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Abstract

We address whether financial analysts dealing withrnational hotel groups reporting under US or
International accounting standards refer to segniefiormation and use segmental models in their
recommendation reports. Although the analysts’ dasts through consensus are frequently analyzed,
research does not often focus on the real contentiseir reports. Through the reports of analysts o
international hotel groups published in 2006, weked out the references to voluntary and compulsory
segment information. We also determined whetheaniiml analysts present segmental models of
forecast or valuation in their recommendation repoWe found that financial analysts widely refer t
voluntary and compulsory segment information, emlgcto geographic segment information when
reported. Segmental models of forecast or valuato®m sometimes presented; mainly with LOB
segmentation. Whether segmental information bakmeih financial choices will be confirmed by
further research. The convergence between the Amerand international standards could impact
financial analysts’ models.
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1. Introduction and Background

The objective of this study is to determine howafinial analysts refer to segment information irirthe
recommendation reports. Financial analysts areu@etly considered as main stakeholders of the
financial information reported by groups. Thussiinteresting to study how financial analysts degh

the financial information through their reportsn&éncial analysts are particularly concerned by the
consistency between internal or managerial infoionaind external or financial information. In thigy,
segment information could be a good field of inigedion to measure or to observe the financial
information effectiveness and usefulness for timarftial analysts. Accounting harmonization remains
one of the most essential challenges in order swre international financing development. Recent
adoption of IFRS 8 opens the way of convergence leatls also several questions about segment
reporting such as the impact of non compulsory tegufyc disclosure or the reality of managerial
reporting in the financial information. We decidex keep a comparison between both standards, US
GAAP and IFRS during the year 2006, after the adapbf IFRS by European groups but before the
convergence between IAS 14 and SFAS 131. This stughplements a prior research focused on the
practices of segment information within the hotelustry between 2004 and 2006.

The principal contribution of this descriptive syuid to compare the reference and the use of segmen
information by financial analysts worldwide dealimgth both accounting standards within the same
industry. The study is different from previous oteghe extent that it deals with the content qfomts
when most studies focus on the consensus aggrefgatedinancial analysts’ forecasts.

Segment information research is mainly focused emment disclosure practices (Gray, 1978; Gray &
Radebaugh, 1984) and on segmental reporting detantsi such as country of domicile, firm size or
exchange listing (Herrmann & Thomas, 1996) or saglcompetitive structure of the industry (Tsakumis,
Doupnik, & Seese, 2006). The enforcement of thedsteds (transition from SFAS 14 to SFAS 131, from
IAS 14 to IAS 14 Revisited...) and the convergencforefbetween US GAAP and IFRS question
accounting researchers about the real improvenfeseégmental reporting worldwide. Mainly, segment
information disclosure has improved for severalrgdgreater number of Lines of Business — LOB;drett
geographic information; better transparency) thankdS GAAP enforcement and to IFRS enforcement.
Transition from SFAS 14 to SFAS 131 led to an inyerment of Lines of Business (LOB) and
geographic segments disclosures (Doupnik & See881)2 Street & Al. (2000), using descriptive
statistics, showed that the adoption of SFAS 13dduoted to a greater number of LOB segments
reported, to more meaningful and transparent g@bigagroupings (Street, Nichols, & Gray, 2000).
Adoption of SFAS 131 resulted in more informatioisagigregation and induced firms to reveal
information about their diversification strategi@erger & Hann, 2003). According to several authors
the adoption of the IAS 14R has improved segmefarimation under IAS (greater number of LOB
segments reported, more meaningful and transpaesdraphic groupings, more items of information
about each LOB and/or geographic segment) butdhgbance with IAS 14R is still imperfect (Street &
Nichols, 2002) ; (Prather-Kinsey & Meek, 2004).

The differences between SFAS 131 and IAS 14 anck mewently, the convergence between SFAS 131
and IFRS 8 raise some fundamental issues at sfBike. management approach of the segment
information reported under SFAS 131 and now IFR§&@ms to be better even if managers persist to
aggregate segments in some conditions (Nicholsr&et2007; Paul & Largay lll, 2005). Where IAS 14
compelled firms to report geographic segment d&ales, SFAS 131 and IFRS 8 are much more flexible.
Despite the efforts of accounting researchers agdlators to encourage geographic segment repprting
such information is still poorly reported. Geogregphegment reporting of quality improves forecasts
(Behn, Nichols, & Street, 2002; Herrmann, 1996)e@f the issues at stake remains the consistency
between the segment information “audited” (repoitethe notes of the financial statements) androthe
sources of segment information (management repodgpresentations...) (Schipper, 2007).

Few papers deal with segment information withiniadustry. One paper determines ways of bank
industry segment information improvement (HomoB803). This paper does not assess the practices of
the companies. Link (2003) evaluated the potentiahsistencies existing between the segment
disclosures of eight US banks and concluded tooa poiformity.
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Taken as a whole the accuracy of analysts' foreéadinked to the level of annual report disclesand

the degree of enforcement of accounting standaidpd, 2003). Concerning segment disclosures, it has
been known for a long time that financial analyats looking for qualitative and quantitative segtnen
information reported by firms (Backer, 1971). Mastsearches focus on the improvement of the
quantitative output of financial analysts: the frasts. The enforcement of the standards concerning
segment reporting approach and LOB segment regoisirusually linked to an improvement of the
financial forecasts. Baldwin demonstrated that thgplementation of the SEC's line-of-business
disclosure requirements that became effective ifill§enerated a decrease in analysts’ forecastserro
(Baldwin, 1984). In this study Baldwin analyzed #realysts’ forecasts extracted from Value Linel68
firms and measured the errors between estimataendl performance. Analysts’ forecasts accuracy wa
also positively impacted by the adoption of SFAS lldbo & Kwon (1998), analyzing a sample of 76
Pre-SFAS14 and Post-SFAS 14, find an increase @énatialysts’ forecasts accuracy (Lobo & Kwon,
1998). As SFAS 131 is the first standard to spegliiff address financial analysts’ complaints (Bato&
Stanford, 2005), its adoption is a point that istivahinking about. Consequently similar methodglog
was adopted to assess the impact of the adopti&FAB 131 on forecasts accuracy of 25 early adspter
firms (Allioualla & Laurin, 2002).

A Pre-SFAS 131 and Post-SFAS 131 research (21,888yEars observations) also demonstrates a
positive impact of SFAS 131 on the forward earnirggponse coefficient (FERC - association between
current-year returns and next-year earnings) (&gge Soo Young, Smith, & Zarowin, 2005). Pre / Post
SFAS 131 research was also conducted over 177 firrogder to estimate its impact on foreign earsing
pricing (Hope, Kang, Thomas, & Vasvari, 2008). Bughors “find strong evidence that the introduction
of the standard is positively associated with thieipg of foreign earnings”. Geographic segment
disclosures also tend to impact market valuatioho(fias, 2000) or to improve financial forecasts
especially if such disclosures are qualitative §g8e® Doupnik, 2003).

Moreover, regional performance can be measured fgeographic segment information reported by
international firms. Recent research has estaldisiine importance of the locus of origin in the gs#l of
the link between geographical diversification amdamcial performance (Wan & Hoskisson, 2003).
Suivant Rugman and Verbeke (2004) who insist paetity on the locus of destination, Lemaire, Marrot
and Paré (2007), dealing with services firms, halmmonstrated that locus of destination and
performance of the firm are strongly linked. . Fio@l analysts should consider and integrate thisih
forecasting earnings and target prices.

However the relation between segment informatiod &nancial analysts’ outputs is still discussed.
Some authors demonstrate that nondisclosure ofrgpbig earnings has no effect on analysts’ forecast
accuracy (Hope, Thomas, & Winterbotham, 2006). THemn relevance of segment information for
financial analysts is not fully proved. Most of sieestudies are mainly built upon regressions basdtie
analysis of the consensus edited by data basesasu@tS.

As a large theoretical literature does not exphaily the practical usage of financial informatidry
analyst some authors adopt a qualitative appraacider to identify the behaviour of financial arsis
and their real need for financial information. Dgiinterviews, case situations or questionnaireesis,
analysts expressed their need for annual reporergfossen, 1993), their need for accounting
normalisation (Saghroun, 2003), their quest fornssgt information when they analyse a firm with
different lines of business (Bouwman, Frishkoff,R&ishkoff, 1995; Day, 1986) and their sensitivity t
managerial segment information (Maines, McDanielH&rris, 1997). Analysts use annual reports but
also pay attention to other sources of informatoich as directors’ reports, industry statisticgspr
releases.

Finance and accounting researchers begin to wook upcommendation reports written by financial
analysts in order to understand how “the machimes rinside”, what are the models used by financial
analysts. The study of 103 recommendation repogtaahstrates how analysts use target prices as
justifications for their for their stock recommetidas (Bradshaw, 2002). The content analysis of the
reports can also bring valuable information aboafuation practices (Demirakos, Strong, & Walker,
2004) and analysts’ needs for financial informatiguch as for non financial information (Previts,
Bricker, Robinson, & Young, 1994).
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Services constitute a diversified group of econoadtivities not directly associated with the pratitue

of goods, raw materials or agricultural producteey imply human intervention in the form of work,
consulting, and managerial, training and mediatiompetencies. The literature has emphasized arcerta
number of characteristics specific to services :

e Services are intangible (Bateson, 1977; Berry, 19B0dckley & Prescott, 1992;
Berthon, 1999).

e They present a characteristic of inseparability Bdadl and Gadrey, 1994; de Bandt,
1995). Direct contact with clients and a knowledf¢he local culture are indissociable
from the service provided (Ekeledo & Sivakumar, £00This interaction between
service companies and their clients requires teequrce of two parties at the same time
and in the same place (the principle of “uno actiis is what Bhagwati (1994) calls
“embodied services” (non-separable services).

