
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

Debt is the headline. Cash is the story. 

A story about a cash giant priced like a stressed debt instrument. 
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Reader note: What this is (and what it is not) 
Intrum is the kind of stock that attracts a lot of noise. Some of it is well-intended. And a lot of it is the 

familiar mix of technical charts, short-term drama, and loud certainty.. 

Even the best equity analysts can end up with the wrong conclusion on Intrum – simply because the case 

is not primarily an income statement case. In a normal stock, it makes sense to obsess over EBIT quality, 

one-offs, and whether “adjusted” numbers are fair. In Intrum, you can do all of that perfectly and still 

miss the thing that drives the rerating: the capital structure narrative. When a company is heavily 

levered, the market does not price it on elegant accounting debates. It prices it on one question: how 

quickly and how safely can the debt story be de-risked? 

That is why I will mainly have my eyes on the cash side: typically Cash EBITDA. Not because EBIT is 

irrelevant, but because Cash EBITDA is the most practical shorthand for the cash engine that can actually 

be used to (1) pay cash interest and (2) reduce net debt. It is also the metric that aligns with the credit 

lens: the key covenant framework is Net Debt / Cash EBITDA, not quarter-to-quarter swings in 

impairments. So yes – impairments and one-offs matter for credibility and for understanding what has 

happened. But they are not the main focus in this case. 

Furthermore, this writeup is not an attempt to predict short-term price action. It is not a hot take on 

headlines. And it is not a collection of cherry-picked ratios designed to make a complicated business look 

simple. Instead, the following pages is about a misunderstood company with a misunderstood equity. 

I will focus on three questions: 

1. What is Intrum’s machine actually producing? – In cash, not accounting. 

2. What needs to happen for risk to fall in a way the market can trust? 

3. What the market will do once the fear breaks. 

The moment the balance sheet begins to look more normal, the investor base changes, the narrative 

changes, and valuation rules change with it. I am going to be conservative where the facts demand it, 

and direct where the math is obvious. I will focus on what is knowable, flag what is not, and be explicit 

about assumptions. 

And most importantly: the goal here is not to say that the market is wrong. The goal is to build a 

framework that helps you think clearly when everyone else is shouting. 

I own shares in Intrum. This is not investment advice. 
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Part I: The lens – Seeing Intrum and the market for what it is 

Chapter 1: A great business trapped in a bad narrative 

Intrum is not misunderstood because it is complicated. It is misunderstood because it sits at the 

intersection of three things investors tend to hate: messy accounting, heavy leverage, and a stock that 

has attracted persistent short interest while living under a long Nordic Capital exit overhang. That 

combination does not just create uncertainty – it creates lazy certainty. People decide what Intrum is 

before they understand the case. 

The market’s default narrative is simple: high debt, refinancing risk, political noise, therefore 

uninvestable. And to be fair, for long stretches, that narrative has been rational. But it becomes 

dangerously incomplete when the underlying machine keeps running – and the balance sheet starts 

moving in the right direction. 

The mistake is treating Intrum’s equity like a stable operating company with a cyclical earnings stream. It 

is not. At least not yet. Intrum’s equity behaves more like a levered instrument whose value is governed 

by two variables: 

1. How much cash the business can reliably convert into debt reduction, and 

2. How quickly the market’s perception of tail risk collapses once leverage falls. 

1.1 How Intrum ended up here 

Intrum’s current balance sheet is not the result of one bad decision, but of a deliberate strategy 

executed across several regimes that later flipped against it. The core drivers were three. 

First: Strategic scale-through-debt. The Lindorff merger (announced 2016) and subsequent platform 

build transformed Intrum from a Nordic servicing company into a pan-European credit management 

group. Scale was funded largely with debt because, at the time, leverage was cheap, refinancing risk was 

low, and the equity market rewarded earnings accretion over balance sheet conservatism. The strategy 

worked operationally, but it hard-wired leverage into the model. 

Second: Expansion of the investing leg. Through portfolio acquisitions and large partnerships – most 

notably Italy – Intrum deepened its exposure to balance-sheet investing. This increased long-term cash 

generation potential, but also raised capital intensity and extended cash conversion. In a low-rate world 

this was efficient. In a high-rate world it became a constraint. 

Third: A regime shift the model was not built for. From 2022 onwards, higher interest rates, wider credit 

spreads, and reduced bond market liquidity changed the rules. What had been a manageable maturity 

ladder turned into a market-imposed stress test. The equity stopped being priced on cash generation 

and started being priced on refinancing risk. 

The result: By 2023–2024, Intrum was no longer valued as a cash-generative platform with optionality, 

but as a leveraged instrument approaching a maturity wall. 

1.2 The company the market thinks it sees 

If you only glance at Intrum through a traditional equity lens, the picture is not attractive. The income 

statement is noisy, the language is technical, and the story is constantly interrupted by capital structure 
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events. Even the KPIs can feel like they have been designed to frustrate outsiders. So the market does 

what it always does when a story is hard to model: it assigns a penalty. Then it stops listening. 

In that framework, Intrum becomes a “credit situation with an equity stub”. Investors anchor on the 

fear: the refinancing wall, the cash interest volatility, the political/regulatory risk. They treat every 

quarter as a trial. 

1.3 The company that is actually there 

That framing above misses something essential: Intrum is not a shell built around financial engineering. 

It is a real operating platform with real scale, generating lots of cash – and it sits in a part of the 

economy that does not disappear just because investors feel uncomfortable. When payments break, 

someone has to fix them. When banks want to clean up balance sheets, someone has to process the 

mess. When regulation tightens, someone has to run compliant workflows at scale. Intrum’s product is 

not debt. It is resolution – delivered through systems, processes, data, and local execution. 

