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KPMG 2026
mid year survey-
Introduction

Anindustry-wide perspective . Egj

This survey captures insights from 150 US private equity dealmakers offering a
comprehensive view of the M&A landscape. Participants represent a cross-section
of the market, including emerging and established funds, and represent an array of
investment themes and deal structures.

Purpose of the survey . &

» To assess the current M&A environment and analyze the impact of
macroeconomic and geopolitical factors on deal activity and market sentiment

» To evaluate how dealmakers are adapting their approach to transaction
execution, deal structuring, financing, and value creation in a dynamic market



EXecutive summary

PE M&A Dealmakers




Key shifts and tensions

n Volume growth coupled withlonger timelines

45% expect higher 2H26 deal volume and more
than half expect better deal quality — yet 49%

report longer timelines and 57% fewer closures

What it means: Pipelines look busier than closings; intent is
running ahead of execution

n Rise of private creditinto LBO structures

While combined equity and debt [53%) is the
preferred acquisition funding structure

0 -

Nearly all dealmakers [996] are weighing on
private credit, driven by flexibility and support
for complex deals

What it means: Traditional capital structures continue to

lead, while private credit is increasingly being used to provide
additional financing flexibility

n Bigger deals into a softer climate

$1B+ deal concentration jumped 5% = 39%,
while a favorable investment climate fell 58%-}

40%

What it means: Appetite is concentrating in large deals even
as overall sentiment cools

n Evolving fundraising dynamics by size

45% find fundraising harder than a year ago vs.

22% easier — difficulty concentrated in
smaller funds, while sentiment improves as fund
size grows

What it means: Capital is consolidating toward larger funds;
the average hides a widening small-vs-large gap

n Resilient, but rate-hungry

61%feel little-to-no pressure from the lack of rate
cuts — yet 74% say a further cut would boost
activity

What it means: Resilience is real but conditional; rates still
set the ceiling on activity

n Al:faster, not more certain

0 . : . -
Only 33% report higher confidence in decisions;
0 - ,
A% are faster at similar confidence and
0 , ,
17/)flag a greater risk of false confidence
What it means: Al is speeding the work without clearly

improving conviction, some even see more risk of false
confidence

How to read this: figures are directional and single-select (N=150). Year-over-year comparisons draw on the YE 2025 survey, which used different questions — shifts such as 5% — 39% may

reflect changes in the survey, not only in respondent behavior.

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG



M&A macro landscape and trends: Activity is expected to remain stable despite market

volatility

| Deal pipeline remains stable heading into 2H26

Deal volume expectation for 2H26

45% 32%

Higher About the same Lower

0
45/0 expect deal volumes to still increase in 2H26
(although it's lower than YE 2025 levels)

| Dealmakers actively adjust strategies to navigate volatility

Impact of energy volatility and tariff policy

Represented Impact of energy price fluctuations on M&A
top 3 strategy
. Taking a more selective and cautious
58/) approach
380/ Structuring deals to better manage energy-
0 related cost uncertainty
37%
0 Lowering valuations and bids

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

| M&A intentions hold steady in current market conditions

Impact of ongoing market conditions

Report deals continued despite the war in the Middle East

25% - no impact on dealmaking | 47% - proceeding with caution

Indicate dealmaking remains resilient despite the lack of rate cuts
33% - some pressure with plans intact | 22% - no impact on dealmaking |

6% - support to dealmaking

Expect that a
50-bps rate
Adjusting valuation models hike will
in response to the impact dampen M&A
of the US Supreme activity

Court’s tariff ruling

l Further rate cuts can meaningfully hoost M&GA activity

Sensitivity in potential interest rates on M&A appetite

027

of dealmakers
said valuations are
high, with

397

still progressing
regardless

Expect that a
50-bps rate cut
will increase
M&A activity



Deal strategy and investment theses: Investors prioritize scale amid amore selective

tealmaking environment

| Platform expansion and portfolio growth anchor dealmaking

Primary deal investment theses

Represented top 2
Current theses

- —¢ Bolt-on acquisitions to scale or complement existing portfolio
companies

Platform investments, including initial portfolio company
acquisitions and subsequent buy-and-build strategies

Areas where investment focus has increased over the last 2—-3 years
Operational it

- /@ - Add-on acquisitions
improvement 604’ a

S

Primary deal investment theses
Represented top 3

Bg Better alignment between buyer and seller
valuation expectations

62% Increased availability of add-on opportunities

..s

60% Increased availability of attractive new platforms

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up as we have removed the unsure option
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

P

| Dealmakers pursue larger deals with disciplined execution

Estimated deal value for next M&A deal

05% «

Deal timelines

49% 16%

respondents report state faster deal
lengthened deal timelines movement

Deals that reached the closing stage

Year-end 2025

Mid-year 2026

%
N 2%

1-2 deals

3-4 deals

<$1 billion >$1 billion

B Year-end 2025 [ Mid-year 2026

| Mixed investment sentiment across different fund sizes

Estimated deal value for next M&A deal

58% > o~
0% 3%31%  ,20%

Deal timelines

22% 31%

State ease

45%

State difficulty

State no change

Neutral

Favourable

]
Urifeavaurlse _U_ Smaller funds are finding it difficult to raise capital,
/2L~ while sentiment improves with larger fund sizes

B Year-end 2025 [ Mid-year 2026



M&A execution: Traditional financing and structured solutions dominate, with rising use

of private credlit

| Structuring levers bridge valuation gaps

Strategies used to overcome valuation challenges
Represented top 3

Simpler deal structures to minimize risk and complexity

Use of earnouts to bridge price gaps

1]

Greater emphasis on realizing cost or revenue synergies

| Private credit enables flexibility and briciges funding gaps

Role of private credit

0
99/) are either using or considering private credit for M&A transactions

L Represented top 3 uses

b 28%

Greater flexibility in structuring deals

$-- 20%

Ability to finance more complex transactions

$- 16%

Certainty of execution in volatile markets

Note(s): (a) N=146; (b) N=150
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

| Deal funding skews towards traditional structures

Financing structures used for acquisitions
Seller rollover equity
Preferred equity

| Successful acquisitions hinge on execution discipline and achievable synergies

Aspects of a successful acquisition

Represented top 4

Combined equity and debt

o/ Seller financing/
0 earnouts

(=*)
~J

Represented top 3

40% Improvement in operational performance (efficiency, cost takeout, execution)
Revenue growth driven by pricing and sales channel expansion