*  Services require the participation of the clientiél, 2002).

e Services are perishable (Berry, 1975; Lovelock, 119Buckley & Precott, 1992;
Berthon, 1999).

e The quality of service is difficult to control (Ket, 1997; Lovelock, 2001). This
characteristic, which is of particular importanee dients, is related to the ex ante
uncertainty concerning the quality of service espesl in terms of “how well the
production of the service and its result meet qustoexpectations”.

* The service sector is highly heterogeneous (Langetal., 1981; Buckley & Prescott,
1992; Berthon, 1999). The sector includes companiies/ery size; it includes a wide
diversity of economic models (capitalistic or othiexe) and degrees of mobilization of
the human factor.

We decided to analyse how financial analysts rédevoluntary and compulsory segment information
through their recommendation reports. We deciddddos on a particular group within the servicése:
international hospitality industry. This industrys ivery concentrated and proposes comparable
management indicators through the wide spread tmifystem of Accounts for the Lodging Industry
among international hotel groups. We presumed ttiiatqualitative information must concern financial
analysts.

2. Research Questions

To the best of our knowledge, few studies deal with contents of financial analysts’ reports regayd
with segment reporting and voluntary disclosures: @search focuses principally on the study of¢he
The first objective of our research is to determimeether financial analysts’ reports dealing with
international hotel groups refer to segment infdioma which can use Lines Of Business segmentation
(called LOB segmentation) or geographic segmentafibe research question we ask is as follows:

(Q1) Do financial analysts refer to segment infatior given by the segment information note to eith
financial statements (standard information) or by ather source (voluntary segment information, not
contained in the standard notes to financial stateés)? The underlying core question deals withtype

of segmentation: Is it “audited” segmentation, segtation used in the note to financial statememtss

it voluntary segmentation used either outside tlées in the annual report or in other financial
documents? We assume that in case the report tefseggment information, this means that the anhalys
who wrote the report is inclined to use that infatibn. Moreover, if the disclosed information is
different from that used in the note to financi@tements, this means either that the financiadlyahhas
reprocessed the information or that the finanaialgst has access to other information sources.

The second objective is to measure the use ofatalis that are specific to the hotel industry imaficial
analysts’ reports. These indicators usually alloeasuring and comparing each group’s performance.
(Q2) Do financial analysts use indicators thatsrecific to the hotel sector in their report?

It was also interesting for us to process this nlz®n with the type of segmentation used whenetle

a segmental one.

Finally, it is essential to look at whether finaalcanalysts’ reports show segment financial elesment
worked out by financial analysts themselves. Weehfocused on three main elements: reference to
segmental ratios, reference to segmental finafioracasts and reference to segmental group vatuatio
(Q3) What do financial analysts use in their analysheir forecasts or their evaluation? LOB
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segmentation or geographic segmentation? If theyitdis also interesting to determine whether the
segmentation used comes from the segmentation foutite segment information note to the financial
statements or not.

3. Sample and Methodology

The study has been conducted based on Englishrandt-financial analysts’ reports extracted from th
Thomson Database (Thomson One Banker) regardingotimeen (14) American hotel groups (US
GAAP) and European hotel groups (IFRS) identifiegbiiior research (Appendix 1).

The research focuses on financial analysts’ regoutdished in 2006. The first selection criterioasw
thus the release date of the report: between Jarhar f, 2006 and December the *312006. The
published reports deal with data results from 20GHhle 1 shows the gross number of financial atsilys
reports given by the databasé' ¢blumn). Some reports appear twice, others angpdate of one report
several days later, and other reports are accessiblonger on the databasdlso, in spite of the high
number of reports “extracted” by Thomson, we haveratained all of them for this study. Moreovee w
have established some complementary criteria.

The second selection criterion is the number oeparf the report. We wanted to study the reporte wi
the highest number of pages, the minimum numbergbigre. Generally, reports with very few pages are
mostly “informative” and “reactive” reports: thexausively deal with the latest information and ynl
deliver an update on the forecasts. The averagdeuaf pages of our sample reports is 18 paged€Tab
2).

The third selection criterion concerns the containthe report. The reports that give an analysid an
provisional information and figures have been retdi (the ones with at least earning forecasts). The
reports that only give an update have been excluded

Finally, we have retained the reports which coneenfthe most important financial companies. Those
reports given by Thomson show that only a companfilp have been excluded, as well.

Table 1: Sample

Gross Number
of reports

Gross Number of
Reports with
number of pages
>4

Gross Number of
Reports with
number of pages
>9

Sample

Sample
% of gross
total

IFRS Sample
Intercontinental Hotels Group
NH Hoteles
Whitbread
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels
SAS Groups - Rezidor
Accor
Sol Melia
TUI

DO TP NWDO

8.9%
11.1%
7.5%
13.3%
10.0%
6.1%
32.1%)
9.2%

IFRS Total

N
N

10.3%

US GAAP Sample
Interstate Hotels and Resorts
Cendant Corporation (Wyndham)
Marriott International
Choice Hotels International
Hilton Hotels Corporation
Starwood Hotels and Resorts

D NWA PR

3.1%
2.9%
3.1%
5.9%
6.0%
4.7%)|

US GAAP Total

22

4.5%

TOTAL

64

7.1%
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Table 1 — B : Sample — Degree of Internationalizadin (% of international revenue)

International Revenue 2005

Area considered as
domestic
(from annual reports)

IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group EMEA 50.6%
NH Hoteles Spain 55.5%
Whitbread GB 1.6%
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels London 86.8%
SAS Group (Rezidor - 2006) Nordic 55.6%
Accor France 66.3%
Sol Melia Europe 22.4%
TUI Germany 54.2%

Average 49.1%

US GAAP Interstate Hotels and Resorts 18.2%
Cendant Corporation (Wyndham) 15.1%

Marriott International 14.7%

Choice Hotels International .0%

Hilton Hotels Corporation 1.2%

Starwood Hotels and Resorts 22.1%

Average 11.9%

Table 2: Number of pages of the sample reports

|Standard Company Mean Minimum Maximum

IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group 23.22 1 55
NH Hoteles 19.25 11 36
Whitbread 20.67 12 27
Millenium and Copthorne 9.50 8 1
Hotels
SAS Group (Rezidor) 24.75 11 40
Accor 24.40 10 44
Sol Melia 13.67 7 35
TUI 13.00 7 24
Total 18.79 7 55

US GAAP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts 16.00 16 16
Cendant Corporation
(Wyndham) 14.00 14 14
Marriott International 13.50 11 17
Choice Hotels International 15.67 10 19
Hilton Hotels Corporation 14.57 10 27
Starwood Hotels and Resorts 26.17 8 74
Total 17.73 8 74

The final sample consists of forty two (42) finaaicanalysts’ reports regarding European hotel gsoup
and twenty two (22) financial analysts’ reportsaieting American groups. As a consequence, there are
sixty four (64) reports, published in 2006 that Ide#@h hotel groups. Demirakos & Al. analyzed 104
analysts’ reports of 26 UK listed companies fromaas industries (Demirakos et al., 2004).

The sample deals with seventeen (17) different g@aa or American financial institutions (Appendjx 2
Eleven (11) financial institutions only for the IBRsample and three (3) only for the US GAAP sample.
Among those financial institutions, only three areboth samples IFRS and US GAAP (they are CIBC,
Deutsche Bank and Jefferies). Indeed, among théutisns that have been retained by the Thomson
database, few publish complete reports about seigeanational groups. Those financial instituscere
firms of greatest importance in firms’ valuationhid result is consistent with prior research (Barke
1999).

The financial institutions retained in our samptene from seven (7) different countries, but theg ar
mainly American and British (Appendix 3).

The retained reports have been written by thirtgeh(33) teams composed of fifty one (51) analysts
(Appendix 4). We can note that those financial gstal are specialized in the sector: the same names
come up several times. Only four (4) analysts efsample appear on both IFRS firms’ reports and US
GAAP firms’ reports. It is to be said that the $tlia group is slightly over represented. In 208&éyeral
complete reports have been published about thi8lé group, in particular by Kepler.

Proportionally fewer reports about American grobpse been retained.
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The study is mainly qualitative and rests on theieg of the financial analysts’ reports seleciafhen
reading them, we have selected different variables.

= Reference to segment information

Several variables allow determining whether theoreprefer to segment information or not. It isoals
interesting to describe the segmentation typettaatbeen chosen.
First of all, we have compared the segmentationd use the financial analysts’ reports (LOB
segmentation or geographic segmentation) with gggnentation used in the segment information notes
to financial statements. There are three diffesgoftions:

- the segmentation of financial analysts’ reporthéssame as the one in the note

- the segmentation of the reports is more accuratietailed

- the segmentation of analysts’ reports is compleddfgrent
In the two latter situations, the financial anadybve used segment information found outside Giahn
statements.
In their “outside notes” communication, internatbhotel groups often refer to segmentations based
the management type (ownership), on brands oravittarket approach. As a consequence, we have tried
to check whether such segmentations were usedandial analysts’ reports.

