 8:13 am - Reply

How do you deal with acquiring a company that has a very different culture than yours? Do you try to change
them to adapt your culture? We had many issues years ago when we did an acquisition because we operate
in teams and the company that we bought was very autocratic “just tell us what to do”. Employees were not
empowered nor held accountable.

aobrien  October 24, 2019 at 12:34 pm - Reply

Great question, one that you’ll see I have a strong point of view on. I like that you’ve focused on
employee empowerment and accountability. There’s a lot more to “cultural �t” than whether the CEOs
and the members of the deal team get along with their counterparts. That’s not a good test of cultural
�t of the organizations. Remember, the target (and its deal team) is selling, so they’ll do a good job of
reading the buyer and accommodating their idiosyncracies to get a deal done.

It’s important to tease apart “culture” so we can focus on what’s important and how to address it.
There is a lot of focus on what I describe as the “style” part of culture: free lunches, game tables, dress
codes, etc. These are easily observable but are much less important than the “operational” part of
culture. I boil the operational part of culture down to two questions to which engaged employees will
want a clear answer: (1) how do I do my job? (your “empowerment”) and (2) how do I know I’m doing a
good job? (your accountability). In my experience, when the empowerment and accountability
questions are answered clearly and individuals �nd a good �t, the “style” parts become much less
important. Engaged employees are OK with paying for lunch, as long as everyone else is.

So what can be done to identify and address a mismatch on those operational parts of culture? First,
an acquiror must have a clear understanding of their own organization. How are decisions made? Who
is empowered to make a decision? Who is reponsible for executing once decisions are made? How are
they held accountable for results. Second, the acquiror has to develop a good understanding of the
same topics at the target, and identify mismatches. Digging into those topics starts early, during initial
management meetings or even when courting potential acquisitions long before a deal is on the
horizon. Those “get to know you” conversations will begin to build an understanding of the other
business. Management interviews during diligence are the best opportunity to explore these issues in
depth by carefully documenting the decision-making process, and comparing the responses from
different members of the management team. It’s not the suble differences that are concerning; it’s the
huge gaps that will need to be addressed.



The most common deals in which I’ve seen potentially disabling differences are investor-owned,
“professionally-managed” businesses acquiring founder- or family-owned business with long-tenured
management. I describe one as a “process, systems and results-driven” business and the other as a
“people-focused, ‘best efforts’ business” in which personal loyalty is very important. I described in an
earlier reply that in many founder-led businesses, important decisions are made by the founder.
Managers in that organization have been successful by teeing-up decisions and waiting for a decision.
They expect to be held accountable for effective execution of the boss’s decision rather than the
results. In the acquiror’s “professionally managed” business, managers are expected to identify issues,
make decisions, and are held accountable for results, usually on KPIs or the P&L . The difference is
huge, hence the harsh reputation of “numbers-driven” acquirors.

The most important step to take in bridging this gap is to cleary identify it to the acquired employees
and work with them to develop the skills necessary for success. Coaching and perhaps even training
may be needed to making these new employees successful. These are new members of the
organization but they haven’t gone through the typical hiring process that screens for skills or
experience in working in the organization. For example, it’s not uncommon in lower middle market
business that senior managers often havent’ seen a complete set of �nancial statements so basic
training may be necessary for them to get up to speed.

Not everyone will live happily ever after. Some may understand the new approach and decide it’s not
for them. Others, particuarly managers whose jobs require mastering the decision-making and
execution process, won’t develop the skills. Long-tenured, loyal senior managers of a founder-led
business are particularly vulnerable because they’ve developed good technical skills that their job
requires, but few of the decision-making skills that the acquiror expects. The gap they have to �ll is
big.

In my experience, most people who are competent to be senior mangers in the target business are
also savvy enough to develop the new skills they need to enable themselves to be successful in the
new organization. Once the path to success is clear to them, they learn quickly and contribute well.

Paxton  October 24, 2019 at 9:27 am - Reply

Andy- I’m not a fan of acquisitions. I think that companies tend to overpay, over borrow, leverage up the
company and then do stupid things to try to get back their return-since they over paid it is a high hurdle.
Look at how many companies fail at acquisitions and end up with upside down balance sheets- often
resulting in liquidation at some point. Your opinion?

aobrien  October 24, 2019 at 12:55 pm - Reply

Those problems are not inherent to acquisitions. The root cause of this debacle is the lack of process
and discipline that the acquiror used in making and integrating the acquisition. Inexperienced
acquirors are well served to form a team of advisors who can bring expertise and experience to help
make the deal successful. Including post-merger integration leaders with operating experience is an
important part of that team. They can help create a �nancial models with revenue and cost
assumptions that are grounded in reality. Using that tool to support the purchase price, and the
discipline to stick with it’s conclusions, are critical to avoiding overpaying. Tightly connecting the
revenue and cost assumptions with the goals of the integration team will increase the liklihood that
the changes necessary to deliver those will happen.