Quality and effectiveness of management team

B®E



Alaccelerates MGA processes, with faster decision-making and evolving use cases

l Al efficiency gains are observed across M&GA processes § Faster and better decisions with limited gains in confidence
Use of Al to offset manual effort in M&A processes Realized benefits of Al
Represents respondents reporting > 25% Al-driven efficiencies .
Mid-year Year-end ) Larger funds (>$10 billion) report stronger decision-making and higher
2026 2025 confidence levels (~50%), with smaller funds slightly lagging
Target screening and prioritization 25% . 4% 4
Better decisions with higher confidence
Il o g
Competitive intelligence and market analysis - 1% - ~
. . ) ) Faster decisions with similar
Valuation modeling and scenario planning . 4% confidence
\_ /
Legal and contract review . 3%
-

false confidence

Budget modeling and tracking 26% - 1% -
0,
Stakeholder communications and change management 9% - . 3% I vE] o
= No material impact yet
Regulatory compliance and risk monitoring 25% . 3% . /

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

KPMG 9



M&A macro
landscape and trends

PE M&A Dealmakers




Dealmakers’ optimism around deal flow and asset quality persists, but their conviction
has become more variable

. Q. What are your expectations for your organization's M&A deal pipeline volume for the second half of 2026 compared to the first half of 2026?()
Single select; N=150

B Year-end 2025 (Volume and quality expectations in 2026 vs 2025)
Volume expectations [ Mid-year 2026 (Volume and quality expectations in 2H26 vs 1H26) Quality of deal opportunities

10%
02%

12% )
o/ owlk

Much higher  Slightly higher About the same Slightly lower ~ Much lower Much higher  Slightly higher About the same Slightly lower ~ Much lower

Key Observations

» Deal volume expectations have declined, with 45% expecting an increase in 2H26 vs 1H26 compared to 75% expecting an increase in 2026 vs 2025

« Expectations for deal quality have also softened, with 52% expecting higher quality of deal opportunities in 2H26 vs 1H26, compared to 89% in
2026 vs 2025

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

e "



Dealmaking environment reflects growing caution and need for greater conviction, with
28% slowing or stopping activity and 47% proceeding more cautiously

§ Q. How has the war in the Middle East affected  § Q. If your firm is currently pausing or delaying dealmaking, oy Key Observations
your organization’s M&A deal activity?@ Single what best describes your current outlook?(@ Single select;
select; N=150 N=42; (asked of those who answered “paused”, “slowed or

delayed” in previous question)

While 47% of respondents
continued to pursue deals
with greater caution, 28%
29% reported slowing, delaying,
or pausing dealmaking
activity due to the war in
the Middle East

- Among the PE

38/0 respondents impacted by
the war, most stated they
are delaying timelines
rather than pausing
activity altogether

We have paused
dealmaking entirely

Short-term pause, deals expected
to resume within the next ~3 months

1
1
1
1
1
i We have slowed or delayed
X dealmaking activity
|
1
1

Medium-term pause, dealmaking likely
to remain on hold for ~3—9 months

We are proceeding with deals
but with greater caution

Long term pause, dealmaking on hold until
broader conditions improve or stabilize

14%

— Of these respondents,
>1/3rd expected
dealmaking activity to
remain on hold for 3-9

Uncertain / under 19% months, suggesting

No material impact

on dealmaking activity active review

expectations of a
temporary rather than

prolonged disruption

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

kPMG 12



More than half of PE dealmakers say deal activity has remained resilient despite the
lack of rate cuts

§ Q. How has the lack of interest rate cuts in 2026 impacted your dealmaking activity?@®) Single select; N=150 _ KBV observations

* 55% of respondents
reported either limited to
no impact, on deal

— 97% ac.t|V|ty from the absence
of interest rate cuts

Significantly constraining dealmaking activity

Moderately limiting dealmaking activity 27% ] — However, among those
affected, 37% cite a
moderate or
significant constraint

on dealmaking

Creating some pressure, but not changing plans significantly 33% activity

No significant impact on dealmaking activity

— 90%

Supporting dealmaking activity despite no rate cuts

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

kPMG 13



027 0f PE dealmakers said valuations are high — with 35% still progressing regardless

§ Q. What is your current view on the valuation of M&A targets you are evaluating?@® Single select; N=150

Valuations are too high and are preventing deals

Valuations are elevated but deals are still progressing

39%

Valuations are broadly aligned with fundamentals

Valuations are attractive but not impacting deal activity

Valuations are highly attractive and accelerating deal activity

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

Key Observations

35% of PE dealmakers
indicate that valuations
are elevated, but deals
are still progressing,
compared with 25% who
saw valuations aligned
with fundamentals

17% cite valuations are
attractive but do not
impact deal activity,
while another 17% said
valuations are too high
and preventing deals

14



867 0f PE dealmakers reported energy price volatility impacting their dealmaking

Q. How have recent fluctuations in energy prices influenced your firm’s M&A strategy and deal activity?(@
Multi select; N=150

08%

Taking a more Structuring deals Lowering valuations
selective and to better manage and bids
cautious approach energy-related

Note(s):
Source(s):

KPMG

cost uncertainty

(a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question
KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Scaling back or
delaying activity in
energy-intensive
sectors

Shifting focus
toward energy-
efficient sectors

No significant
impact on our
M&A plans

Key Observations

Energy price fluctuations
have led to a more
selective approach to
dealmaking, with more
than half of respondents
adopting greater caution

38% are structuring deals
to better manage energy-
related cost uncertainty,
while 37% are lowering
valuations and bids

15



Tariff ruling impacts most PE firms, with valuation adjustments emerging as the most
commonresponse

. Q. How is the recent US Supreme Court ruling striking down last year’s tariffs influencing your target evaluation
and deal drivers?@ Multi select; N=150

Key Observations
0d%

The changing US tariff
environment is influencing
M&A evaluations, with
respondents primarily
adjusting valuation
models to reflect evolving
market conditions

— More than half of
respondents (54%)
have adjusted valuation
models to account for
changes in pricing
power and market
competition

A further 41% have
incorporated expected

Adjusting valuation Adjusting valuation Increasing focus on Re-evaluating or Still evaluating No material impact on tariff refunds into their
models to account models to account targets thatrely on  pausing acquisitions of  the implications our M&A strategy or valuation assessments
for shifts in pricing for expected tariff imported materials  domestic targets with of the ruling on target selection
power and market refunds less reliance on our pipeline

competition imports

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

kPMG 16



01% expect potential rate hikes to dampen M&A activity, while 747% see cuts as supportive

From2026 mid year study From2025 Year-end study

. Q. How would a 50 bps increase in interest rates impact your firm’s M&A

activity over the next 12 months?@ Single select; N=150

ol% 30%

say that this change

indicate that it won't
would decrease deal make a significant
making difference

l Q. How would a 50 bps decrease in interest rates impact your firm’s
M&A activity over the next 12 months? Single select; N=150

14% 21%

indicate that this change
would increase deal
making

say that it won’t make a
significant difference

Note(s): (a) Rate increase is a newly added question in Mid year 2026 survey; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

KPMG

Q. How has the recent 50 bps decrease in interest rates impacted
your M&A?()

61%

0%

It has already It will It will No significant  No significant
positively significantly moderately change change
impacted our increase our increase our expected, as expected
dealmaking dealmaking dealmaking  our dealmaking
activity. activity. activity. is driven by

strategy, not
financing costs.