= Reference to indicators specific to the hotel itus

Like every industry, the hotel industry has spediffidicators that allow measuring and comparingebet
the performances of each group. Those indicatasoften communicated by the groups themselves,
generally in the form of voluntary information asdmetimes in a segment format.
The indicators chosen in our study are the santieeasnes we have studied before:
Commercial performance and profitability indicators
0 Revenue per available room (RevPAR): this is a re¢rnindicator of commercial
performance. It is composed of both performancetémms of occupancy and
performance in terms of revenue per rented room.
0 Occupancy rate: this is the ability to “fill” as @luas possible the hotel capacity.
0 Average daily rate per rented room: this is themigation of income per rented room.
o Gross profit (EBITDAR): this is the capacity to neakn operational margin before
imputation of occupation costs (financial reswénts and lease credits, depreciation and
amortisation).

Those indicators are clearly influenced by the ditagn of service delivered, by the location, the
competitive exposition...So the indicators perfetglyd themselves to a segment study.

We have then determined whether those indicators @ien in the financial analysts’ reports, but we
have also and especially checked whether there avasference to a segmentation (using LOB
segmentation or geographic segmentation) whemthieators were shown.

The segmentation used for those indicators has l@sm compared to the segmentations used in the
segment information note to financial statements.

The reference to volume indicators (number of raamusnber of hotels, number of projects...) has been
studied in one single point: reference or abseheelome indicators.

" Reference to international indicators specifich® $ervice industry

The five majors theories describing internatioratian,which derive from observations about companie
most of which are American and all of which arawctn the industrial sector, can be applied twisess
firms, including international hotel industry (Boslelyn (1986), Dunning (1989), Li and Guisinger
(1992), Campbell and Verbeke (1994), Douglas araig3(1995), Goodnow (1985), and Aggrawal and
Ramaswamy (1992)) However, Erramili (1990), Ekedahol Sivakumar (1998), Erramili and Rao (1993)
and Contractor and Kundu (1998) have demonstraggdtie specificities of service companies (diffitre
approaches to modes of entry, for example) havajarmmpact on the link between internationalizatio
and performance
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“DOI " (degree of internationalization) is measutedthe ratio of sales (or turnover) achieved algtb
the total sales (or total turnover) of the firm, ior other words, CA international (Turnover Intational)

/ CA total (Total Turnover). This is the approacbshfrequently used in studies on internationailirat
(Sullivan, 1994a and 1996; Qian et al., 2003; ShedkLuo, 2001; Rugman & Verbeke, 2004; Ruigrok,
Wagner & Amman, 2004; Daniels & Bracker, 1989; Gger, Beamish & daCosta, 1989; Stopford &
Dunning, 1983).

= Segmental Forecasts and Valuations

Financial analysts’ reports are often aimed at &jg the set objectives performances of the giaup
consideration. We have then retained in our satm@eeports showing financial forecasts. We watped
determine whether the groups’ forecasts and vaonagiven by the financial analysts were segmental
(using LOB segmentation or geographic segmentation)

If so, this segmentation and the one used in thgensat information note to financial statements have
been processed.

The observed indicators are the following:
< Financial ratios: do financial analysts refer tgreental financial ratios?
* Revenue forecasts
» Earnings forecasts: in this case, the “earningsicept in broaden to the intermediate earnings
(EBITDAR, EBITDA, EBIT)
e Group valuation: is the group valuation carried dotthe segmental way (using LOB
segmentation or geographic segmentation)?

4. Results and Comments
= Reference to segment information

All the financial analysts’ reports refer to segnardata (appendix 5), be it taken from the segment
information note (standard information) or not ¢irrthation not contained in the note). As a consecglen

it can be deduced that financial analysts approprablished segmental information to put into thei
reports. This result is consistent with prior reshas dealing with analysts’ behaviour regardinghwi
financial information.

All our sample’s financial analysts’ reports referLOB segmentation (appendix 5). Nevertheless, the
results clearly differ, be it the IFRS sample a&r S GAAP sample.

As far as the IFRS sample is concerned, analygsliarefer to LOB segmentation found in the segimen
information note to financial statements (40 repasfer to the “audited” segmentation). So there is
almost no reprocessing of the offered segmentalfibis. can be explained in different ways. The segme
information given by financial statements is acteiand complete enough (cf. paper n°1). Europetei ho
groups communicate little additional voluntary “side the note” segmental information with a différe
activity segmentation.

As far as the US GAAP sample is concerned, we odm that the financial analysts reprocess the edfer
segmentation or even use a different segmentatn réports refer to the same segmentation or
reprocessed segmentation). Indeed, American grgiyasin the segment information note to financial
statements segmental information that is not mumrelbped, but more weighty voluntary information
outside the note. Financial analysts are more “tedipto process segmental information coming from
different sources. This result confirm one of thainmconclusions of Previts & Al. (1994) who notath
“analysts disaggregate company performance intoeater number of operating units (segments) than
required under Generally Accepted Accounting Pples (GAAP)” (Previts et al., 1994).

For some analysts this is the real value of thairkwThey have their own sources of informationt tha
really value the financial information reportedtbg firm.
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Reference to geographic information is more dewedop the European sample than in the American one
(appendix 5).

Concerning the European sample, 11 reports doeafet to any geographic segmentation. Most of the
remaining ones use the same geographic segmenégaitre one found in the segment information note
to the financial statements. We had already notibed European groups published more geographic
segment information within their financial statergethan American groups. This encourages financial
analysts to use this geographic segment informa®it is available. Let’'s note that this concettmes
biggest groups, like Intercontinental whose firsgmmentation level that can be found in its finahcia
statements is the geographic one.

The degree of internationalization of the hotelugp® of our sample varies a lot from one firm totaro
(see Table 1-B). In 2005, the average DOI of tlmigs reporting under IFRS’s is 49.1% (real DOl must
be higher since domestic areas are not alwayselihtib country level) when the average DOI of the
American hotel groups is 11.9%. T-Test is significéor this result. Reasons for this importantefiénce

are twofold. First, in our sample, groups reportimgler IFRS’s are European groups. Many medium size
countries compose Europe. While the United Staesreal unified zone, Europe is not a unified zone
Thus, European groups must rapidly reach an intiemmel growth. Second, US hotel groups face a large
market within America and are less attracted bgrimtional markets.

In some extend, this difference in the DOI may asplain the level of geographic disclosure by hote
groups as analysts’ interest in it.

Only 5 financial analysts’ reports dealing with Amean groups refer to a geographic segmentatiois Th
concerns two big groups, Hilton and Starwood. Aggerigroups publish much less standard or voluntary
geographic segment information.

Those results confirm that when geographic segnm@otmation is available, it is inserted by the
financial analysts.

To the same extent, when ownership-type segmentnmation is available, it is widely used by the
financial analysts (appendix 6).

In 2005, five (5) European hotel groups (out of thgroups that have been retained in our sample)
published ownership-type segment information. Foof4them, the financial analysts have used this
ownership-type segment information in their report.

In the same year, all American groups publishedesship-type segment information. We can note that
this information is used by the financial analystdy when the information has an economic meaning.
Indeed both Choice group, which has been createstlynwith a franchise, and Cendant group, which has
several activities that are not specific to theehatdustry, did not generate an ownership-typersag
presentation by the financial analysts.

Some financial analysts’ reports refer to brandgnmmtation when this information is available
(appendix 7).

This is especially visible with the European sample note that reference to brands segmentation is
frequent when the group publishes this type ofrimfation.

All American groups communicate using brands segatiem. 14 reports out of the 22 studied ones refer
to that type of segmentation.

Reference to market segmentation (appendix 8) dstraias that some analysts refer to it whereas this
segmentation is not presented in the group’s anmnepbrt. This presumes that the analysts take
information in other sources (presentations toystal..).

In general, there are few references to this typesegmentation in the financial analysts’ reports.
Segmentation may be more difficult to compare betwdifferent companies, and the brands approach
can seem more efficient since it is often useddnsalting firms.

= Reference to indicators specific to the hotel itidus

Most financial analysts refer to RevPAR when tmfoimation is available (Table 3). This is the case
when the hotel “specialization” is strong. In thar&pean sample, both groups SAS and TUI do not
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communicate a lot about that purely hotel-relatedicator. American analysts’ reports almost always
refer to that indicator.

Table 3: reference to RevPAR

s Reference to RevPAR
tandard Yes No Total
IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 7 2 9
% within Company 77.8% 22.2% 100.0%
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
Whitbread Count 1 2 3
% within Company 33.3% 66.7% 100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 1 1 2
Hotels % within Company 50.0% 50.0% 100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 1 3 4
% within Company 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%!
Accor Count 2 3 5
% within Company 40.0% 60.0% 100.0%
Sol Melia Count 9| 9
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
TUI Count 6 6
% within Company .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Total Count 25 17| 42
% within Company 59.5% 40.5% 100.0%
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%!
Cendant Corporation Count 1| 1
(Wyndham) % within Company 100.0% 0% 100.0%!
Marriott International Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Choice Hotels International Count 2 1 3
% within Company 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7 7
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 6| 6
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
Total Count 21 1 22,
% within Company 95.5% 4.5% 100.0%

In general, the reports from the European sampgipgfadix 9) do not refer a lot to a segment approach
using LOB segmentation for the RevPAR (only 8 répout of 42). For the same group, some analysts
refer to the RevPAR using LOB segmentation, anérstdo not.

Ten American reports (out of 22) refer to the ReRPBy activity segments. In those cases, most report
use a different segmentation from the one showhearsegment information note to financial statesient

Eighteen reports taken from the European sampéz tefa geographic segment approach of the RevPAR
(appendix 9). Only four American reports referhatttype of information. Geographic informationrese
to be more widely used when it is available.