Intrum may be transitioning from a story that is fundamentally about survival to a story that becomes 

about valuation. Not because the business suddenly turns into a software company, and not because 

the world becomes risk-free – but because the math changes when leverage starts to fall in a way 

investors can trust. 

1.4 The moment that creates equity optionality 

This is where people get tricked: they assume the upside case requires heroic growth. It does not. In a 

geared equity, the upside is often created by something far less dramatic: 

• debt coming down, 

• cash interest becoming more predictable, 

• and the market gradually accepting that 2027 is not a cliff. 

If those three things happen, the valuation framework changes. The investor base changes. And the 

stock will undoubtedly change (not just a little). 

Chapter 2: Intrum in plain English  

Intrum sits in a part of the economy where something uncomfortable but necessary happens: payments 

fail. When they do, someone has to step in – not with opinions, but with process. Intrum is that process, 

at scale. 

If you want a mental model, think of the European economy as a highway of payments. Most cars keep 

moving. Some slow down. A small percentage break down completely. Intrum is the operator that clears 

the breakdowns — sometimes for a fee, sometimes by buying the wrecks and extracting value from 

them. 

2.1 Intrum at a glance 

Intrum is Europe’s largest credit management and debt collection platform – operating in almost 20 

markets with 8,500 employees, serving more than 70,000 companies. To set things in perspective, 

Intrum return SEK ~120bn of collections to clients, while helping nearly 5 million individuals move out of 

debt – each year(!). And this is not just “activity” – it shows up in cash. In the first nine months of 2025, 
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Intrum generated about 6.3bn in operating cash flow, while maintenance capex was only around 

0.25bn. 

Today, Intrum is expanding further into their capital-light business segment, while still increasing the 

cash engine. We will do then math later, but I think you already understand that the current picture can 

change faster than most people intuitively think. 

In short: Intrum is a lean, mean, cash-generating giant vital for the European economy, with two 

interesting business segments: 

2.2 Business segment 1: The fee machine (Servicing) 

This is Intrum’s “boring” business – and boring is good. Almost 70% of total revenue. 

Banks, telcos, utilities, and large companies have millions of invoices and loan payments moving through 

their systems. When a portion of those stop getting paid, the cost of handling it internally becomes 

huge: staffing, compliance, local legal complexity, customer communication, reporting, and escalation. It 

is operationally heavy and politically sensitive. 

Intrum steps in and runs that workflow end-to-end. They contact the customer, set up repayment plans, 

follow up, document every step, and in some cases take legal action – all within local regulation and 

with controls that large institutions can trust. What the customer is really buying is not “debt 

collection”. They are buying a compliant, scalable resolution engine – a way to turn broken payments 

into recovered cash without building a second company inside the bank. 

Servicing is mostly fee-based. The exact structure varies, but the economics are straightforward: Intrum 

earns money for handling volume, and in many contracts also for performance. The better they are at 

process and analytics, the more they can recover per case, and the more they can handle per euro of 

cost. This is why their large focus on their AI model (Ophelos) matter: smarter digital routing and 

personalization can lift recovery rates and performance fees, while driving down cost-to-collect 

significantly. 

Servicing is the part of Intrum that look like a stable operating company – asset-light business, 

repeatable revenue, efficiency gains, and resilience.  

2.3 Business segment 2: The balance sheet investor (Investing) 

Sometimes banks do not want to manage non-performing loans at all. They want them off the balance 

sheet. So they sell portfolios of unpaid claims. Intrum can buy these portfolios at a discount, take over 

the recovery process, and keep the upside if recoveries exceed what they paid (after costs and funding). 

Investing can be very profitable when done well – because good underwriting plus strong collections can 

create an attractive IRR (~20%) over time. But it ties up capital and makes the company more sensitive 

to funding costs and market confidence. That is why Intrum’s equity behaves the way it does: when 

leverage is high, the market cares less about how smart the investing is, and more about whether the 

balance sheet can carry it. 

This is the misunderstood part of the case – Yes, it is the source of fear for owning the stock, but also an 

important driver for a significant upside potential in the future. 
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2.4 Why Intrum looks “difficult” from the outside – but is not 

Intrum’s reporting can feel noisy because the business is a mix of: 

• fee income (cleaner, more predictable), and 

• portfolio economics (cash over years, with timing effects). 

That combination can make a single quarter look worse or better than reality. Which is why this case 

cannot be understood by staring at one quarter’s earnings and drawing conclusions. The right way to 

understand Intrum is to ask a simpler question: How much cash does the machine produce – and how 

much of that cash becomes lower debt? 

Chapter 3: Market, Competition, and Moats  

3.1 The market is not “debt collection”. It is credit infrastructure. 

The easiest way to misunderstand Intrum is to treat the business as a cyclical, brute-force collector of 

bad loans. The better framing is credit infrastructure: a scaled platform that banks, telcos, utilities, and 

merchants use to (1) prevent delinquency from becoming loss, and (2) resolve non-performance 

efficiently and compliantly. That matters because the market does not require a surge in defaults to be 

attractive. Even in periods where European asset quality looks stable on the surface (low NPL ratios in 

aggregate), the flow of overdue receivables, restructurings, and “early bucket” delinquency still creates 

a large, recurring addressable need for servicing, analytics, and resolution. 

The structural driver is simple: credit origination keeps compounding, regulation keeps tightening, and 

internal cost pressure keeps rising. 

3.2 Competition: Not winner-takes-all, but winner-gets-better-margins 

There are definitely competitors in European debt collection and credit management, but the market is 

more attractive than it sounds at first glance. The key reason is that this is not a pure “price auction” in a 

frictionless market. In practice it is a regulated, operationally heavy service where customers (especially 

banks and large corporates) buy a bundle: compliance, data security, legal execution, documentation 

quality, and actual collection performance – across multiple jurisdictions. As regulatory requirements 

tighten and portfolios become more complex, the number of players that can deliver consistently at 

scale shrinks. That makes the real competitive set narrower than the logo count suggests: many can 

operate locally, far fewer can deliver standardized, transparent performance across markets. 