17



Deal strategy and
Investmenttheses

PE M&A Dealmakers




Traditionalinvestment theses remain (platforms/boit-ons) with Al themes and new
structures emerging

§ Q. What are the primary investment theses of the deals that you are considering?@® Multi select; N=150

04% 51%

42%

Bolt-on acquisitions  Platform (control) Corporate carve-outs / Operational New capital Distressed or Adjacencies to Al/  Market, geographic,
to scale or investments, divestitures from improvement / structures or special situations digital / emerging or customer
complement existing including initial larger organizations performance deal types investments technology themes expansion within
portfolio companies  portfolio company transformation portfolio companies
acquisitions and across portfolio
subsequent buy- companies during
and-build strategies the holding period

Key Observations

+ Bolt-on acquisitions (54%) and platform investment (51%) are the leading investment theses, reflecting a clear focus on scaling existing portfolios

« Corporate carve-outs (42%) and operational transformation initiatives (41%) followed as the next few primary value-creation levers

« Adjacencies to Al/digital themes (26%) are pursued more selectively

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

kPMG 19



Among respondents expecting increased M&A activity, better valuation alignment (69%)
and stronger add-on/platform opportunities (-60%) are major MGA priorities

§ Q. What are the reasons for your increased plans for M&A activity (platform investment or bolt-on) in 2026?@®)) Multi select; N=68

69%

62% 60%

0/%

Better alignment Increased Increased Greater flexibility = Need to deploy Improved financing  Aging portfolio  Attractive valuation  Improving IPO
between buyer and availability of add- availability of in deal structuring  available capital conditions / extended environment / public market
seller valuation on opportunities attractive (e.g., earn-outs, / dry powder (e.g., leverage hold periods window
expectations new platform deferred availability, cost of
opportunities consideration) debt)

Key Observations

» Improved alignment between buyers and seller valuation expectations (69%), coupled with increased availability of both add-on (62%) and platform

opportunities (60%), emerge as leading drivers of increased M&A activity among PE respondents

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) Asked if respondent answered “higher” to the question, “What are your expectations for your organization’s M&A deal
pipeline volume for the second half of 2026 compared to the first half of 2026?”

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

20



Execution of initiatives (44%) and performance tracking (37%) of value creation

Initiatives are the primary focus areas for PE dealmakers

§ Q. What are your primary focus areas for ensuring value realization?(® Multi select; N=150

44%

31%

28%

24% 24%

Execution of Regular Customer Active Identification Validation of Clear Early Maintaining Retention and Scaling Risk
value creation tracking of performance performance and value creation ownership of involvement business engagement technology management
initiatives  value creation and revenue  monitoring  realization of upside during value creation of operating performance of key talent / digital and downside
(cost, growth, performance retention and course synergies diligence initiatives and  partners during hold capabilities protection
operational) against plan correction targets period

Key Observations

+ 44% of PE dealmakers identify execution of value creation initiatives as a primary focus area, followed by 37% prioritizing regular tracking of value
creation performance against plan and 27% actively monitoring performance and course correction

« Other focus areas are relatively more distributed, with customer performance and revenue retention at 32% and multiple areas such as synergies

realization at 27%, validation of value creation at 25%, clear ownership of value creation initiatives, and early involvement of operating partners at
24% each

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

kPmc 21



Inadequate diligence (37%) emerged as the greatest value realizationrisk for PE firms

. Q. When it comes to post-merger integration, which of these challenges has posed the greatest risk to value

realization, in your experience?@ Multi select; N=150

Inadequate diligence or underwriting assumptions
Ineffective financing structure or constraints
Ineffective execution of value creation plans

Overestimation of value creation upside
Underestimation of capex or investment requirements
Weak underlying business performance

Loss of key talent

Challenges in technology or systems implementation
Suboptimal deal timing (entry or exit)

Failure to track value creation initiatives

Insufficient deal team bandwidth or time commitment

Inadequate planning or governance

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

19%
18%
18%
10%

31%
34%
31%
31%
28%
21%
26%
24%

Key Observations

37% of PE respondents
identify inadequate
diligence as the greatest
risk to value realization,
followed by financing
constraints at 34%

Execution-related risks
remain notable, with
ineffective execution of
value creation plans
(31%) and
overestimation of value
creation upside (31%)
among the most cited
challenges

22



PE firms are increasingly adopting portfolio-centric investment strategy, led by
operationalimprovement (67%) and add-on/platform scaling (60%)

. Q. How has your firm’s investment strategy shifted in the last 2-3 years across the following areas?@ Matrix; N=150
I Increased B No change M Decreased

F]

Focus on add-o Emphasis on Use of equity- Use of structured Investment Portfolio Deal sourcing  Deal execution Approach to exit Emphasis on
acquisitions and operational heavy financing  / flexible deal pace and composition and approach model (e.g., use strategy (e.g., ESG or impact
platform scaling  improvement terms (e.g., transaction size sector focus (e.g. (e.g., reliance of co-investments hold periods, considerations
within portfolio earnouts, new industries,  on proprietary  or syndication) continuation
companies minority stakes) geographies, or  or off-market funds)

asset classes)  opportunities)

Key Observations

» Focus has shifted toward portfolio-centric strategies, with operational improvement (67%) and add-on acquisitions/platform scaling (60%) showing the
highest increases across all areas

* Investment pace and transaction size shows the widest split, with the highest decline (33%) alongside 31% increase and 35% no change, indicating
mixed deployment approaches

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Rapn 2



Nearly half of PE respondents report that deal timelines have extended

. Q. Compared with six months ago, how have your overall M&A deal timelines changed?( Single select; N=150 _ KBV Uhservatiﬂns
49%
I

respondents (49%) report
longer deal timelines

360/ compared with six months
- ago, while only 16%
report faster execution

‘ Nearly half of

At the same time, 1/3™
report no meaningful
change in timelines,
indicating that execution
pressures are not being
experienced uniformly
across the market

Deals are moving Deals are moving Deal timelines are Deal timelines Deal timelines Not applicable /
significantly faster slightly faster largely unchanged have lengthened have lengthened no active deals
modestly significantly
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG 24



While over 607 of respondents anticipate sub-$1hillion deals, appetite for larger

transactions is growing

§ Q. What will be the estimated total deal value of your next M&A deal transaction, excluding debt raise?@®) Single
select; N=150

637% (Sum of mid-year respondents) Il Mid-year 2026 (N=150)

| | B Year-end 2025 (N=150)

00%

0 1)
0% 0%
<$250 million $250 million to $500 million $1 billion to $5 billion to $10 billion and over
<$500 million to <$1 billion <$5 billion <$10 billion
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

KPMG

Key Observations

M&A activity is expected
to remain under $1
billion, with 63% of
respondents anticipating
transactions in this range