The average daily rate is a hotel-related indicttat is frequently used in comparative studiess tfuite
visible in annual American reports.

European analysts do not refer to it as much asrisare analysts (appendix 10). As far as reference t
the average daily rate using LOB segmentation iacemed, the important feature is that the
segmentation presented by American analysts aleaudt time differs from the segmentation used in the
segment information note to financial statements.

Few analysts give information concerning the averajly rate using geographic segmentation.

As a complementary indicator to the average dailg,rthe occupancy rate is also one of the major
performance indicators within the hotel industryevidrtheless, even though this indicator is widely
present in the annual reports of international gsout is not often used in the studied analystgorts
(appendix 11).

Reference to the segmental occupancy rate, prithcipancerning the US GAAP sample, is based on a
LOB segmentation, and is more particularly usindifferent segmentation than the one shown in the
financial statements.

Reference to EBITDAR only concerns half of the Ehgan analysts’ reports (appendix 12). Segment

reference is principally based on LOB segmentatiothose cases, the segmentation used is the aame
the one of the financial statements.
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Both real and provisional inventory data (expresgsechumber of hotels, number of rooms...) are
sometimes used in the European or American finhaaialysts’ reports, but almost never with a segmen
approach (appendix 13).

Does reference to segment information impact atslfgrecasts?

We measured revenue and earnings per share (Efe8xé$ts errors as follows :

Actual Revenue — Forecast Revenue
Revenue forecast error =
Actual Revenue

|.4c7hm£ oFy — Forecast EFY
EPS forecasterror = | Tcrual EES
Actual

The average of revenue forecast error is 7.6% whieaverage of EPS forecast error is 67.2%. This
result is statistically significant. EPS forecastludes many different parameter and is very much
complex to calculate. We found that compliance wiitle accounting standards is linked to better
forecasts.

The main segment information generating bettercfasts is a geographic segment information. We found
that analysts who refer to geographic RevPAR deereagnificantly their forecast errors : revenue

forecast error falls to 3.9% and EPS forecast edrops to 12.8%. RevPAR does not reveal anything
about the ability to generate earnings (RevPAR gesuon sales). We think that analysts who refer to
such information have made deeper analysis abeutrth and its business model.

= Analysis, forecasts and segment valuations

Financial analysts’ reports principally aim at aisathg a company financial and economic situation,
possibly establishing activity forecasts in ordejustify the proposed valuation of the company.
Financial analysis usually uses financial ratios.a\consequence, the first step of observatiorbbas
focused on the segment use of financial ratios.

Only three reports from the European sample andrepert from the American sample show financial
reports using LOB segmentation (appendix 14). Thigery few. No report shows financial ratios gsin
geographic segmentation.

All the studied reports present global revenuedasés and global margins forecasts. In order tosarea
the use of segment information by financial analygtwas interesting to check the presence orraiese
of segment forecasts (using LOB or geographic setgtien). Those forecasts may come from the group
itself, but they are often reprocessed by the @haly they are the basis of his work.

Only five reports from the European sample outixtfysour studied reports don't give revenue forgtsa
using activity segmentation (table 4). This confirthat financial analysts use and appropriate seggme
information.

When they give revenue forecasts using activityreagation, the reports studying European groups use
the segmentation given by the segment informatime o financial states. There is no reprocessing i
this case (additional or more detailed informatioimhis shows how much the quality and the
segmentation offered by segment information founthé financial statements are important.

As far as the American sample is concerned, althalgreports give revenue forecasts using activity
segmentation, most of them use reprocessed infamathe question is to know the source of this
reprocessing.
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Table 4: Revenue forecasts using LOB segmentation

Financial Analysts and Services Firms : the Case dfiternational Hotel Groups

Revenue forecasts using LOB segmentation
Standard No Same LOB Same & Other Total
LOB

[FFrS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 2 7 9|
% within Company 22.2% 77.8%) 100.0%
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company .0%, 100.0%| 100.0%
Whitbread Count 3 3
% within Company .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2|
Hotels % within Company 0% 100.0% 100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company .0%, 100.0%| 100.0%
Accor Count 1 4 5
% within Company 20.0% 80.0%| 100.0%
Sol Melia Count 2 7 9
% within Company 22.2% 77.8%) 100.0%
TUI Count 6 6
% within Company .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%
Total Count 5 37 42
% within Company 11.9%)| 88.1%)| 100.0%
US GAAP Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1
% within Company 100.0% 0% 100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1|
(Wyndham) % within Company 100.0% 0%|  100.0%
Marriott International Count 4 4
% within Company .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Choice Hotels International  Count 3 3
% within Company .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7 7
% within Company .0% 100.0%| 100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 1 5 6
% within Company 16.7% 83.3%| 100.0%
Total Count 3| 19| 22|
% within Company 13.6% 86.4%| 100.0%

Likewise, financial analysts are used to approjiageographic segment information. (Table 5). More
than half of the studied European reports give maeeforecasts using geographic segmentation (22
reports). Two third of them use the same geograpbgmentation than the one found in the financial
statements, and the remaining third uses a diffenea.
American groups do not give a lot of geographicnset information, thus financial analysts’ reports
about those groups do not give revenue forecastg geographic segmentation.

As a consequence, the impact, especially in termsegment information, of convergence of IFRS
standards towards US GAAP standards can be quedtidhis to be feared that geographic segment
information offered by European groups becomes imapshed to the detriment of the quality of the
concerned financial analysts’ work.

Table 5: Revenue forecasts using geographic segmatidn:

Revenue forecasts using Geo. segmentation
Standard Same Geo Other Geo
No Segment Segment Total

IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 9| 9|
% within Company .0%| 100.0% .0% 100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company .0%) 100.0%| .0% 100.0%)
Whitbread Count 3 3|
% within Company 100.0%) .0% .0%) 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2|
D % within Company 0% 100.0%) .0%| _100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%| 0% .0% 100.0%)|
Accor Count 5| 5|
% within Company 100.0%) .0%]| .0% 100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 3 6 9|
% within Company 33.3%| .0%]| 66.7% 100.0%)
vl Count 5| 1 6]
% within Company 83.3%] 16.7% .0%) 100.0%)
Total Count 20 16 6 42|
% within Company 47.6%) 38.1%)| 14.3% 100.0%)
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%)
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1
(Wyndham) % within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
Marriott International Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
Choice Hotels International Count 3| 3
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)|
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7| 7|
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%)
Starwood Hotels and Resorts - Count 6 6]
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%)
Total Count 22| 22]
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%)
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The majority of the studied reports (50 out of 84w earning forecasts using LOB segmentation €rabl
6). As far as the reports from the European sampeconcerned, the segmentation used is basedon th
segmentation found in the segment information tothe groups’ financial statements. The repodmfr
the American sample do not refer to earning forscasing LOB segmentation as much. When segment
forecasts can be found, this is often a reprocessgohentation.

Concerning earning forecasts using geographic segtien, the results are the same as the ones found
when observing revenue forecasts (Table 7).

Table 6: Earnings forecasts using LOB segmentatiofEarnings / EBIT / EBITDA / EBITDAR)

Earnings forecasts using LOB segmentation

Standard No Same LOB samtaL lé é)ther Total
IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 2 7 9
% within Company 22.2% 77.8% 100.0%
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Whitbread Count 3 3
% within Company .0%, 100.0% 100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2
Hotels % within Company 0% 100.0% 100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Accor Count 5] 5|
% within Company .0% 100.0% 100.0%
Sol Melia Count 4 5| 9
% within Company 44.4%) 55.6% 100.0%
TUI Count 6| 6)
% within Company .0%) 100.0% 100.0%
Total Count 6 36| 42!
% within Company 14.3%| 85.7% 100.0%
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1] 1|
% within Company 100.0% .0% .0%) 100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1| 1|
(Wyndham) % within Company 0% 100.0%) .0%| _ 100.0%
Marriott International Count 1| 3| 4
% within Company 0% 25.0% 75.0% 100.0%
Choice Hotels International ~ Count 3 3|
% within Company 100.0% .0%) .0%) 100.0%
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 4 3 7
% within Company 57.1%)| .0%) 42.9%) 100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 4 2| 6|
% within Company .0%) 66.7%)| 33.3%| 100.0%,
Total Count 8 6| 8 22
% within Company 36.4% 27.3% 36.4%) 100.0%

Table 7: Earnings forecasts using geographic segmtation (Earnings / EBIT / EBITDA /
EBITDAR)

Earnings forecasts using Geo segmentation
Standard Same Geo Other Geo
No Segment Segment Total

|IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 9| 9|
% within Company .0%) 100.0%| .0%| 100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company .0%) 100.0%) .0%) 100.0%)
Whitbread Count 3 3
% within Company 100.0%) .0%) .0%) 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2|
Hotels % within Company 0% 100.0%| .0% 100.0%|
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%)| .0% .0%) 100.0%)
Accor Count 5 5
% within Company 100.0%) .0%) .0%) 100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 3 6 9|
% within Company 33.3%) .0%)| 66.7%| 100.0%)
TUI Count 5 1 6)
% within Company 83.3%) 16.7%) .0%) 100.0%)
Total Count 20| 16 6 42|
% within Company 47.6%) 38.1%) 14.3% 100.0%)
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1|
(Wyndham) % within Company 100.0%| 100.0%)|
Marriott International Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
Choice Hotels International Count 3| 3|
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7| 7
% within Company 100.0%)| 100.0%)
Starwood Hotels and Resorts  Count 6 6
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
Total Count 22| 22|
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%)
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The key information within analysts’ reports is treduation of the company and its calculation. Astha
third of the studied reports (22 out of 64) giveaduation using LOB segmentation. The proportion is
slightly higher with the reports from the Europesample (Table 8). This underlines the interest that
some analysts show to segment information. Foc#heulations, analysts generally use the segmentati
found in the segment information note to finanstatements.