Anyone with no sense of value and no discipline will quickly get into �nancial trouble. They don’t
need an acquisition to make it happen.

dharris  October 24, 2019 at 11:13 am - Reply

Have you had any experience with mergers or acquisitions in the nonpro�t world? When might they make
sense and what are the keys to success?

aobrien  October 24, 2019 at 1:25 pm - Reply

I believe there is a role for mergers in the non-pro�t world. The important distinction between for-
pro�t and non-pro�t worlds is their primary goal. Setting aside a larger argument in the interest of
time, let’s agree that the goal in the for-pro�t world is increasing shareholder value, which is achieved
through increasing revenue and/or decreasing costs. That concept isn’t relevant in the non-pro�t
world. Instead, the goal is very speci�c to each non-pro�t, based on its mission. Mergers, conducted
with the same care and discipline that we’ve been talking about in the for-pro�t world, can also be
useful to help a non-pro�t pursue its mission. For example, an organization with the mission to shelter
the homeless may �nd that merging with a similarly focused non-pro�t can help it to serve more
people by increasing the number of locations it offers, while the increased scale enables it to reduce
the costs of providing those service by increasing bargaining power with suppliers, attracting
operational experts who can improve ef�ciencies and eliminating redundancies in overhead roles.

Mergers in the non-pro�t world may be under-utilized or utilized inappropriately. Too many mergers of
non-pro�ts that I’m familiar with are more like bail-outs of failing organizations, in which the
resources of the acquiror are tapped to “save” the target organization. Rarely do you hear of healthy
non-pro�ts merging to better deliver on their mission.

Brookline777  October 25, 2019 at 9:52 am - Reply

Given your experience post integration, any “aha” moments that really surprised you when you came into the
acquired company.



aobrien  October 26, 2019 at 9:53 am - Reply

Almost every time! Despite the assessment and planning, usually there is a surprise when we get the
whole story. By the way, that doesn’t diminish the value of the preparation. I’m convinced the surprises
are found more quickly because the preparation a clear expectation of what you’ll �nd when you walk
in, so stark differences are stand out more quickly.

Three big ones:
1. Misreading the commitment of the seller to the business (despite contracts and incentives to
continue to drive the business). Money can change people a lot. A selling founder who realized a large
capital gain at closing, but also retained a signi�cant equity incentive in addition to his employment
agreement, basically checked-out of the business and chased every toy and fantasy he could imagine:
cars, boats, home gym with full-size basketball court, etc. Ultimately, we parted ways, but his
distraction slowed the momentum of the business. He really was the driving force behind the product
vision and it was dif�cult to replace it.

2. Overestimating the alignment and commitment of the team. A well-prepared seller can tell its story
well and there can be powerful incentives for subordinates to toe the line during the process. Keeping
them in line afterwards can be surprisingly tough. One anticipates some disfunction on a team that is
being carved out of a larger company. The manager leading the sale did a great job in crafting a story
around revenue synergies based on integration of products and technologies. Come to �nd out, while
technically feasible (an interesting synergy and a focus of our diligence), the product and tech team
was committed to their own direction. We ended up changing out far more of the leadership and
middle management than we anticipated.

3. A diligence item that I’ve become more fanatical about understanding well: management
judgements in �nancial reporting, e.g. revenue recognition and inventory valuation. They are based on
many detailed judgments that can be mind-numbing to review, but it’s critical to understand them.
The consequence of rosy estimates in revenue recognition is, of course, the “incomplete” products or
projects cost more to complete than forecast. I think this is a challenge in acquiring any business
based on projects that take more than, say, six months to complete, where the acquiror is “buying” a
sign�cant amount of work in progress that might not be accurately scoped. Is there a solid basis for
the seller’s assumptions on the costs-to-complete? A big red �ag for me is sellers who have recently
committed to projects that are of signi�cantly larger scope than they have historically managed
successfully. While I’ve seen deals die when this issue is uncovered, I’ve confronted this post-closing
more than once. The key to recovery it to swallow the bitter pill and reassess the situation as quickly
and realistically as possible.