Moreover, there is a
growing appetite for mega
deals transactions, with
39% anticipating their next
deal to exceed $1 billion in
mid-year 2026, compared
to only 5% at year-end
2025

— Respondents
anticipating deals
between $5 billion and
$10 billion increased
from 1% to 8% over the
same period

25



Early-stage activity remains active, but deal closures remain concentrated at 1-2 deals

§ Q. During the first half of 2026, please estimate the number of M&A deals that reached the following stages:@®) Matrix, Single select

(Year-end 2025, N=150) (Mid-year 2026, N=150)
Estimated number Signed an LOI (Letter of Intent) Conducted formal due diligence Negotiated the purchase agreement Closed the deal
of deals in the
: Year-end Mid-year Year-end Mid-year Year-end Mid-year Year-end Mid-year
following stages ) o ) o
e 2025 2026 o GBI 2025 2026 U Gl 2025 2026 o BT 2025 2026 o BRI
0 deals 0% 2% A 2% 0% 0% - 0% 5% A 59, 1% 19% A 18%
1-2 deals 1% 11% A 10% 3% 25% A 22% 17% 43% A 26% 53% 57% A 4%
3-4 deals 11% 43% A 32% 34% 50% A 16% 57% 41% V 16% 37% 22% v 15%
5-10 deals 62% 36% vV 26% 53% 21% v 32% 22% 9% ¥V 13% 9% 3% v 6%
More than 10 deals 27% 8% v 19% 9% 3% v 6% 3% 1% v 2% 0% 0% -

Key Observations

Compared to year-end 2025 survey,
PE deal activity has shifted toward moderate-volume pipelines, with 3-4 deals increasing at LOI (43% vs 11%) and due diligence (50% vs 34%), while

higher-volume activity of 5-10 deals declined across both stages
Later-stage deal activity shows funnel narrowing, with negotiations increasingly concentrated in 1-2 deals (43% vs 17%)

Closures remain concentrated in lower deal volumes, with 57% of PE firms reporting 1-2 closed deals, while O closures increased to 19% from 1%,
indicating slower conversion despite continued early-stage activity

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Rapn 2



Whill? 10% describe the current US climate as, cautious optimism continues to shape the
narke

§ Q. How would you describe the overall current climate for private equity investments in the US for 2026?()®)
Single select; N=150

Key Observations

09% .
Bl Vid-year 2026 (N=150) Compared with the year-
y - end 2025, the current

I Year-end 2025 (N=150) climate reflects a shift
from strong optimism to a
more balanced and
selective outlook

— sentiment continues to
remain the largest view
at 40%, though down
from 58%, indicating
softer but still positive
sentiment

Neutral sentiment
eased (31% vs 39%),
while un sentiment
increased meaningfully
(29% vs 3%)

Very favorable Somewhat favorable Neutral Somewhat unfavorable Very unfavorable

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

Rapn 2



Fundraising conditions slightly improved (53%) although challenges remain for some

§ Q. Compared to 12 months ago, how has the ease or difficulty of fundraising changed for your firm?()®) iy -
Single select; N=150 KBV Uhservatlﬂns

PE respondents report
fundraising conditions
- 22% have either improved
(22%) or seen no
N% — material change (31%)
compared to 12 months
ago, indicating relative
stability in the fundraising
31% environment

Fundraising has become significantly easier

1%

|

Fundraising has become somewhat easier

No material change

At the same time, 45%
indicate fundraising has
280/ become more difficult,
0 suggesting that while
| 450/ conditions remain stable
0 for many, challenges
17% persist for a meaningful

Fundraising has become somewhat more difficult

Fundraising has become significantly more difficult X
share of PE firms

Not applicable / not fundraising [l 1%

|

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Rapn 2



é\%nhnl(led fundraising environment emerges, favoring firms with funds greater than
inion

§ Q. Compared to 12 months ago, how has the ease or difficulty of fundraising changed for your firm?@®) Single select; N=150

. s L h 1 billi 1 billion — $4.9 billi billion — $9.9 billi M h 10 billi
FUI][IraISIng COI][IIIIOHS esst(:\lr;2$8) illion $1 bi |0:\N=§0) illion $5 bi |0:\N=22) illion oret (a;‘lnég) illion

Fundraising has become significantly

easier 0% i 2% 0%

Fundraising has become somewhat

R B 5
I > I

B .

raramangvasvecome soncrts [ o M & B

0% 0% ' 2% 0%

No material change

Fundraising has become somewhat
more difficult

Not applicable / not fundraising

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG
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Dry powder deployment is shifting away from pure price discipline toward complex

situations and flexible structures

§ Q. Considering the current market, what is your firm's primary strategy for deploying dry powder in 2026?®) Single

select; N=150

43%

Compete more
aggressively on
valuations to secure
high-quality assets.

Maintain price discipline,
even if it means slower
deployment.

Focus on complex
situations where we
can create value.

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

KPMG

Pivot to alternative
structures (e.g.,

minority stakes, JVs,

private credit) to find
opportunities.

Il Vid-year 2026 (N=150)
I Year-end 2025 (N=150)

Accelerate deployment,
as we expect market
conditions to become

more favorable.

Key Observations

Compared with the year-
end 2025, PE dealmakers
are less focused on
maintaining price
discipline (23% vs 43%)
and competing
aggressively on
valuations (22% vs 27%)

Relatively, PE
respondents show greater
emphasis on other
strategies, as focus on
complex situations
increased

(23% vs 11%) and
accelerated deployment
(11% vs 1%) rose
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Valuation gaps are addressed through simpler deal structures (23%), earnouts(19%) and

synergy realization (15%)

§ Q. To overcome valuation challenges, which of these strategies has your organization used the most?@®)c)
Single select; N=149

Simpler deal structures to minimize risk and complexity

Use of earnouts and contingent consideration to bridge price gaps

Greater emphasis on realizing cost or revenue synergies

More use of equity/stock or structured capital solutions

Focus on different types of assets 397

(]

Shift toward add-on acquisitions over new platform investments

B Vid-year 2026 (N=149)
I Year-end 2025 (N=150)

Our M&A approach has not significantly changed

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) A new response category was added in mid-year 2026; as a single-select
question, this may have reduced the relative share of other options; (d) Asked of those who answered that they faced valuation challenges in executing M&A deals currently
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

Key Observations

Simpler deal structures
(23%), earnouts (19%),
and synergies (15%) are
the most used strategies
to address valuation
challenges

Shift away from asset
reallocation is evident,
with focus on different
asset types declining
sharply (39% vs 10%),
while no significant
change in M&A
approach remains
limited (9%), suggesting
firms are adapting deal
mechanics rather than
altering overall strategy
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Combined equity and debt (537%) is the primary financing structure among PE firms

§ Q. What financing structures are you most likely to use for acquisitions?@®) Multi select; N=150 _ KBV observations