That structure creates a healthy competitive dynamic: inefficient operators get punished on margins and 

risk, while scaled platforms with process discipline and technology earn a cost and productivity edge 

that can be reinvested into even better execution. For Intrum, that is the attractive part – a meaningful 

share of competition is really a contest in cost-to-collect, resolution rates, and repeatable operating 

leverage, which is exactly where a mature platform can compound a moat over time. Capital and credit 

trust also matter more than most people admit on the investing side: when the balance sheet is 

credible, you can be selective about when to reinvest rather than chasing volume to prove momentum. 

So yes, there is competition – but the structure of the market means quality and scale can actually get 

paid, especially when customers prioritize stability and compliance over optimizing one line in a pricing 

spreadsheet. 
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3.3 Intrum’s moat is a system, not a single advantage 

Moats here are not brand or patents. They are systems that compound into lower unit cost, better 

outcomes, and better data. 

Scale and data 

At servicing scale, you do not just collect more. The data advantage is operational: segmentation, 

contact strategies, affordability logic, and the ability to industrialize what works. This is one reason why 

“small, local champions” struggle to match efficiency when requirements (consumer protection, 

documentation, audit trails) rise. 

Multi-market platform and regulatory muscle 

Servicing is local in law, but global in methods. Intrum’s moat is being able to standardize what can be 

standardized (process, tooling, analytics) while remaining compliant locally. The barrier is not entering a 

country; it is running a scaled operation without incident. 

Technology as a margin amplifier, not a buzzword 

Intrum’s acquisition and scaling ambitions around AI-native collections software (Ophelos) is a good 

example of what real tech looks like in this industry: automating traditionally manual workflows, 

improving self-serve resolution, and scaling consistent customer journeys across markets. The stated 

logic from the Ophelos side is explicitly about accelerating AI products by combining the technology with 

Intrum’s scale and debt data, and expanding the platform across major European markets. 

The buyer is not one person 

When a bank “buys Intrum”, it is rarely a single decision. It is a chain of approvals – and each link 

optimizes for something different. One person cares about outcomes and predictability. Another cares 

about control, documentation, and whether the process survives scrutiny. Procurement cares about 

SLAs (service level agreement), integration, pricing transparency, and vendor risk. Legal cares about 

enforceability. This matters because it explains the rhythm of the business. Commercial momentum 

often follows procurement cycles and institutional comfort more than quarterly demand. 

Clients do not optimize for recovery rate – they optimize for headaches 

It is tempting to think this industry is one KPI: recover more. In reality, sophisticated clients optimize for 

risk-adjusted outcomes. Banks primarily optimize for defensibility. They want a process they can stand 

behind with regulators, boards, and the public – and then they care about economics inside that safe 

framework. Telcos and utilities optimize for unit cost and customer economics. You can “collect” and 

still lose if the process destroys retention, triggers complaints, or drives brand damage. Portfolio owners 

optimize for transparency and governance as much as performance. If you cannot audit and explain 

outcomes, you cannot scale capital behind them. In other words: Intrum’s growth is tied to governance 

and repeatability, not just collection intensity. 

The procurement reality – why mandates are sticky 

Large clients do not award mandates to vendors they do not trust operationally. They want audited 

controls, consistent reporting, integration reliability, escalation rules that fit their internal risk model, 

and a partner that will not create surprises. That is why a new competitor with a slick interface is rarely 

enough to win major institutional mandates quickly. The hurdle is procurement and governance, not 

marketing. In this market, credibility compounds – and credibility is commercial value.  
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Part II: Cash to pay debt is king 

Chapter 4: The cash engine – What 2026 can actually look like 

Intrum exits Q3 2025 with RTM Cash EBITDA of SEK 9,611m and net debt (after other obligations) of SEK 

45,200m, i.e. 4.7x leverage. In Jan–Sep 2025, Intrum reported net cash from operating activities of SEK 

6,320m.  

4.1 Intrum’s free cash flow (the part the market underestimates) 

In Jan-Sep 2025: 

• OCF = SEK 6,320m   

• Maintenance capex (cash investments in intangibles + PPE) = SEK 235m + 13m = 248m   

So: 

FCFF (9M25) = 6,320 – 248 = SEK 6,072m 

Annualized: 

SEK ~8.1bn (6.07 / 9 * 12) 

Fact: Free cash flow is large and real.   

4.2 The 2026 bridge: from FCFF to actual deleveraging 

Here is the uncomfortable truth: FCFF is not what pays down debt. Debt is paid by what is left after 

financing cash interest and any portfolio reinvestment choices. 

We can anchor interest/financing cash from what Intrum itself reports as paid cash interest/financing 

outflows: 

• Finance expense paid (Jan–Sep 2025): SEK 3,180m, but Q3 alone is SEK 2,575m (timing can be 

violent). 

• Derivative settlements (net) also matter: Jan–Sep net is modestly negative when you net 

receipts/payments/other derivative settlements.   

So for 2026, the right way to model is: 

FCFF 

− minus cash interest/financing cash (normalized) 

− minus net portfolio investments 

− minus other structural items 

+ plus asset-sale proceeds earmarked for debt 

And we do have one clean, disclosed “extra” lever already: on 12 Jan 2026, Intrum announced a 

portfolio sale for ~EUR 215m, with proceeds solely used to pay down debt, and an expected ~0.2x 

leverage improvement (based on Q3 2025 figures). 
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4.3 Three 2026 scenarios 

Below, I am trying to be consistent with the numbers Intrum reports, and transparent about what must 

happen for leverage to fall. 