Table 8: Company valuation using LOB segmentation

Valuation using LOB segmentation
Standard No Same LOB Same & Other Total
LOB

IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 6 3 9
% within Company 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%| .0%) 100.0%)
Whitbread Count 3 3
% within Company .0%)| 100.0%) 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2|
Hotels % within Company 100.0% 0% 100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%)| .0%) 100.0%)
Accor Count 5 5
% within Company .0%) 100.0% 100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 9| 9|
% within Company 100.0%| .0%) 100.0%)
TUI Count 1 5 )
% within Company 16.7%)| 83.3% 100.0%)
Total Count 26 16| 42
% within Company 61.9% 38.1% 100.0%)
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1
% within Company 100.0%| 0% .0%|  100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1
(Wyndham) % within Company .0% 100.0% .0%|  100.0%
Marriott International Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%| .0%) 0% 100.0%)
Choice Hotels International Count 3| 3|
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 0% 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 4 2 1 7
% within Company 57.1%) 28.6% 14.3%) 100.0%)
Starwood Hotels and Resorts - Count 4 2 )
% within Company 66.7% 33.3% 0% 100.0%)
Total Count 16| 5 1] 22
% within Company 72.7% 22.7% 4.5%] 100.0%)

The analysts’ reports from the American sample dbgive valuation using geographic segmentation
(Table 9). We can assume that this is caused dyaihe lack of geographic segment information given
by the American groups. Twelve European reportsvsh@aluation using geographic segmentation.

For the Intercontinental group, whose first levereporting is the geographic level, it is intenegtto
note that the financial analysts’ reports do netegjeographic valuation. Valuation technique doas n
depend on the broker. Geographic valuation maiolycerns two Spanish groups that faced important
international growth in 2005 and 2006.

Table 9: Company valuation using geographic segmeaion

Valuation using Geo segmentation
Standard Same Geo Other Geo
No Segment Segment Total

IFRS Company __ Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 8l 1] 9
% within Company 88.9%| 11.1%| 0% 100.0%|
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company 0% 100.0%) 0% 100.0%
Whitbread Count 3 3|
% within Company 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2
Hotels % within Company 100.0%) 0% 0% 100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0%) 0%)| 0% 100.0%)
Accor Count 5 5|
% within Company 100.0%j 0%)| 0% 100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 3 1] 5 9
% within Company 33.3%) 11.1%) 55.6%) 100.0%)
TUI Count 5] 1 6|
% within Company 83.3%| 16.7 %] 0% 100.0%|
Total Count 30 7] 5 42
% within Company 71.4% 16.7 %] 11.9% 100.0%|
USGAAP Company  Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1] 1
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1| 1]
(Wyndham) % within Company 100.0%| 100.0%)
Marriott International Count 4] 4
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%
Choice Hotels International Count 3| 3]
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%]
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7| 7]
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%]
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 6| 6|
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%]
Total Count 22| 22
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%|

EIBA Annual Congress — 2010 - Porto 14



Financial Analysts and Services Firms : the Case dfiternational Hotel Groups

5. Conclusions and Future Research

In analysing financial analysts’ recommendationorép our aim was to appreciate whether financial
analysts refer or not to segment information. Wientbthat (1) financial analysts largely refer tgreent
information in their recommendation reports showthgt they remain very sensitive to the qualitative
and quantitative segment information reported leygloups. Financial analysts take advantage ofIAS
regarding geographic segment information. (2) Firlranalysts use segmental forecasting models and
segmental valuation models, mostly based on LOBns@gation as reported in the segment information
note of the financial statements. We think thaaficial analysts keep the reported format and vilue
with qualitative information. (3) We presume thatuntary segment information and specific hospiali
segmental information is considered “qualitativeformation, which gives more consistency to forézas
and valuations (especially geographic RevPAR).

These conclusions could be confirmed by qualitatésearch based on financial analysts’ interviemes a
questionnaires. Such research could also be extdndether industries facing internationalization.

After the recent convergence between SFAS 131 BR& 18, it will be very interesting to observe and
analyse the behaviour of financial analysts asrisgsegment information.

Another means of investigation might be to study tonsistency of the use of segmental models to
forecast and valuate. Does the use of such modelsrgte better predictability? Do segmental indicat
lead to better or more accurate financial models?

Reporting segment information has always been aneidor firms, understanding its uses remains
essential for managers, regulators and researchers.

EIBA Annual Congress — 2010 - Porto 15



APPENDIXES

Appendix 1: Sample selection and key data (2005)

Financial Analysts and Services Firms : the Case dfternational Hotel Groups

Accounting . In Financials .
Country Standards Rooms (2) | Hotels (2) Revenue Hotels revenue Total Equity ICB * Hotels Datastream Auditors

Intercontinental Hotels Group Great Britain IFRS 532 701 3532 1,910 £m 1,910 £m 1,104 £m v v Ernst & Young LLP

Cendant Corporation United States US GAAP 520 860 6 396 18,236 $m 1,527 $m 11,292 $m v v Deloitte & Touche LLP

Marriott International , Inc. United States US GAAP 469 218 2 564 11,550 $m 11,129 $m 3,252 $m v v Ernst & Young LLP

Accor SA France IFRS 463 427 3973 | 7.622€m | 5195€m 4,396 €m v v Emst & Young
Deloitte et associés

Choice Hotels International United States US GAAP 403 806 4987 477.4 $m 477.4 $m v v PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP

Hilton Hotels Corporation United States US GAAP 354 312 2 226 4,437 $m 3,883 $m 2,811 $m v v Ernst & Young LLP

Best Western (1) United States 308 131 4097

Starwood Hotels and resorts \United States US GAAP 230 667 733 | 5,977 $m \ 4,995 $m \ 5,236 $m v v Ernst & Young LLP

Carlson Hospitality worlwide (1) United States 147 093 890

Global Hyatt (1) United States 111 651 355

Hilton International (1) Great Britain IFRS 99 257 395 1,770.8 £m v

Sol Melia | Spain | IFRS 80 834 328 | 1,165€m | 911€m | 944 €m v | Ermst & Young S.L.

TUI AG ‘Germany ‘ IFRS 74 454 283 ‘ 19,619 €m (tjc;ﬁ’r?sgn:)ezm ‘ 4,375 €m ‘ PricewaterhouseCoopers

Louvre Hétels (1) France 67 532 895

La Quinta (1) United States 65 110 582 v

MGM Mirage (1) United States 37 867 24

US Franchise Systems (1) United States 35 683 462

NH Hoteles Spain IFRS 35241 242 | 994 €m 910 €m 820 €m v v Deloitte and Touche

PricewaterhouseCoopers

Le Meridien (1) United States 33 287 135

Fairmont hotels and resorts (1) Canada 32967 81 v

Interstate hotels and resorts United States US GAAP env. 66000 env. 290 222.48 $m 222.48 $m 131.33 $m v KPMG LLP

Whitbread PLC Great Britain IFRS 31 000 470 1,584 £m 408 £m 1,547 £m v Ernst & Young LLP

Millenium and Copthorne Hotels PLC |Great Britain IFRS 26 270 97 595 £m 581 £m 1,378 £m v v KPMG Audit PLC

SAS Group Sweden IFRS 10 158 217 6592 €m 581 €m 1,287 €m Deloitte AB

(1) : Not integrated in this study

MKG Group

MKG's 2005 world ranking of hotel groups, March 30th, 2005; MKG Group
(2) :|The 2005 ranking of hotel groups in the 25 European Union member states, January 27th 2005;
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Appendix 2: Sample, classification of financial anlgsts’ reports by financial institution

Company * Mame of the of the analyst * C
Count
Marne of the company of the analyst
Kepler
m Teather & Matexis Dawenport &
Socjéte Deutsche , Grupo Greenwood M. Warburg Bleichroeder- Danske campany
Standard CIBC Generale ABMN AMRO Bank Cradit Suisse Saniander errion ING Jefleries & Co WesiLB 07 Bank Carnegie Equities | Bear Stearns | Edwards LLC Total
IFRS campany I(r;}grucpontmemal Hotels It 2 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 9
MH Hoteles o 0 o 2 o 1 1 o o o [t} o o 0 4
Whithread o 0 1 2 o o 0 o o o [t} o o 0 3
Milleniurm and Copthome 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
Hotels
SAS Group (Rezidon) 1} 1} 2 1} 1} 1} 1} 1} 1} 1} 1} 1} 1 1 4
Accor o 1 o 2 2 o o o o o a o o o 5
5ol Melia o 0 o 1 o 1 4 2 1 o [t} o o 0 9
TUl 1} 1 1 1 1} 1} 1} 1} 1} 1 1 1 1} 1} B
Total 4 4 5 a 5 2 5 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 42
US GAAP  Company Eteesr;:tnage Hotels and 0 0 0 ] 0 1 1
Wﬁ;\hnat%amoratmn 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Marriott International 2 o o 1 1 0 4
Choice Hotels
International 1 0 1 1 0 0 3
Hiltan Hotels Corparation 2 1 o 2 2 0 7
Ega;\gﬁgd Hotels and 2 1 0 7 1 0 6
Total g 2 1 [} 4 1 22
Appendix 3: Sample, classification of financial anlgsts’ reports by nationality
Country of the financial company * Name of the company of the analyst * Standard Crosstabulation
Count
MName ofthe company of the analyst
Kepler
m Teather & Matexis Davenport &
Société Deutsche ) Grupa Grecnwood MM, Warburg Bleichroeder - Danske campany
tandard CIBC Generale ABN AMRO Bank Credit Suisse Santander Merrion ING Jefferies & Co WiesiLB DZ Bank Camesgie Equities | Bear Stearns | Edwards LLC Tatal
IFRS Country of the financial Great Britain 0 0 5 B 5 1] 1] 1] 1 1] 0 1] 1] 1) 17
Fompany Unitad Stalas I 0 0 0 0 0 D 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
France o 4 1} o 1} o o a a o 1} o o 1} 4
Spain 1} 0 0 3 0 2 5 2 1} 1} 0 1} 1} 0 12
Germany o 1} 1} o 1} o o a a 1 1 1 o 1} 3
Denmark o 1} 1} o 1} o o a a o 1} o 1 1 2
Tatal 4 4 5 a9 5 2 5 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 42
US GAAP  Country ofthe financial United States B 2 1 3] 4 1 22
comparny Total 8 2 1 8 1 1 23
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Appendix 4: Sample, classification of financial anlgsts