Combined equity and debt 53%

Combined equity and
debt (53%) is in the lead,
Seller rollover equity 37% 1;(_3”0W9_d bly Se"ert
inancing/earnouts
(37%), seller rollover

Seller financing or earnouts 37% equity (37%), and
equity-linked
Preferred equity or equity-linked instruments 35% instruments (35%)
(i

(including convertible or structured equity) Pure funding approaches

are less dominant, with
asset-backed/project
finance (25%), hybrid
Primarily equity-funding (cash equity) 23% instruments (23%), and
cash equity (23%) used
moderately, while
Hybrid structures Mezzanine/convertible instruments 23% debt-only financing

remains limited (16%)

Asset-backed or project finance 25%

Primarily debt financing 16%
Undecided / deal-specific 10%
Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Private creditis used frequently alongside traditional financing (39%), with greater
flexibility in deal structuring (28%), driving adoption

. Q. What role does private credit currently . Q. What is the primary reason your organization uses (or is Kev Uhservatiﬂns
play in your organization's M&A financing considering) private credit for M&A transactions?(() Single select;
strategy?(@(®) Single select; N=150 N=148

Private credit is used
frequently alongside
traditional financing
(39%), with limited use as
a primary financing
source (8%)

Primary source of financing 80/
for M&A transactions 0

|

|

|

I Greater flexibility in 0
: structuring deal terms _ 28%
I

| complex or bespoke transactions 0

I

: Certainty of execution in _ 160/

| volatile markets 0

I

| Faster execution compared _ 15?
| to traditional lenders 0
|

|

|

|

|

1

|

|

|

|

|

1

|

|

|

|

|

1

|

|

Frequently used alongside 39?
traditional financing 0 Adoptia e
= option Is driven

mainly by greater
flexibility in
structuring deal terms
(28%), followed by the
ability to finance more
complex transactions

Used selectively
33% (20%)

d selectiv Filling gaps where traditional - 14%
for specific situations financing is unavailable °

Alignment with sponsor/ - 7%
investor preferences °

Unsure or N/A F 1%

Rarely used

Not currently used,
but being considered

Not used and not
under consideration \

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses (c) Question asked of those who responded that they primarily use, have used,
used selectively, rarely use, and have considered using private credit in the previous question.

Source(s):  KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Private credit isimportant to PE deal execution, with nearly haif unlikely to proceed

Without it

§ Q. What role does private credit currently play in your organization's M&A financing strategy?@® Single

select; N=150
Primary source of financing 80/
for M&A transactions 0

i . Without access to private credit, how likely is it that your recent or
planned M&A activity would proceed?(@)¢) Single select; N=148

| 49% I 32%
20% 29% 18% 24%

] - mmm B 8%

Highly unlikely Somewhat Uncertain Somewhat Highly likely
unlikely likely

Frequently used alongside
traditional financing

§ Compared to 12-24 months ago, how has your organization’s reliance on
private credit for M&A changed?(@(© Single select; N=148

54%

Used selectively o
for specific situations 33/0

|
% 34%

Rarely used

Not currently used,
but being considered\

2%

Nl veeel el mE Decreased Decreased Remained Increased Increased
under consideration \ significantly moderately the same moderately significantly
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) Question was asked of those who responded that private credit was used,

frequently used, used selectively, rarely used or being considered in their organization’s M&A financing strategy

Sourceisi: KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Key Observations

32% of PE dealmakers
indicate that without
access to private credit,
M&A activity is somewhat
or highly likely to
proceed, while 49%
report it as unlikely,
suggesting a split view on
dependency on private
credit

Private credit reliance
remains steady to
increasing, with over 1/2
reporting growth (54%)
and 32% indicating no
change

— Only 14% indicate a
decrease, which
perhaps reflects
continued relevance of
private credit in deal
financing
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Platform and bolt-on acquisitions are the most commonly considered PE deal types

§ Q. What type of deals are you currently considering?@®) Multi select; N=150

L

44%

Platform Bolt-on (add- Carve-out Co- Increasing Minority or  Preferred equity Distressed or Public-to- Initial Public No specific
acquisitions on) acquisitions acquisitions investments, minority stake growth equity  or structured turnaround private Offering focus / varies
joint ventures,  to a control investments equity situations transactions by opportunity
or strategic position investments

partnerships

Key Observations

+ Platform acquisitions (55%) and bolt-on acquisitions (51%) are the most considered deal types, indicating a strong focus on scaling platforms and
expanding existing portfolios

— Carve-out acquisitions (49%) and co-investments, JVs, strategic partnerships (44%) also see significant interest, reflecting continued use of carve-
outs and partnership-led strategies

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Rapn 3



Nearly 40% define success through execution strength, led by operational performance
iImprovement, management effectiveness, and revenue growth

§ Q. Which of the following achievements have been the most critical indicators of a successful acquisition?@®) Multi _ i
select; N=150 Key Observations

Improvement in operational performance 407
(efficiency, cost takeout, execution) c
40% of PE respondents
Quality and effectiveness of management team 39% identify improvement in
operational performance
Revenue growth driven by pricing and sales channel expansion 39% %Z:Z:t;%?tacgﬂzilessful
acquisition, followed
Delivery of target returns (IRR / MOIC) 35% closely by management
team effectiveness (39%)
Scalability of systems, processes, and organization 30% and revenue growth
(39%)
Delivery of the investment thesis 29% oAl inc_licelltors arciies
evenly distributed,
o . o delivery of target returns
Achieving or exceeding synergy targets (cost and revenue) 29[, (35%) and scalability
(30%) among the key
Securing a stronger market position 25% secondary metrics
High retention of key talent and customers 17%
. . . o,
Successful integration of technology, product, or capabilities 17%
Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG 37



Al delivers the strongest efficiency gains in competitive intelligence (43%), due diligence
(29%), and target screening (25%)

§ Q. To what extent has your organization used Al to offset manual effort in the following M&A processes?(®) Matrix, _ i
Single select; N=150 KBV Uhservatlﬂns

M&A processes 0% 1-10% 11-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76%-100%

29%

Competitive

intelligence (43%)

Target screening and prioritization 8% - E reports the highest level
of Al-driven efficiency
Due diligence 0 : ains (>25% manual
2% M—_—:—— gffon(offse:), followed

Compgtitive intelligence and market o 0 (1) by due diligence (29%)
analysis 1% 1% and target screening
Valuation modeling and scenario )
planning g 8% m 0% 0% ,(Azlsaf;)option is moderate
eaalEnalconiacer o 0 across M&A, with most

SO ANt ConTas TVl 11% u 13% 4% U% organizations offsetting

11-25%
Integration planning and reporting 1% N% 35% 17% 4% 0%
I a0
Budget modeling and tracking 1% 33% 28% N% RY% 0%
I S .
Stakeholder communications and ) o
change management 15% 37/° 32/0 B% 3% 1%
Regulatory compliance and risk (1) (1)
el I’ e mn ke 1% 1%
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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41% of PE dealmakers report faster decisions with similar confidence from Al use