 

 

4.3.1 Conservative scenario: “no growth in servicing, some investing in portfolios” 

Assumptions: 

• FCFF 2026e: SEK 8.5bn (roughly in line with the 9M25 run-rate, modestly improved) 

• Normalized cash financing costs: SEK 4.5bn 

• Net portfolio investment: SEK 1.0bn (still investing, but relatively disciplined)   

• NCI/other: SEK 0.4bn  

• Asset-sale proceeds: EUR 215m used for debt reduction   

Calculations: 

• Cash for debt before asset sale = 8.5 – 4.5 – 1.0 – 0.4 = 2.6bn 

• Plus asset-sale proceeds (EUR 215m) 

What that means for leverage: 

• Start: net debt 45.2bn   

• End-2026 net debt: ~40bn depending on EUR/SEK  

If cash EBITDA moves from 9.6bn toward ~10.2bn (small operational lift and less noise), you are roughly 

in the ~3.9x zone by end-2026. This scenario implies that Intrum is on the right road. 

4.3.2 A little bit more bullish scenario: “disciplined portfolio investing and organic growth in servicing” 

Assumptions: 

• FCFF 2026e: 9.5bn 

• Normalized financing costs: 4.0bn (less timing spikes, fewer one-offs) 

• Net portfolio investment: 0.5bn 

• Other: 0.4bn 

• Plus EUR 215m paydown   

Calculations: 

• Organic debt cash = 9.5 – 4 – 0.5 – 0.4 = 4.6bn 

• Plus asset sale (~0.2x leverage improvement)   
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With Cash EBITDA growth towards 10.8bn, net debt could plausibly land in the high-30s (again 

depending on FX and execution). Starting from 4.7x, you can get down into the ~3.5x territory. This is 

the scenario where Intrum should trade like a solid business again. 

4.3.3 Bearish scenario: “business are going slow, and Intrum invests more to keep up” 

Assumptions: 

• FCFF 2026e: 7.5bn 

• Financing costs: 5.0bn 

• Net portfolio investment: 1.5bn 

• Other: 0.4bn 

• Asset sale still helps, but the operating bridge disappoints   

Calculations: 

• Organic debt cash = 7.5 – 5 – 1.5 – 0.4 = 0.6bn 

• The asset sale should provide some relief, but not enough to change the narrative quickly   

Leverage then stays ~4x+ into end-2026. Intrum will still be a cash machine, but the market may not pay 

you for it because of the still high leverage ratio. 

4.4 What the math is really saying 

Intrum’s operating engine matters – but it does not need heroic growth to work. Even in a low-growth 

environment, the business can generate meaningful cash. That is the point of the calculations above: the 

cash machine is not the case. The real variable is what happens after the cash is produced. 

What keeps the stock pinned is not a lack of belief in the day-to-day operation. It is the capital structure 

and the market’s fear of sequencing risk – the worry that cash that could have reduced leverage ends up 

being diverted into other priorities, at the wrong time. In a highly geared equity, this is everything: the 

market does not reward optionality while tail risk remains. It rewards discipline. 

That is why the Brocc transaction matters far beyond the headline amount. Selling the remaining 35% 

stake in the JV portfolios for EUR ~215m (above book value) and committing to use the proceeds solely 

for debt reduction is not just a cash event – it is a credibility event. It signals that management is 

prioritizing what the equity needs most: lowering risk, shrinking the 2027 overhang, and making the 

deleveraging path easier to assess. Intrum even frames the deal as improving leverage by roughly 0.2x 

on the Q3 baseline, which is small in isolation but powerful as a signal of intent.   

If management keeps “the machine” pointed at deleveraging – consistently, quarter after quarter – the 

valuation framework can change without the company needing to suddenly become a growth story. The 

rerating does not require a miracle. It requires that cash flow stops being a debate and starts becoming 

net debt reduction. 

Chapter 5: Why this can rerate without heroic growth 

Intrum is not priced like an operating company right now. It is priced like a balance-sheet situation 

where the market is still unsure whether the sequence of events will end in a clean deleveraging path – 

or another detour. That is why the equity does not need a miracle quarter. It needs a credible path: 
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1. Cash 

2. Lower net debt 

3. Lower perceived tail risk 

4. Lower required return 

5. Higher multiple 

6. Easier refinancing and optionality 

This chapter is about why that loop can actually start to turn in 2026. 

5.1 The starting point: what the market is really betting on 

As of Q3 2025, Intrum reported Cash EBITDA (RTM) of SEK 9,611m, net debt after other obligations of 

SEK 45,200m, and a 4.7x leverage ratio. Those numbers do not scream “broken business”. They scream 

“highly geared equity”. And a geared equity trades on one thing: tail-risk compression. The rerating 

catalyst is not better operations. It is the market deciding that 2027 is manageable and that net debt will 

be coming down consistently. 

5.2 The Brocc deal: small leverage impact, big credibility impact 

The EUR 215m sale of Intrum’s remaining 35% stake in certain JV portfolios to Brocc is framed very 

deliberately: above book value, solely used to pay down debt, and expected to improve leverage by 

~0.2x based on Q3 2025 figures.   

But the most important line is the purpose: Intrum intends to seek creditor consent so the proceeds can 

be used to manage the second lien Exchange Notes maturing 2027. This is very important for the case 

because we are now seeing proof that management are prioritizing the precise overhang investors care 

about: the 2027 wall and the cost of capital attached to it. 

5.3 The maturity story after the recap: the cliff moved – now it must shrink 

Intrum itself notes that the maturity profile changed significantly after the recapitalization, with 

maturities pushed out. And in Q3 reporting, Intrum states that fixed net debt was SEK 42,237m and is 

principally composed of EUR and SEK bonds with maturities between 2027 and 2030. That is a huge 

improvement vs. the old “near-term wall” narrative – but the equity will not reprice until that improved 

structure is paired with visible net debt reduction. 