s repors| USSP | e’ | Mo | g | USOAP | e

teams analysts

ciBC 4 8 5 6 1 1 4
Société Générale 4 - 3 5 5 - -
ABN AMRO 5 - 3 6 6 - -
Deutsche Bank 9 2 5 9 6 3 -
Crédit Suisse 5 - 3 7 7 - -
Grupo Santander 2 - 1 2 2 - -
e | s |- : : . :
ING 2 - 1 1 1 - -
Jefferies 1 1 2 3 1 2 -
M.M. Warburg & Co. 1 - 1 1 1 - -
WestLB 1 - 1 1 1 - -
Natexinglgi;::lzoeder - 1 R 1 1 1 ~ .
Carnegie 1 - 1 1 1 - -
Danske Equities 1 - 1 2 2 - -
Bear Stearns - 6 2 3 - 3 -
Edwards - 4 1 1 - 1 -
DavenporLlL&CCompany _ 1 1 1 - 1 -

TOTAL 42 22 33 51 36 11 4

EIBA Annual Congress — 2010 - Porto 18



Financial Analysts and Services Firms : the Case dfiternational Hotel Groups

Appendix 5: Reference to segment information

Reference to Segment Reference to Segment Information Reference to Segment Information
Information data LOB segmentation Geographic segmentation
Standard Same &
Yes Total samelop [ SAMe&OMer | 1oy No | Same Geo | Omer 60 | oiner geo | Total
egment | Segment
Segment
IFRS Company _Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 9 9 7 2| 9| 9 9
% within Company 100.0%!| 100.0%! 77.8%) 22.2%) 100.0%! 0% 100.0%) 0%) 0%) 100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 4 4 4 4 2 2 4
9% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%| 100.0%) 0% 50.0%] 0%) 50.0%|  100.0%|
Whitbread Count 3 3] 3 3 3 3
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%|  100.0%|  100.0%) 0% 0%) 0%| _ 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels Count 2 2 2 2| 2 2
% within Company 100.0%!| 100.0%! 100.0%) 0% 100.0%! 0% 100.0%) 0%) 0%) 100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4 4 4 3 1 4
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%| 100.0%) 75.0%] 25.0%] 0%) 0%| _100.0%)
Accor Count 5 5| 5 5) 2 3 5
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%|  100.0%) 40.0%) 60.0%] 0%) 0%| _100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 9 9 9 9| 9 9
% within Company 100.0%!| 100.0%! 100.0%) 0% 100.0%! 0% 0% 100.0%) 0%) 100.0%|
TUI Count 6 6 6 6 3 1 2 6|
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%|  100.0%) 50.0%] 16.7% 0%) 33.3%|  100.0%|
Total Count 42| 42] 40] 2| 42] 11 18 9 4 42|
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%! 95.2%) 4.8%) 100.0%! 26.2%) 42.9%) 21.4%| 9.5%) 100.0%!|
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1 1 1| 1 1
% within Company 100.0%!| 100.0%! 100.0%) 0% 100.0%! 100.0%| 0%) 0%) 100.0%)
Cendant Corporation (Wyndham)  Count 1] 1] 1] 1] 1 1
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%| _ 100.0%|  100.0%) 0%) 0%| _100.0%)
Marriott International Count 4 4 4 4 4 4
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%! 0% 100.0%) 100.0%! 100.0%) 0% 0% 100.0%|
Choice Hotels International Count 3 3 3] 3| 3 3
% within Company 100.0%!| 100.0%! 0% 100.0%) 100.0%! 100.0%!| 0%) 0% 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7 7 7] 7 6 1 7
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0%| 0%) 100.0%|  100.0% 85.7% 14.3% 0%| _100.0%)
‘Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 6 6 o] 6| 2) 2 2 6
% within Company 100.0%) 100.0%! 0% 100.0%) 100.0%! 33.3%| 33.3%| 33.3%| 100.0%)
Total Count 22) 22) 2 20| 22 17 3 2 22
% within Company 100.0%| 100.0% 9.1%| 90.9% 100.0% 77.3%| 13.6%] 9.1%) 100.0%)
Within the Annual Reports (Segment information Within the financial analysts' reports
Reference to ownership structure
LOB Standard
Yes No Total
segmentation -
: ownership IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 9 9|
Year Standard Company type % within Company 100.0% 0%| 100.0%
NH Hoteles Count 3| 1| 4
2004 IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Tes % within Company 75.0%)| 25.0%) 100.0%
ME Hoteles oo Whitbread Cou.m. 3 3
% within Company .0%)| 100.0% 100.0%|
Whithread oo Millenium and Copthorne Count 2 2
Willeniun and Copthorne Hotels o Hotels % within Company 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
545 Group (Rezidor) mo % within Company .0% 100.0%)| 100.0%|
Recor Yes Accor Count 4 1 5|
% within Company 80.0% 20.0%) 100.0%|
Sol Melia Yes -
Sol Melia Count 5 4 9|
TUL He % within Company 55.6%!| 44.4%) 100.0%|
TUI Count 6| 6
US GAAP Interstate Hotels and Resorts Yes o
% within Company .0%) 100.0%| 100.0%|
Cendant Corporation (Wyndham} Tes Total Count 21 21 42
Marriott International Yes % within Company 50.0%) 50.0%) 100.0%]
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts  Count 1] 1|
Choice Hotels International Yes % within Company 100.0%) 0% 100.0%)|
Hilton Hotels Corporation Tes Cendant Corporation Count 1 1
(Wyndham) % within Company .0%|  100.0%|  100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Tes - o
Marriott International Count 4 4
2005 IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Tes % within Company 100.0%)| .0% 100.0%|
Choice Hotels International ~ Count 3 3
NH Hoteles Tes L
% within Company .0%)| 100.0% 100.0%|
Whithread Ho Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7 7
o vt
Millenium and Copthorne Hobels o % within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts  Count 6 6
845 Group (Rezidor) Tes % within Company 100.0% 0% 100.0%
Accor Yes Total Count 18 4 22
% within Company 81.8% 18.2% 100.0%|
S0l Melia Yes
0L To
US GARP Interstate Hotels and Resorts Yes
Cendant Corporation (Wyndhamj Yes
Marrictt International Yes
Choice Hetels International Yes
Hilton Hotels Corporation Yes
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Yes
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Appendix 7: Reference to brands segmentation

Within the Annual Reports (Segment information note Within the financial analysts' reports
to the financial statement not included)

LoB Reference to brands segmentation
Standard
segmentation Yes No Total
Year Standard  Company ¢ brands IFRS Company __ Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 7 2 9
% within Company 77.8%)| 22.2% 100.0%|
2004 IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Tes NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company 0% 100.0%| 100.0%|
R Hoteles 1o Whitbread Count 1 2| 3]
uhithread ¥es % within Company 33.3%] 66.7%] 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2|
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels o Hotels % within Company 0% 100.0% 100.0%
585 Group (Residor| . SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company .0% 100.0%)| 100.0%)
Accor Tes Accor Count 4 1| 5|
% within Company 80.0%| 20.0%] 100.0%]
Sol Melia o

Sol Melia Count 9| 9|
Tux o % within Company 0%) 100.0%| 100.0%)
TUI Count 6 6
US GAAP Interstate Hotels and Resorts Yes % within Company 0%| 100.0% 100.0%
¢endant Corporation (Wyndham) Yes Total Count 12 30, 42
% within Company 28.6%| 71.4%| 100.0%
Marriott International Tes US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts  Count 1 1
% within Company 100.0%) .0%)| 100.0%|

Choice Hotels International Yes
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1
Hilbon Hotels Corporation tes (Wyndham) % within Company 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%)
Marriott International Count 1] 3 4
starmood Hotels and Resorts Tes % within Company 25.0%)| 75.0%)| 100.0%)
2005 IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Yes Choice Hotels International CDUT" 2 1 3
% within Company 66.7%)| 33.3% 100.0%|
TH Hoteles o Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 5 2 7|
whithread . % within Company 71.4%) 28.6%) 100.0%
rhres = Starwood Hotels and Resorts  Count 5 1 6
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels Hio % within Company 83.3%) 16.7%] 100.0%)
Total Count 14 8 22|
SAS Group (Rezidor) o % within Company 63.6%)| 36.4%) 100.0%)