. Q. As Al has accelerated M&A analysis and diligence in your organization, which outcome best reflects your
experience to date?@(®)¢) Single select; N=150

Key Observations

1% 41% of PE dealmakers
indicate that Al is enabling
faster decision-making
with similar confidence,
suggesting Al's strong role
in supporting decision
quality and speed

1/3d report better

decisions with higher
confidence

33%

17%

9%

Better decisions Faster decisions with Faster decisions with No material
with higher confidence similar confidence greater risk of false confidence impact yet
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) Question was limited to respondents reporting Al-driven efficiencies across

at least one M&A process, analysis excludes respondents reporting no efficiency gains (0%) or N/A across all M&A processes
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Rapn 5
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Economic uncertainty and reduced pipeline visibility are the top constraints on M&A plans

§ Q. What are the reasons for your reduced plans for M&A activity (platform investment or bolt-on) in 2026?22 Multi select; N=34

09%

38%

39% 35% 32% 99%

%% 6% o4

Economic Reduced deal Tariff and Valuation Limited Unfavorable  Warin the Other Increased Unattracti Weaker portfolio  We are
uncertainty flow / pipeline trade tensions gaps between availability of  financing Middle East  geopolitical regulatory ve recent company currently
(e.g., market visibility buyers and  high-quality conditions tensions scrutiny deal performance (e.g., pausing

volatility, sellers assets coming (e.g., cost multiples  YoY performance, or

macro to market  of borrowing, operational delaying
outlook) leverage challenges) investme
availability) nt activity

Key Observations

« Economic uncertainty (59%) and reduced deal flow/pipeline visibility (44%) are key constraints on M&A activity

Tariff and trade tensions (38%), valuation gaps between buyers and sellers (35%), and limited availability of high-quality assets (35%) are also
some important factors affecting deal execution

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) Asked if respondent answered “lower” to the question, “What are your expectations for your organization’s M&A deal pipeline
volume for the second half of 2026 compared to the first half of 2026?”

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG
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Inflationary pressure and the war in Micldie East drive M&A headwinds, offset by

end-market demand

Q. In the current macroeconomic environment, to what extent are the following factors impacting your M&A decision making?@\(®) Matrix, Single

select; N=150

Valuation expectations

End-market demand and customer buying behavior

Interest rates and financing conditions

Inflationary pressures

Trade policies, tariffs and sanctions

Geopolitical uncertainty and global instability

Supply chain stability and operational continuity

Energy and commodity price volatility

Tax policies and changes

The war in the Middle East

Note(s):  (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) Net is calculated as the difference between total driver % and total deterrent %

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

(Sum of % share for minor, moderate and significant deterrent)

Deterrent

29%
_ S

23%
o1%

ﬂ

13%
63%
667%

H

h

30%

I

62%
46%
67%

i

h
i

h

ﬁ

Net®

31%

F

37%

1

-17%

h

-61%

i

-43%

i

i

-58%

-50%
-17%

i

-59%

Driver

60%

|

60%

h

34%

i

12%
20%
8%

34%
12%

H

29%
8%

(Sum of % share for minor, moderate and significant driver)
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PE dealmakers are looking for strong pricing power & margin stability (67%) followed by
predictable cash flows (69%)

. Q. Considering the current macro-economic environment, which of the following attributes, if any, have become _ KBV Uhservatiﬂns
more critical when evaluating M&A targets?@®) Multi select; N=150

predictability are key

priorities, with resilience

factors acting as supporting
: 0

drivers

— Strong pricing power and
followed closely by
predictable cash flows

X .
Domestic or regional market focus _ 35% (nfgs{:’{;rﬁ;faT'::%Zf it

attributes, reflecting an

emphasis on resilient
Lower exposure to cost volatility (including energy) _ 33% financial performance

Clear and defensible
market leadership (54%)

Resilient supply chains and operational stability _ 33% also ranks among the top
priorities

~1/3rd prioritize
domestic/regional focus
alongside cost and
supply resilience

No major change in evaluation criteria []%

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPiAG i



Oil price volatility impacts PE strategy primarily at elevated price thresholds or during
prolonged disruptions

. il pri ially ch ?(@ Single select; N=1 i
. Q. At what oil price level would your M&A strategy materially change? Single select, 50 _ Kev Ubservatlﬂns

1%

No meaningful impact below $90

Oil price volatility does not
appear to materially
impact 21% of the PE
16% firms, as they report
g limited dependence on
oil prices

— While another 24%

Deal models break above $100

38%

Deal models break above $125

22% mentioned that oqu a
prolonged disruption of

more than 3 months
would influence their

24% strategy

When oil prices do
influence decision-making,
o the impact is largely
10/3 concentrated at extreme
thresholds, with 38%
indicating that deal
. strategy becomes
21% challenged only above
$100 or $125 per barrel

Only prolonged disruption (3+ months) changes behavior

Already delaying deals due to energy risk

Our models do not have significant dependency on oil prices

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPiAG .



Technology stood out as the most sought-after target industry, attracting interest from
2/3rd of respondents

§ Q. Which industries are your potential targets in?@®) Multi select; N=150

65%

Technology Healthcare and Consumer Industrial Banking and Insurance Media & Asset Energy, natural Hospitality
life sciences & retail manufacturing  capital markets telecommunications management resources, &
chemicals

Key Observations

« Technology emerged as the most targeted sector, with close to 2/3 (65%) of PE respondents identifying it as a key focus, followed by HCLS (56%) and
C&R (55%)

« Interest becomes more selective beyond the top 3 most targeted sectors, with about half (49%) of PE respondents targeting Industrials and around 2/5t
(41%) focusing on Banking & capital markets

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPiAG i



Access to new capabilities (67%) and acceleration of value creation (64%) lead
partnership activity

§ Q. What are the primary reasons behind your joint-venture/strategic partnership/co-investments arrangements?@®)©) Multi select; N=66

B 4%

To access new To accelerate To maintain flexibility To share risks and To pursue larger or more To align with To navigate
capabilities, value creation or in uncertain or investment costs complex transactions investor preferences regulatory, financial,
technologies, or markets strategic initiatives evolving sectors or capital constraints or integration barriers

Key Observations

+ Access to new capabilities, technologies or markets (67%) and acceleration of value creation initiatives (64%) are the key drivers of joint-
venture/strategic partnership/co-investments among PE firms

PE firms are also using partnerships to enhance resilience, with 55% seeking greater flexibility in uncertain markets and 52% aiming to distribute risks
and investment costs

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses ; (c) Question was asked of those who had responded that they were considering “co-investments, joint ventures, or strategic
partnerships” deal types

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPiAG i



Nearly 1/3" of PE firms are increasingly pursuing proactive divestitures

. Q. What best describes your organization's current approach to portfolio separation (divestitures, carve-outs, or _ :
spin-offs)?@(®) Single select; N=150 Kev Observations

Actively pursuing: We are proactively pursuing
portfolio separation to optimize our portfolio.