The cliff has been moved. The next job is to make it smaller – and cheaper – fast enough that the equity 

can stop being a credit proxy. 

5.4 What would compress tail risk in 2026? 

These are the specific developments that would compress tail risk – and therefore lift the multiple – 

even if operational growth stays modest: 

• Cash interest become more predictable (fewer timing spikes / clearer run-rate). 

• Continued net debt reduction that is visible quarter-to-quarter 

• More “use-of-proceeds discipline”: asset sales, portfolio rotation, or cash prioritization that 

explicitly targets the 2027 overhang. 

• A market narrative shift from “can they refinance?” to “how fast can they derisk?” 
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Intrum does not need to prove it has a business. Q3 already shows a large cash engine in good shape. 

The investment case becomes asymmetric when management proves – through repeatable actions – 

that free cash and asset proceeds are being used to systematically reduce the 2027 overhang and lower 

leverage. 

Chapter 6: The 2027 overhang and a deleveraging roadmap 

This chapter is about the only part of the capital structure that still behaves like a psychological ceiling: 

2027. Not because 2027 is tomorrow, but because it is the first maturity cluster where uncertainty can 

still dominate the narrative. 

6.1 The recap structure: why 2027 is the first domino 

Intrum laid out the Exchange Notes series as part of the recap path, including an anticipated split where 

the 2027 series represented about 20 %, with an anticipated aggregate amount of around EUR 593m, 

and a 7.75 % cash coupon, followed by 2028 and 2029 series at larger amounts. You do not need to 

memorize every coupon to get the point. The point is sequencing: the first meaningful maturity is the 

one investors anchor to when they decide whether the equity is investable. 

If management can reduce the probability weight of a stressed 2027 outcome, the required return on 

the equity falls, and the multiple can change without the business changing. 

6.2 Why the market still treats 2027 as a cliff 

The market is not confused about what Intrum does. The market is unsure about three practical things: 

1. How fast net debt will fall in 2026 relative to the maturity schedule. 

2. How predictable financing cash costs will be quarter to quarter. 

3. Whether management will stay disciplined or re-introduce optionality at the wrong time. 

This is why capital allocation is not a footnote in this case. It is the case – a geared equity does not get 

paid for potential. It gets paid for reduced downside. 

6.3 The tool kit that actually changes the 2027 narrative 

First, discounted debt buybacks. Intrum has explicitly pointed to recent bond buybacks as evidence of a 

deleveraging commitment. The logic is simple: if debt trades below par, every kronor used to retire it 

buys more than one kronor of face value reduction. That accelerates risk compression. Buybacks can 

make net debt fall faster than the income statement suggests. 

Second, structured tenders. The recap documentation included requirements for tender offers of up to 

EUR 250m at a set price level in relation to the Exchange Notes. Whether the tender is large or small in 

any given round, the message matters: management is using tools that directly target the overhang. The 

market values seriousness. Tenders and buybacks are seriousness. 

Third, asset sales with hard use of proceeds. The most important recent example is the Brocc 

transaction. 

6.4 The realistic endgames for 2027 

There are three realistic endgames the market will price toward. The difference between them is not 

operations. It is the sequence of capital allocation and market access. 
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Endgame A: gradual de risking, then refinance from strength. Net debt falls through 2026, cash interest 

become more predictable, and the 2027 maturity becomes a standard liability management exercise 

rather than a drama. 

Endgame B: targeted liability management. The company keeps using tenders, buybacks, and asset sale 

proceeds to shrink 2027 exposure, so that even if refinancing is not cheap, the quantum is smaller and 

the risk premium is lower. 

Endgame C: stalled deleveraging and persistent risk premium. The business generates cash but too 

much is absorbed by financing volatility or reinvestment, leaving the market unconvinced and forcing 

the equity to keep trading like a credit proxy. 

The difference between a normal stock and a stressed situation is not whether cash exists. It is whether 

the market trusts what cash will be used for. Intrum is already telling you what it wants the story to be: 

reduce net debt, use disciplined liability management tools, and directly address the 2027 overhang. The 

job for the equity is to see consistency. One transaction is a signal. A sequence of transactions is a 

framework. When the market believes the framework, the discount rate falls and the stock can rerate 

without the company needing to become a growth story. 

6.5 A quarterly scoreboard 

Below, I have made a “path” for the next five quarters based on conservative estimates. It is not a 

forecast to the decimal, but a directional benchmark. If results broadly track this shape, it suggests 

Intrum is moving the right way: cash conversion holds, leverage steps down, cash interest becomes 

more predictable, and management keeps the 2027 plan on track. 

KPI Unit Q4 2025 Q1 2026 Q2 2026 Q3 2026 Q4 2026 

Cash EBITDA SEK bn 3.00 2.10 2.40 2.20 3.10 

Cash EBITDA RTM SEK bn 9.80 9.90 10.00 10.00 10.20 

Net debt SEK bn 43.80 42.90 41.80 41.00 39.50 

Leverage (net debt / Cash EBITDA 
RTM) 

x 4.47 4.33 4.18 4.10 3.87 

Finance expense paid (cash) SEK bn 1.20 1.10 1.00 1.00 0.95 

Portfolio investments incl. JVs SEK bn 0.20 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.30 

Liability management execution  

Close asset 
sale and 
allocate 

proceeds to 
2027 – tender 

or buyback 
where 

attractive. 

Continue 
tenders – 
prepare 
consent 

process – 
tighten 

disclosure on 
2027 plan. 

Execute 
consent and/or 
opportunistic 
refinancing – 
reduce near-

term headline 
risk. 

Open-market 
buybacks 

where possible 
– lock in 
maturity 

extensions if 
offered on fair 

terms. 