Recor Yes

Sol Melia o

TUT Yes

US GAAP Interstate Hotels and Resorts Yes

¢endant Corporation (Wyndham) Tes

Marriott International Tes

Choice Hotels International Yes

Hilton Hotels Corporation Yes

Starwood Hotels and Resorts Tes
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Appendix 8: Reference to market segmentation

Within the Annual Reports (Segment information note

to the financial statement not included)

Within the financial analysts' reports

L.oB Reference (o market segmentation
Standard
cegmentation Yes No Total
: warketing [FRS Company _ Intercontinental Hotels Group _Count 3| 6| o
Year Standard Company cegqentation 9% within Company 33.3%) 66.7%|  100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
9% within Company 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%)
2004 IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group o Whitbread Count 3 3
% within Company -0%) 100.0%| 100.0%)
M Hoteles o Millenium and Copthome _ Count 2| 2|
Hotels % within Company 0%|  100.0%) 100.0%)
Whithread o 'SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
9% within Company 1000%|  100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels ' Accor Count 2 9
9% within Company 40.0%| __ 100.0%)
. (Reaidor) u Sol Melia Count ol ol
roup (Rezidor o 9% within Company 1000%|  100.0%)
. TUI Count 6| B
Accor =s 9% within Company 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%)
Total Count 6| 36 42
S0l Melia Tes 9 within Company 14.3%) 85.7%| _ 100.0%)
USGAAP  Company _ Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count i i
TUT Ho % within Company 100.0%) 0%] 100.0%|
Cendant Corporation Count 1} 1]
US GAAP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts o (Wyndham) 96 within Company ol 10000 100,09
Marriott International Count 4 4
Cendant Corporation (Wyndham) Tes 9% within Company 0% 100.0%) 100.0%|
Choice Hotels International _ Count 3| 3|
Marriott International o 9% within Company 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation _ Count 1} 6| 7
Choice Hotels International o 9% within Company 14.3%) 85.7%|  100.0%)
Starwood Hotels and Resorts_Count 3| 3| 6|
Hilton Hotels Corporation Tio 9% within Company 50.0%) 50.0%|  100.0%)
Total Count B 17] 22)
$tarwood Hotels and Resorts o 9 within Company 22.79%) 77.3%| __100.0%)
2005 IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group o
NH Hoteles no
Whithread no
Millenium and Copthorne Hotels o
SAS Group (Rezidor) Tes
recor Yes
50l Melia Yes
TUT o
US GARP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts o
cendant ¢orporation (Wyndham) Yes
Marriott International o
Choice Hotels International o
Hilton Hotels Corporation no
Starwood Hotels and Resorts no
Reference to RevPAR Reference to RevPAR - LOB segmentation Reference to RevPAR - Geo. segmentation
Same Same &
Standard Same & Other Geo
h
Yes No Total No Same LOB| Other LOB Other LOB Total No Geo Segment Other Geo Total
Segment Segment
IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 7 2 9| 5 2| 2 9 4 5 9
% within Company 77.8%) 22.2%) 100.0%! 55.6%) 22.2%) 22.2%) 100.0%) 44.4%) 55.6%) 0% 0% 100.0%j
NH Hoteles Count 4 4 4] 4 1 2] 1 4]
% within Company 100.0%, 0%)| 100.0%! 100.0%j 0%) 0%)| 100.0%) 25.0%) 50.0%) 0% 25.0%) 100.0%|
Whitbread Count 1 2| 3] 2| 1 3| 3| 3|
% within Company 33.3% 66.7%| _100.0%) 66.7%) 33.3% 0% 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% 0% 0%)] _ 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Count 1 1] 2| 1] 1 2| 1] 1 2|
Hotels % within Company 50.0% 50.0%| _ 100.0%) 50.0%) 50.0% 0% 100.0% 50.0%) 50.0% 0% 0%] _ 100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 1 3 ] 2 2 2 2
% within Company 25.0% 75.0%| 100.0%|  100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%|  100.0%) 0% 0% 0%] _ 100.0%)
Accor Count 2 3| 5 3| 2] 5 5| 5]
% within Company 40.0% 60.0%) 100.0%! 60.0%) 40.0%) 0%)| 100.0%) 100.0%| 0% 0% 0%) 100.0%j
Sol Melia Count 9 9| 9| 9 9| 9|
% within Company 100.0%, 0%)| 100.0%! 100.0%j 0%) 0%)| 100.0%) 0% 0% 100.0%| 0%) 100.0%j
TUI Count 6 6| 6 6 6 6
% within Company 0%)| 100.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% 0% 0% 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% 0%) 0%)] _100.0%)
Total Count 25| 17] 42| 34 6] 2| 42 24] 8 9| 1] 42]
% within Company 59.5% 40.5%| _ 100.0%) 81.0%) 14.3% 4.8%) 100.0% 57.1%) 19.0% 21.4%) 4%| _ 100.0%)
US GAAP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts  Count 1 1] 1] 1 1] 1]
% within Company 100.0%, 0% 100.0%! 0%)| 0%) 0%)| 100.0% 100.0%) 100.0%| 0% 100.0%j
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1 1] 1 1] 1]
(Wyndham) % within Company |  100.0% .0%|  100.0%|  100.0%) 0% 0% 0%| 100.0%| 100.0% 0% 100.0%)
Marriott International Count 4 4 3| 1 4 4] 4]
% within Company 100.0% .0%|  100.0% 75.0%) 0% 25.0%) 0% 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% 100.0%
Choice Hotels International Count 2 1] 3 2| 1] 3 3 3
% within Company 66.7% 33.3%| 100.0%) 66.7%) 0% 33.3%) 0% 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% 100.0%
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7 7 2| 1] 2| 2| 7 5| 2| 7|
% within Company 100.0%, 0% 100.0%! 28.6%) 14.3%) 28.6%) 28.6%) 100.0%) 71.4%) 28.6%) 100.0%j
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 6| 6| 3| 3| 6| 4 2| 6|
% within Company 100.0%, 0% 100.0%! 50.0%) 0% 50.0%) 0%) 100.0%) 66.7%) 33.3%) 100.0%j
Total Count 21 1] 22| 114 1] 7| 3 22| 18 4 22]
% within Company 95.5% 4.5%| _100.0%) 50.0%) 4.5%) 31.8%) 13.6%|  100.0% 81.8%) 18.2% 100.0%
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Reference to Average Daily Rate

Reference to Average Daily Rate - LOB segmentation

Reference to Average Daily Rate - Geo. segmentation

Same Same &
Standard Yes No Total No  [same LoB|other LOB os‘ﬁemiég Total No Geo OS";Z'nif: Other Geo | Total
Segment Segment

IFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 1| 8| 9| 8| 1 9| 9 9|
% within Company 11.1% 88.9%| 100.0%| 88.9%) 0% 11.1%| 100.0%) 100.0%) .0%)| .0%) .0%] 100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 3 1] 4 4 4 2| 1] 1 4
% within Company 75.0% 25.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% .0%) 100.0%) 50.0%) 25.0% .0%) 25.0%| 100.0%)
Whitbread Count 1] 2| 3| 2| 1 3 3 3
% within Company 33.3% 66.7%) 100.0%| 66.7%) 33.3%) .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%) 0% .0%) .0%] 100.0%)
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2| 2| 2| 2| 2
Hotels % within Company 0% 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%) 0% .0%) .0%] 100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 1] 3] 4 4 4 4 4
% within Company 25.0% 75.0%| 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%) 0% .0%) .0%] 100.0%)
Accor Count 5 5 5| 5| 5| 5
% within Company .0%| 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%) 0% .0%) .0%] 100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 4 5| 9| 9 9| 5| 4 9
% within Company 44.4%) 55.6%| 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% .0%) 100.0%) 55.6%) .0%)| 44.4%)| .0%] 100.0%)
TUI Count 6| 6| 6] 6] ) 6
% within Company 0% 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%) 0% .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%) 0% .0%) .0%] 100.0%)
Total Count 10| 32| 42 40| 1] 1 42| 36| 1 4 1] 42|
% within Company 23.8% 76.2%) 100.0%| 95.2%) 2.4%| 2.4%) 100.0%) 85.7%) 2.4%!| 9.5%) 2.4%) 100.0%)
US GAAP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts  Count 1 1 1 1] 1 1
% within Company 100.0%) .0%) 100.0%| .0%| .0%) 100.0%] 100.0%) 100.0%) .0%) 100.0%)
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1 1 1] 1] 1
(Wyndham) 9% within Company .0%| 100.0%| 100.0%|  100.0%) -0%) 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%) .0%, 100.0%)
Marriott International Count 2| 2| 4 3| 1 4 4 4
% within Company 50.0% 50.0%| 100.0%| 75.0%) 25.0%) .0%] 100.0%) 100.0%) .0%) 100.0%)
Choice Hotels International Count 1 2 3 2| 1 3 3 3|
% within Company 33.3% 66.7%) 100.0%| 66.7%) 33.3%| .0%] 100.0%) 100.0%) .0%) 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 4 3 7 3| 3 1 7| 6| 1 7|
% within Company 57.1% 42.9%) 100.0%| 42.9%) 42.9%) 14.3%) 100.0%) 85.7%) 14.3%) 100.0%)
Starwood Hotels and Resorts  Count 4 2| 6 4 2| 6| 4 2| 6|
% within Company 66.7% 33.3%| 100.0%| 66.7%) 33.3%| .0%] 100.0%) 66.7%) 33.3%| 100.0%)
Total Count 12| 10 22| 13 7 2 22] 19| 3 22|
% within Company 54.5% 45.5%) 100.0%) 59.1%) 31.8%] 9.1%) 100.0%) 86.4%) 13.6%) 100.0%)