PE firms are shifting
toward a more proactive
separation approach, with
actively pursuing
portfolio separation
49% increasing (31% vs 22%),
and openness to
inbound opportunities
declining (24% vs 49%)

Holding patterns remain
broadly stable, with
strategic-focus-led
pauses unchanged (15%
vs 16%) and market-
driven holds largely
steady (15% vs 12%)

Opportunistic: We are open to inbound interest
but are not actively seeking deals.

Holding due to market conditions: We believe current valuations are too
low or market uncertainty is too high to achieve a favorable sale.

Holding due to strategic focus: We are currently prioritizing integration,
growth, or other initiatives over divestitures.

Not a strategic priority: Portfolio separation is currently
not a focus for our organization.

Holding due to asset performance: The non-core asset is still performing
well and generating value, so there is no urgency to sell. 1%

Il Mid-year 2026 (N=150)
I Year-end 2025 (N=106)

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

KPiAG a



Mid-process divestiture changes increase cost and timelines (61% each), with mixed
Impact onexecution risk

. Q. When divestiture or separation approach changes mid-process, what is the impact across cost, timelines, or iy i
execution risk?@ Matrix, Single select; N=150 Key Observations
1) . 0 5
Not applicable7 - 10/0 _m_ A . 1% 1%
1% 9% | Ry |

Mid-process changes are

ignificantly decreases : i
STgmieriy as associated with increases

Slightly decreases

16% in cost (61%) and
timelines (61%), with a
relatively moderate
increase observed in
execution risk (40%)

Nominal impact

Nominal impact remains
significant, particularly for
execution risk (39%),
followed by cost (31%)
and timelines (30%),
indicating mixed impact

Slightly increases
across deals

Decrease is more
pronounced in
execution risk (21%)
compared to cost (8%)

S . and timelines (9%)
Significantly increases

Cost Timelines Execution risk

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPiAG i



Market volatility is the most cited valuation challenge, though responses are broadly
distributed

§ Q. What is the biggest valuation-related challenge you face in executing M&A deals currently?@®)© Single select; N=150

34%

1% Bl Mid-year 2026 (N=150)
I Year-end 2025 (N=150)

12% 109, 1% 10%
5%
2%

Market volatility Uncertainty in Seller price expectations  Difficulty in bridging Hard to justify Heightened scrutiny High cost of capital
makes accurate forecasting targets’ are unrealistically high  the gap between buyer deal multiples to on financials (quality is limiting the price
valuation difficult future performance and seller expectations our stakeholders of earnings concerns) we can offer

Key Observations

« Compared with the year-end 2025, uncertainty in forecasting target performance declined from 34% to 18%, while seller price expectations being
unrealistically high too declined (31% vs 14%)

» While heightened scrutiny on financials increased from 2% to 11%, which may suggest a shift towards greater focus on diligence in dealmaking

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) A new response category was added in mid-year 2026; as a single-select question, this may have reduced the relative share of other
options
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025

kPG i



527 0f PE dealmakers underwrite moderate level (10%-40%) of synergies

§ Q. What level of synergies do you typically need to underwrite to pursue a transaction?@® Single select; N=150 n KBV ohservations

Less than 10% %
’ 9/) PE firms typically

underwrite deals with
moderate syner
10%-20% 27% ] expectation};, wgr): 10-20%
(27%) and 21-40% (1/4th)
— 2% being the most common
Higher synergy thresholds
are less common, with

60% and minimal share

41%—-60%

above 60% (4%)
61%—80% - 3% 20% PE firms indicate
o synergy requirements
vary by deal, reflecting
flexibility in underwriting
More than 80% I 1%

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

Rapn 50




Most report no headcount change from Al; 29% report reductions and 10% increases

. Q. As Al has accelerated M&A analysis, has your organization made any changes to deal team or operating team _ i
headcount?@(®)¢ Single select; N=150 KBV Ohservations

51% of PE dealmakers
report no significant
change in headcount,
indicating Al is augmenting
existing teams and
supporting execution
without disrupting
operating structures

Reduced headcount meaningfully
due to automation and efficiency gains

Reduced headcount moderately,
alongside selective hiring

Another 29% indicate

51% reductions, with 24%
reporting moderate
reduction suggesting that
workforce impact has
remained limited so far

No significant change

Increased headcount to support
Al implementation and scaling

Reallocated resources

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses (c) Question was limited to respondents reporting Al-driven efficiencies across
at least one M&A process, analysis excludes respondents reporting no efficiency gains (0%) or N/A across all M&A processes
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Algovernance s defined butinconsistently applied for 46% of PE firms

§ Q. How clearly defined is governance around the use of Al-generated insights in M&A decision-making at your
organization?@®) Single select; N=150

Key Observations
46%

46% of PE dealmakers
indicate governance
around Al-generated
insights is defined but
inconsistently applied,
compared with 31% where
it is explicit and
consistently enforced

3%

19%

3%
B

Explicit and Defined but Informal or ad hoc Not defined
consistently enforced inconsistently applied
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) Question was limited to respondents reporting Al-driven efficiencies across at

least one M&A process, analysis excludes respondents reporting no efficiency gains (0%) or N/A across all M&A processes
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Agentic Aluseis concentrated in due diligence(52) and deal execution(38) among PE
tealmakers

§ Q. Where is your organization deploying agentic Al solutions within M&A processes?@®)X) Multi select; N=150; Represents absolute count of multi
select responses

14

Deal sourcing & Due diligence & Deal execution Redesigning Post-merger integration  Stakeholder Regulatory We aren’t using
strategy valuation (e.g., contract integrated business (e.g., integration communications compliance agentic Al
(e.g., target (e.g., document analysis, compliance  processes with an  planning, KPI tracking, and change and risk monitoring
screening, review, risk monitoring, risk Al focus budget modeling, management
market analysis) profiling, modeling) flagging) predictive cost analysis)

Key Observations

» Agentic Al adoption remains selective, with 74 out of 150 respondents not yet deploying it in M&A processes

+ Among those deploying agentic Al, usage is most concentrated in due diligence & valuation (52) and deal execution (38)

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) Due to low sample size for 2025, results are presented as number of respondents instead of percentages for better
representation
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG 53



Nearly 1/3report shared accountability for value realization

. Q. After deal close, who typically has primary accountability for value realization in your organization?( Single _ i
select; N=150 Key Observations

32% 32% of PE respondents
indicate that accountability
for value realization is
shared across deal,
operating, and
management teams,
followed by 27%
assigning it primarily to
the deal team and 25%
to operating or

portfolio teams

Shared across deal, Deal team Operating partners / Portfolio company Not clearly defined
operating, and portfolio team management
management teams
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Accountability for value realization is inconsistent as 47% have clear ownership and
sustained governance, while 53% face gaps in ownership and accountability