Repay or 
refinance key 
2027 blocks – 
publish clear 

post-2027 
maturity map. 

This path shows a simple idea. Intrum can have modest operating momentum and still produce a 

material equity outcome if net debt comes down in a visible sequence. The largest mistake would be to 

let reinvestment absorb the deleveraging benefit before the 2027 risk is reduced. 

6.6 But what is “enough” to derisk 2027? 

This chapter is where I stop talking about narratives and start putting a number on safety. Intrum does 

not need a perfect operating story for the equity to work. It needs the 2027 maturity wall to stop being 

a binary question. The market does not keep the share price low because it doubts that Intrum can 
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collect cash. The market keeps the share price low because it is not yet convinced that the 2027 

calendar is under control. 

6.6.1 The 2027 wall, in actual numbers 

Intrum has a very specific maturity concentration in 2027. Based on the company’s reported maturity 

profile, the 2027 bucket includes: 

• Senior Secured Exchange Notes due 11 Sep 2027: EUR 492m and SEK 637m) 

• New Money Notes due 11 Sep 2027: EUR 511m and SEK 173m 

• Bond due 15 Sep 2027: EUR 828m 

Add it up and you get a gross 2027 wall of roughly EUR 1.83bn plus SEK 0.81bn (before any further 

buybacks, tenders, or refinancing actions). 

6.6.2 Why market pricing of debt changes the math 

When bonds trade below par, cash can remove more than one SEK of face value. The mechanism is 

simple: If a 2027 bond trades at 85, then SEK 1.0bn of cash can retire SEK 1.18bn of face value. This is 

why liability management can derisk 2027 faster than the income statement suggests. 

6.6.3 The Brocc sale is not just cash, it is sequencing 

The EUR 215m portfolio sale matters because it is not framed as discretionary liquidity. It is framed as 

debt management for 2027. If proceeds are actually used to retire 2027 maturities, management is 

doing the most important thing in this equity story: keeping the sequence clean. Using an EURSEK 

assumption around 10.7, EUR 215m is roughly SEK 2.3bn of firepower directed at the wall. 

6.6.4 The calculation: how much needs to be removed by end 2026? 

I start with the wall: Gross 2027 maturities: SEK 12.0bn. Then I use my base path from the scorecard. In 

my base case, net debt moves from SEK 43.8bn (Q4 2025) to SEK 39.5bn (Q4 2026). That is SEK 4.3bn of 

deleveraging through 2026.  Now the key question is not whether deleveraging happens. The key 

question is how much of it is aimed directly at the 2027 wall. 

So I run two versions: 

Version A: Conservative targeting (60 % of deleveraging is aimed at 2027) 

• Cash aimed at 2027 from base case: 0.6 × 4.3 = SEK 2.6bn 

• Plus Brocc proceeds: SEK 2.3bn 

• Total cash aimed at 2027 through end 2026: SEK 4.9bn 

• If executed at an average price of 85: face retired = 4.9 / 0.85 = SEK 5.8bn 

• Remaining 2027 wall: 12.0 − 5.8 = SEK 6.2bn 

Version B: Full targeting (100 % of deleveraging plus proceeds is translated into 2027 reduction) 

• Cash aimed at 2027 from base case: SEK 4.3bn 

• Plus Brocc proceeds: SEK 2.3bn 
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• Total: SEK 6.6bn 

• At 85: face retired = 6.6 / 0.85 = SEK 7.8bn 

• Remaining wall: 12.0 − 7.8 = SEK 4.2bn 

To sum up: By end 2026, I want to see Intrum remove roughly SEK 6-8bn of 2027 face value, leaving SEK 

4–6bn to refinance. At that point, 2027 stops being a cliff and becomes routine liability management. 

6.6.5 Sensitivity: why the price of debt matters as much as the amount of cash 

The table below is the simplest way to see the whole 2027 problem in one picture. It answers the 

following question: How quickly does the 2027 wall shrink if Intrum keeps directing real cash toward 

2027 instruments and can buy that debt below par? 

This sensitivity is where the equity story becomes measurable. If the market is pricing Intrum debt at 70-

85, the company does not need extreme operating upside to make 2027 feel routine. It needs two 

things to stay true at the same time: cash discipline (high targeting) and opportunistic execution (buying 

under par). 

In this framework, once the remaining 2027 wall is pushed into the mid-single digits (in SEK bn terms in 

this table), the market hopefully stops treating 2027 as a binary event and starts treating it as a 

refinancing plan. That is when the equity can re-rate quickly. 

The key point is also the uncomfortable one: the same table shows how the story can stall. If targeting 

slips (cash gets diverted) or buybacks happen closer to par (less discount, less face value retired), 

progress becomes slower and the wall remains large enough to keep the stock trading on tail risk. This is 

why the scoreboard is not about growth targets. It is about sequencing and behavior: generate cash, 

direct it to 2027, retire face value efficiently, and make the maturity profile boring. 
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Part III: The strategic review and endgames 

Chapter 7: The Strategic Review as a rerating trigger 

A strategic review is one of those phrases that can mean nothing or mean everything. For Intrum, it can 

be the difference between a stock that stays trapped in leverage anxiety and a stock that starts a 

enjoyable rerating journey. Not because the business suddenly changes. Because the market finally gets 

permission to price the business differently. This chapter is about what the strategic review must do for 

equity holders: change the market regime. 

7.1 What the market is really buying when it buys the strategic review 

In the current regime, Intrum is priced with a high equity risk premium because the distribution of 

outcomes feels wide. The strategic review matters if it narrows that distribution quickly and credibly. If it 

does, the stock can move sharply and early, before the next twelve months of operational delivery has 

even had time to show up in the numbers. 