Appendix 11: Reference to occupancy rate

Reference to Occupancy Rate Reference to Occupancy Rate - LOB segmentation Reference to Occupancy Rate - Geo. segmentation
Same Same &
Standard Yes No Total No Same LOB| Other LOB OS(:Z:EL?;B Total No Geo Oézzrmiz? Other Geo Total
Segment Segment
|FRs Tntercontinental Hotels Group _Count 9 9 9 9 9 9
% within Company 0% 100.0%| 100.0%! 100.0%| 0% 0%)| 100.0%! 100.0%| 0% 0% 0% 100.0%j
NH Hoteles Count 3] 1 4 4 4 2| 1] 1 4
% within Company 75.0%) 25.0%) 100.0%! 100.0%| 0%) 0% 100.0%) 50.0%) 25.0%) 0% 25.0%) 100.0%j
Whitbread Count 1 2| 3] 2| 1 3| 3| 3|
% within Company 33.3%) 66.7%) 100.0%! 66.7%) 33.3%) 0% 100.0%) 100.0%j 0% 0% 0%) 100.0%j
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2 2| 2 2| 2|
Hotels % within Company 0% 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%] 0%] .0%) 100.0%| 100.0%] 0% .0%) 0% 100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 1 3 ] 2 2 2 2
% within Company 25.0%) 75.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%] 0%)] .0%) 100.0%| 100.0%] 0% .0%) 0% 100.0%)
Accor Count 1 4 5 4 1] 5 5| 5
% within Company 20.0%) 80.0%) 100.0%! 80.0%) 0%) 20.0%) 100.0%) 100.0%| 0% 0% 0%) 100.0%j
Sol Melia Count 4 5] 9| 9| 9| 5 4 9|
% within Company 44.4% 55.6%]  100.0%|  100.0%) 0% 0%) 100.0% 55.6%) 0%, 44.4%] 0%] _ 100.0%
TuI Count 6| 6 6| 6 6| 6|
% within Company 0% 100.0%] 100.0%| 100.0%] 0%)] .0%) 100.0%| 100.0%] 0% .0%) 0% 100.0%)
Total Count 10 32| 42, 40 1 1 42 36 1 4 1] 42]
% within Company 23.8%) 76.2%) 100.0%| 95.2%) 2.4%) 2.4%] 100.0%| 85.7%) 2.4% 9.5%] 2.4%) 100.0%)
US GAAP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts - Count 1 1 1 1 1] 1]
% within Company 100.0%, 0% 100.0%! 0% 0% 100.0% 100.0%) 100.0%| 0% 100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1] 1 1 1 1] 1]
(Wyndham) % within Company 0%|  100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0%) .0%) 0% _ 100.0%|  100.0%) .0%] 100.0%|
Marriott International Count 1 3| 4 3| 1 4 4 4
% within Company 25.0% 75.0%| 100.0%, 75.0%| 25.0%] 0% 100.0%| 100.0%] .0%) 100.0%]
Choice Hotels International  Count 2| 1] 3| 2| 1] 3| 3 3
% within Company 66.7%) 33.3%) 100.0%| 66.7%] 33.3%) 0%)] 100.0%| 100.0%] .0%) 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 5 2| 7| 3 3| 1 7 6| 1] 7]
% within Company 71.4%) 28.6%) 100.0%! 42.9%) 42.9%) 14.3%) 100.0%) 85.7%) 14.3%) 100.0%|
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 2| 4 6| 4 2| 6| 4 2| 6|
% within Company 33.3%) 66.7%) 100.0%! 66.7%) 33.3%) 0%) 100.0%) 66.7%) 33.3%) 100.0%j
Total Count 11 114 22] 13 7| 2| 22| 19| 3 22]
% within Company 50.0% 50.0%| 100.0%) 59.1%| 31.8%] 1% 100.0% 86.4%) 13.6%) 100.0%]
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Appendix 12: Reference to EBITDAR

Reference to EBITDAR Reference to EBlTPAR -LoB Reference to EBITDAR - Geo segmentation
segmentation
Standard Same Other Geo Same &
Yes No Total No Same LOB|  Total No Geo Other Geo Total

Segment Segment Segment
[FFRS Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 9| 9| 9| 9| 9 9
% within Company .0%| 100.0%| 100.0%]  100.0% .0%|  100.0%| 100.0% .0%) .0%) .0%|  100.0%
NH Hoteles Count 2| 2| 4 4 4 2 1 1 4
% within Company 50.0%, 50.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%]|  100.0%) 50.0%, 25.0% .0%) 25.0%|  100.0%)
Whitbread Count 2| 1 3 1 2| 3 3 3
% within Company 66.7% 33.3%|  100.0%] 33.3% 66.7%|  100.0%|  100.0% .0% .0% .0%|  100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2| 2| 2] 2 2
Hotels % within Company .0%|  100.0%|  100.0%]  100.0% .0%|  100.0%|  100.0% .0% .0% .0%|  100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 3] 1 4 2| 2| 4 4] 4]
% within Company 75.0% 25.0%|  100.0%) 50.0%, 50.0%| 100.0%| 100.0% .0%) .0%) .0%|  100.0%
Accor Count 4 1 5 1 4 5 4 1 5
% within Company 80.0% 20.0%|  100.0%] 20.0% 80.0%|  100.0% 80.0%) 20.0%) .0% .0%|  100.0%
Sol Melia Count 6 3| 9| 9| 9 5 4 9
% within Company 66.7% 33.3%| 100.0%]  100.0% .0%]  100.0%) 55.6% .0%) 44.4%| .0%|  100.0%
TUI Count 2 4 6 5 1 6 6 6
% within Company 33.3% 66.7%|  100.0%) 83.3% 16.7%|  100.0%| 100.0% .0%) .0%) .0%|  100.0%
Total Count 19 23 42 33 9 42 35 2 4 1 42
% within Company 45.2% 54.8%|  100.0%] 78.6%) 21.4%|  100.0% 83.3%) 4.8%) 9.5%) 2.4%|  100.0%)
US GAAP  Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1 1] 1 1 1 1
% within Company 100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%|  100.0%)| 100.0%)|
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1 1 1 1 1
(Wyndham) % within Company 100.0%|  100.0%]  100.0%) 100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%)
Marriott International Count 4 4] 4 4 4 4
% within Company 100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%)
Choice Hotels International Count 3| 3 3| 3 3 3
% within Company 100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%|  100.0%)| 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7| 7| 7| 7| 7 7
% within Company 100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%|  100.0%)| 100.0%)
Starwood Hotels and Resorts  Count 6| 6 6 6 6 6
% within Company 100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%)
Total Count 22 22 22 22 22 22
% within Company 100.0%|  100.0%|  100.0% 100.0%|  100.0%)| 100.0%)

Appendix 13: Reference to inventory data

Reference to inventory data (#hotels, # rooms)
Standard
Yes No Total

[FRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 6 3 9
% within Company 66.7% 33.3% 100.0%)
NH Hoteles Count 2 2| 4
% within Company 50.0% 50.0%) 100.0%)
Whitbread Count 1] 2| 3
% within Company 33.3% 66.7%) 100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2 2
Hotels % within Company .0%) 100.0%) 100.0%)
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4] 4
% within Company .0% 100.0%) 100.0%)
Accor Count 4 1 5
% within Company 80.0% 20.0%) 100.0%)
Sol Melia Count 2 7 9
% within Company 22.2%| 77.8%) 100.0%
TUI Count 6 6
% within Company .0% 100.0%) 100.0%)
Total Count 15 27| 42
% within Company 35.7% 64.3%) 100.0%)
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1] 1
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1
(Wyndham) % within Company 0% 100.0% 100.0%
Marriott International Count 1| 3 4
% within Company 25.0% 75.0%) 100.0%)
Choice Hotels International Count 1 2 3
% within Company 33.3% 66.7%) 100.0%)
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 3 4 7
% within Company 42.9% 57.1%) 100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts  Count 3 3 6]
% within Company 50.0% 50.0%) 100.0%)
Total Count 9 13| 22,
% within Company 40.9% 59.1% 100.0%)
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Appendix 14: Reference to financial ratios using LB segmentation

Reference to financial ratios - LOB segmentation
Standard
No Same LOB Total

IFRS Company Intercontinental Hotels Group Count 9| 9|
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
NH Hoteles Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
Whitbread Count 2 1 3
% within Company 66.7%| 33.3%) 100.0%
Millenium and Copthorne Count 2| 2|
Hotels % within Company 100.0%) .0%) 100.0%
SAS Group (Rezidor) Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Accor Count 4 1| 5
% within Company 80.0%| 20.0%)| 100.0%
Sol Melia Count 9| 9|
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
TUI Count 5 1] 6|
% within Company 83.3% 16.7%) 100.0%
Total Count 39 3 42
% within Company 92.9% 7.1% 100.0%
US GAAP  Company Interstate Hotels and Resorts Count 1| 1|
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Cendant Corporation Count 1 1
(Wyndham) % within Company .0%) 100.0% 100.0%
Marriott International Count 4 4
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Choice Hotels International ~ Count 3 3
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
Hilton Hotels Corporation Count 7 7|
% within Company 100.0% .0% 100.0%
Starwood Hotels and Resorts Count 6 6|
% within Company 100.0% .0%) 100.0%
Total Count 21 1] 22|
% within Company 95.5% 4.5% 100.0%
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