§ Q. How clearly is accountability for value realization defined and sustained through execution?@ Single select; N=150

47%

33%

Clearly defined ownership with
consistent governance and

17%

Ownership and
governance established

KPl/value at the outset, but tracking
tracking sustained throughout cadence
execution and accountability weaken
over time
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

3%
BN

Accountability shared across

multiple
functions/departments, with
unclear decision
rights and fragmented
ownership of value initiatives

No clearly defined
ownership or

governance, with value

realization
tracked inconsistently
or ad hoc

Key Observations

* Among PE respondents,

47% report having
defined ownership with
consistent governance
for value realization

* On the contrary, 33%

of respondents indicate
that while ownership is
defined sustaining
accountability weakens
over time
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10% of PErespondents report that DPI has become more important

. Q. Compared with prior cycles, how has the current PE deal environment (e.g., longer hold periods, softer exit
markets, and valuation disconnects) changed the importance of DPI (Distributed to Paid-In Capital) in how your firm
evaluates performance?@(®) Single select; N=150

Key Observations

70% of PE dealmakers

report DPI has become

more important (41%

moderately more, 29%

significantly more)

— 0 compared with prior

7UA cycles, while 26% see no
material change

%

Significantly more important

Moderately more important

No material change

Moderately less important

Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Partial stake sales (53%) emerged as the most preferred alternative exit strategy

§ Q. What alternative exit strategies is your firm actively considering or using in 2026?@®) Multi select; N=150 _ Kev observations

Partial stake sales / minority exits
Compared with the year-

end 2025, use of
continuation funds and
internal funds declined
(49% vs 82% and 28% vs
55%, respectively)

— While, partial stake
sales (53% vs 51%),
and dividend

Dividend recapitalizations

Carve-outs / partial business divestitures

o recapitalizations (50%
827% vs 32%) increased,
which perhaps indicates
a shift away from fund-
led liquidity options

Continuation funds

Internal fund

Carve-outs/partial
divestitures (50%)

SrRberlFE []% emerge as the next most
preferred exit strategy
- . - 5% ot _ behind partial stake sales
None / traditional exits only 0% Mid-year 2026 (N=150) and dividend
() I Year-end 2025 (N=150) recapitalizations among

PE dealmakers

Note(s): (a) Percentages may not add up to 100 since this is a multi select question; (b) A new response category was added in mid-year 2026; as a multi-select question, this may have reduced the relative share of other
options
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026; KPMG M&A Survey — Year-end 2025
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Providing LP liquidity and improving DPI (25%) is the primary driver for alternative exit
strategies

§ Q. What is the primary objective behind your use of alternative exit strategies?@®))/(e) Single select; N=142 _ KBV observations

20%

Providing LP liquidity
and improving DPI is the
primary objective (25%),
clearly leading all other
motivations

Value-maximization
remains key, with
extending hold periods
(22%) and bringing in

new capital while
retaining ownership
(22%) equally prioritized

Provide LP liquidity Extend hold period to Bring in new capital / De-risk by selling a portion Deal-specific / varies
and improve DPI complete value creation new investors while while maintaining upside
retaining ownership exposure
Note(s): (a) Sum of percentages may not add up to 100 due to rounding; (b) A few options have not been included due to low responses; (c) LP refers to limited partner; (d) DPI refers to distributions to paid-In capital;

(e) Asked if respondents are not considering or using SPAC or IPOs as an alternative exit strategies in 2026
Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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Demographics

PE M&A Dealmakers




Objectives
&Methodology

=5 Objectives @ﬁ Methodology

* To assess the current « Online survey of N=150 PE dealmakers in the US

M&A environment and
understand how
macroeconomic and
geopolitical factors are
shaping dealmaking
activity and sentiment

To evaluate how
dealmakers are
approaching
transaction execution,
deal structuring and
financing, and value
creation, M&A
landscape and
strategic adaptation
across PE dealmaking

» Dealmakers were screened for the following:

Employed at a Private equity firm (fund level). Referred to as “PE firm”
throughout the report (n=150)

Relevant C-Suite titles and functions

All respondents were investment committee members with final
approval authority, responsible for transaction evaluation, supporting
diligence, analysis, and execution, and members of portfolio/value
creation team

Participate in or advise on M&A decisions, including strategy, due
diligence, negotiation, and deal closing, etc.

The responses from PE dealmakers should be interpreted in the
context of their unique focus on platform and add-on acquisitions, and
portfolio company exits and carveouts

All respondents expressed a view on current deal evaluation activity
relative to 12 months ago, with no respondents selecting "Unsure /
Cannot Discuss
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PE(1/2)

Q. What is the size of your firm’s

current fund?

Less than $500 million

$500 million — $999 million

$1 billion — $4.9 billion

$5 billion — $9.9 billion

$10 billion — $19.9 billion

$20 billion — $49.9 billion

$50 billion — $100 billion

2%

1%

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026

KPMG

17%
33%
28%

Q. Which of the following best describes your primary function at your firm?

33% 26%

B e e S

Investment/  Operations / Investor Finance / Value creation
Deal Team Portfolio Relations/  Accounting /
(e.g., sourcing, Group (firm-  Fundraising Compliance /
execution, level, not Legal
portfolio company-
management) level)

Q. Please select the industries in which your fund invests.

58% 62% ppo 5% OI%

24%

HCLS C&R M ENRC FS T™MT

Q. Which title best describes your role in
the company?

Investment Director /
Investment Manager

Principal /
Vice President

Operating Partner

Investor Relations /
Fundraising

Partner /
Managing Director

29%
20%

Q. How many deals are you evaluating now versus

twelve months ago?

Slightly more
About the same
Significantly more
Slightly fewer

Significantly fewer

39%

61



PE(2/2)

Q. What M&A processes do you currently support? Q. What mix of deals does your firm expect to complete during the remainder of 2026 across the following categories?

15% 10 or more/% 3% 4%

Deal strategy

(1)
Industry / market research 5-10 7
Deal sourcing 61% 3-4
Financial due diligence 52%

09%

Operational due diligence
Commercial due diligence

Deal structuring

14% s

Negotiation B3%
Deal closing and day 1 597
planning and execution o
Post-close strategy and design 3% 2HEN
Platform acquisitions Bolt-on acquisitions  Portfolio company exits Carveouts from

Post-close value creation / _
portfolio companies

Q. What best describes your role in the investment decision-making process for transactions? Q. When do you expect to announce your next M&A transaction?
(1) 0 o
29% 3% NY% 19% 45%
Member of the Deal team lead Deal team member Portfolio / value o o
Investment Committee  responsible for supporting creation team UA 7 /o
with final approval transaction diligence, analysis, contributing to [

authority evaluation and and execution investment evaluation Before end  First half Second half 2028 2029 or after No deals

recommendations of 2026 of 2027 of 2027 planned

Source(s): KPMG M&A Survey — Mid-year 2026
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