That is why I disagree with the idea that a successful strategic review should be boring. A successful 

review can be a rerating event, because it changes two things at the same time: 

1. The market starts to assign a higher probability to a clean path. 

2. The market starts to discount future cash flows at a lower required return. 

When those two shift together, equity does not creep. It jumps. 

7.2 The three signals that would justify an immediate rerating 

The strategic review becomes an equity catalyst if it produces concrete outputs that the market can 

immediately evaluate. In my framework, there are three. 

Signal 1: Constraint, not ambition. The most valuable strategic message is not a new target. It is a tighter 

decision box. If the review introduces clear boundaries on what management will and will not do with 

cash, investors can model the future with less fear. That alone can move valuation. 

Signal 2: An action plan with timing. The market rerate on execution risk falling. A clean plan is not a 

statement that debt will come down. It is an outline of how, with tools that actually exist in the capital 

markets: tenders, buybacks, consent processes, refinancing windows, and specific priority of maturities. 

Precision signals control. 

Signal 3: An easy communication format. The market rewards trackability. If Intrum makes the next 

quarters easy to follow, the investor base can expand. 

7.3 What the strategic review must avoid 

A strategic review can also kill momentum if it creates new uncertainty. There are a few common traps 

that the market punishes immediately. 

Trap 1: Optionality without hierarchy. Optionality sounds good, but in highly leveraged equity it reads as 

indiscipline. If everything is possible, nothing is predictable. 
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Trap 2: A long list of initiatives that do not change the equity question. Operational initiatives can be 

valuable, but if the review leads with a catalogue of projects instead of a capital structure sequence, the 

market will treat it as distraction. 

Trap 3: Blurry language around capital allocation. If the review suggests that cash might be redirected 

into reinvestment before the risk premium collapses, the stock can stay stuck even if reported 

performance is fine. 

7.4 What success looks like, in practice 

If the strategic review is working, three things should become visible fast, even before full year numbers: 

1. The story becomes simpler 

2. The market starts to trust management 

3. The investor base broadens  

7.5 The real purpose of the review 

The strategic review is the moment Intrum can take control of the narrative. It does it by tightening the 

operating box, clarifying the capital structure sequence, and making the next quarters easy to score. If 

that happens, the equity is no longer priced as a question mark. It is priced as a path. 

And that is how a sleeping giant starts to feel investable again. 

Chapter 8: Three endgames that can create shareholder value 

This chapter is where I get concrete. Not about quarterly noise. Not about what Intrum should be in 

theory. Just three endgames that seems like the logical options. I do not need all three to happen. I need 

at least one to become clearly dominant. That is when the rerating journey can start feeling inevitable 

rather than hopeful. 

8.1 Endgame 1: Delever and rerate (the cleanest path) 

Intrum stays intact. No major restructuring of the business model. The value creation comes from one 

thing: the market stops pricing the equity as a refinancing question and starts pricing it as a cash 

generative company. 

8.2 Endgame 2: Asset rotation that shrinks the risk premium 

The goal is not to shrink Intrum. The goal is to shrink the tail risk, simplify the capital structure story, and 

make the 2027 question feel routine rather than binary.  

8.2.1 Version A: Rotate the investing book while keeping the servicing economics 

This is the most powerful form of simplification because it turns a balance sheet story into a fee engine 

story. It means Intrum sells portfolios (or portfolio stakes), releases trapped capital, and uses the 

proceeds to reduce debt or retire specific maturities. The important detail is what happens after the 

sale: if Intrum retains the servicing mandate, the company keeps a large part of the operating economics 

while deleting balance sheet risk. 

The best version of this is when the sale is executed at or above book value, because it avoids the usual 

“fire sale” stigma and makes the action look like capital discipline rather than distress. 
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Intrum has already executed this playbook: 

• Cerberus transaction (announced Jan 2024, completed Jul 2024): Intrum sold a large portfolio 

package, received substantial net cash proceeds, and stated the proceeds would be used in full 

to pay down debt. The structure included a multi-year servicing agreement, which is exactly the 

point: rotate assets, keep fees, lower leverage.   

• Brocc transaction (announced Jan 2026): Intrum announced a EUR 215m sale of JV portfolio 

interests above book value, and stated that proceeds would be used solely to pay down debt, 

with a specific intent to manage the second lien Exchange Notes maturing 2027 (subject to 

creditor consent). 

8.2.2 Version B: Divest or simplify parts of the servicing footprint 

This version is about focus and narrative compression. It can include selling non-core geographies, 

operational units that dilute margins, or create regulatory noise. Intrum is today focusing on growth in 

the most attractive market and are going out of the bad ones. Norway is a good illustration of the 

direction of travel. Intrum Norway has publicly been associated with a material downsizing initiative 

(voluntary severance packages) due to lower margins, signaling focus on a more healthy cost base rather 

than growth at any price. 

8.3 Endgame 3: Capital partners and capital light investing  

Unlike endgame 2, which creates cash by selling assets, endgame 3 creates safety by changing who 

funds future investing.  

The simplest way to understand this endgame is to separate two roles that the market keeps blending 

together: 

• The platform role: origination, underwriting, legal workflow, local compliance, analytics, 

collections, and reporting. 

• The capital role: funding the portfolios and carrying the balance sheet risk. 

Intrum already owns a world class platform. The strategic question is how much balance sheet it needs 

to carry to monetize that platform. In this endgame, the answer is: less than the market assumes. 

8.4 The decision tree: which endgame is most likely to dominate? 

I frame it like this: 

• If management wants the cleanest rerate with the fewest moving parts, Endgame 1 dominates. 

• If the market demands faster proof and faster wall reduction, Endgame 2 dominates. 

• If the company wants to keep investing economics but remove balance sheet drag, Endgame 3 

dominates. 
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Part IV: Valuation 

Chapter 9: SOTP 

Intrum is priced today as if the whole business is one single stressed instrument.. 