Apologie for the delay. I thought I had posted this yesterday but evidently I missed something.

palmbeach25  October 25, 2019 at 9:57 am - Reply

Do you think that as CEOs we do a good job of “walking the talk”? What I �nd, being totally honest, that we
talk all these things/synergies when it comes to integrating an acquired company but we don’t necessarily
model them ourselves particularly as it comes to values and culture that we have at the HQ, not necessarily
at our other acquired companies.

aobrien  October 25, 2019 at 6:41 pm - Reply

Thank you for a very thoughtful question. I’ve seen the situation you describe, but it’s not universal. It
seems to me this occurs in situations where, after closing, there remains a strong sense of “acquiror”
and “target,” rather than one “new company” team. When the acquiror/target identities persist, there is
often a sense that the acquiror’s team won and the seller’s team lost.

As you can tell by now, my view is, post-closing, the combined business is a new business that must be
managed as one. The acquior’s management team has signed up to a big task – delivering on the
investment story they sold to themselves and their investors when they made the deal. I can see how
the urgency of that task could result in the phenomenon that you describe, where more is expected
from the acquired company in the short term. But if that’s the case, “one company” managers would
see that as an opportunity to experiment, then adopt the successes as best practices to be applied to
the whole business.

If it’s common, the phenomenon you describe might contribute to the better track record of PE
investors compared to corporate acquirors. PE investors don’t have to worry about this problem. It’s the
management team’s job to deliver and the investors’ job is to hold their feet to the �re.

turkeyslr  October 25, 2019 at 10:02 am - Reply

In acquiring a company, how do you properly identify the pain points? Any key misses that you see? Thank
you

aobrien  October 26, 2019 at 10:50 am - Reply

This is precisely the purpose of beginning the plan for post-merger integration before the deal is
closed, ideally while diligence, especially management interviews, is in progress. I use a framework
that starts with the investment thesis and works through (i) processes & systems (ii) organization
structure (iii) metrics and KPIs, (iv) culture and (v) communications to drive thinking about what
changes and initiatives are necessary to deliver the promise of the deal. Diligence is a good
opportunity to begin to create a baseline of the targe’s organization and processes and begin to
identify those changes.



This framework makes it clear that there are numerous opportunities for pain points to emerge
throughout the process, from challenging changes to the busines processes and a dif�cult systems
integration to effective communciations and (as the last question discussed) “walking the talk.”

There is a day’s discussion in each part of the framework, but one point I’ll make is to beware of
confusing similarities in the way the same terms are used in each business. The greatest pain I’ve seen
is overlooking important differences when the two businesses use the same term to refer to different
concepts. For example, the acquiror’s “marketing” refers only to its lead-generating activities and
evaluates the team strictly on its ef�ciency in generating marketing-quali�ed leads, whereas the
target includes related activites as different as corporate communciations and product management
and has broader evaluation criteria. Not digging into the organizations and their business processes
up-front will create a pain point when the acquiror’s VP Marketing, who may have little expertise in
those different activities, is assigned to integrate the two departments.

charlesriver35  October 25, 2019 at 10:07 am - Reply

We did 2 acquisitions this past year. We do NPS for our employees including ALL! What we found is that the
NPS took a huge nose dive during post acquisition and we have been rebuilding since. The NPS at our
acquired companies are far worse than the HQ. Two questions- you like NPS? Use anything else? Is this
typical that the NPS is lower at the acquired bs acquirer?

aobrien says:
October 26, 2019 at 10:50 am

I’m not a fan of NPS because it’s not directly actionable. I prefer tools based on the twelve questions of the Gallup Q12
employee engagement survey because they give more insight into the root causes of problems. (You can see the twelve
questions at https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-magazine/pages/0510fox3.aspx .)

I particularly like the �rst question, “Do you know what is expected of you at work?” It is one that often is a source of
dif�culty in post-merger integration. With the integration, people who have been performing well in the target
organization are integrated into a new role. Until they know what is expected of them, they won’t reach their potential.
Management is responsible for providing the structure, tools and direction for them to succeed, and it’s the role of the
post-merger integration to organize that task throughout the business.

It’s reasonable for employee engagement to dip shortly after integration begins, but a well-executed integration should
see an in�ection point within six months and a recovery within a year.
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