As mentioned, Intrum’s business is divided into two different segments. The reason to split them in 

valuation is simple: the risk premium should not be identical. If the market is forced to price everything 

as one refinancing headline, it will always underpay for the platform and overpenalize the optionality. 

In this chapter I will try to answer the following questions: (1) What is a conservative 2026 fair value for 

Intrum, if I separate the business into what it does (servicing) and what it owns (investing), and anchor 

the equity to a realistic end 2026 net debt path? (2) And what can a bright, but realistic 2028 look like? 

9.1 Servicing: the anchor that should rerate first 

The servicing part looks more like a scaled service platform and less like a leveraged credit wrapping. In 

Q3 2025, Intrum explicitly points to servicing momentum and profitability: servicing external income 

grew organically (adjusting for FX), and the RTM servicing adjusted EBIT margin reached 25%.   

The valuation logic is not “servicing will suddenly grow fast”. The logic is that a stable, scaled fee engine 

starts to deserve a more normal multiple once the capital structure stops dictating the price of 

everything. The rerating path is not about a nice earnings growth (although this is likely). It is about the 

market being able to assess stability without assuming a capital event will interrupt it. A disciplined way 

to think about servicing value is to treat it like a standalone platform. 

9.2 Investing: value is real, but it must be earned in the eyes of the market 

The market discounts investing because it does not trust capital allocation sequencing in a stressed 

regime. When leverage is high, investors assume that any reinvestment competes with deleveraging. 

That pushes the discount rate up and pushes the implied value down. This is why the January 2026 

transaction matters. One transaction does not reprice the entire book. But it changes the tone of the 

debate. It shows that parts of the investing exposure can be turned into cash on terms that look like 

discipline, not distress. That is how discounts compress. 

9.3 The capital structure anchor: where net debt can plausibly be by end 2026 

Before any valuation multiple matters, the 

balance sheet has to be anchored to a specific 

end state. I therefore start with a simple debt 

path to end 2026, built from three sources 

only: 

(1) base deleveraging from free cash flow, (2) 

ring fenced proceeds from the Brocc portfolio 

sale, and (3) a conservative assumption for 

opportunistic bond buybacks executed under 

par. 
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In this base path, net debt moves from SEK 43.80bn (Q4 2025) to SEK 39.32bn (end 2026e). The bridge is 

deliberately straightforward: 

• SEK 1.83bn of debt paydown funded by free cash flow in 2026 

• EUR 215m of Brocc sale proceeds, translated into SEK 2.47bn applied to debt reduction 

• SEK 1bn of cash used for bond buybacks at 85 % of par, which mechanically retires SEK 1.18bn of 

face value and creates a SEK 0.18bn additional net debt reduction uplift 

This is not a heroic plan. It is a conservative debt trajectory with a mild under par effect. 

9.4 SOTP setup: valuing servicing and investing as two different assets 

With the end 2026 net debt anchor in place, I value Intrum through a simple sum of the parts: 

1. Servicing value: an operating business valued on EBIT 

2. Investing value: the investing book valued as an asset, expressed as a factor of book value 

This avoids mixing two different economic 

engines into one multiple, and it keeps the 

logic. 

I keep the investing factor at 1x in the 

conservative case to avoid pretending I can 

forecast the exact monetization speed of the 

book. 

This is a neutral placeholder that lets the 

servicing rerating do the work, while the 

investing book is treated as an asset at 

stated value rather than as a free option or 

an over promised upside story. 

 

9.5 Implied share price 

 

The implied share price is materially driven by the combination of (1) a credible end 2026 debt level and 

(2) a rational servicing multiple on a stable EBIT base. It does not require aggressive growth assumptions 

at all. 

So, this framework is not a forecast of maximum upside – it is not the chapter where I argue for higher 

multiples, faster investing growth, or best case deleveraging. I will get to those later. 



Kristian Ragnvaldsen, 27.01.2026 

21 

 

9.6 A bright, but still realistic 2028 

The point of looking through to 2028 is that the business is 

already behaving more like a cash platform in harvest 

mode than a distressed instrument, but the equity still 

trades as if the capital structure will forever dominate the 

story. 2028 is a year where (1) the operating engine has 

had time to compound, and (2) the balance sheet has 

plausibly moved far enough to let the market price the 

parts rather than the headline. 

The honest risk is still dilution or a capital event that resets the share count. That is the real downside 

scenario. But if that does not happen, the 2028 picture is not aggressive – it is simply what the parts can 

look like once the capital structure stops suffocating the equity. 

Servicing margins to 30%: an extension of what is already visible 

In Q3 2025, Intrum disclosed that the RTM servicing adjusted EBIT margin reached 25% and highlighted 

improved profitability and cost control. A move from 25% to 30% over the following years is not “hoping 

for growth” – it is mainly continued operational tightening, and technology leverage as volumes and 

case handling become more standardized. Intrum has been explicit that its transformation is moving 

toward a more capital light, technology-driven model, with measurable cost efficiency progress already 

delivered.   

The margin bridge does not need heroics: it is a combination of scale across a pan-European platform, 

lower unit costs per case through digitalization and automation, and a more rational operating cadence 

after years where management attention was consumed by capital structure. Intrum has described a 

clear focus on cost reduction and further digitalization in servicing, with an ambition to stabilize and 

improve margins over time.   

Servicing value: the multiple (12x) is not aggressive  

Even in 2028, the framework does not assume a “premium SaaS rerating”. It simply assumes the market 

is eventually willing to pay a normal, stable-platform multiple for a business that is already showing 

margin strength and improved predictability. In the 2028 table, the servicing value is driven by higher 

EBIT (from the margin lift) rather than multiple expansion. In other words: the scenario is anchored in 

operations, not sentiment. 

Investing value: SEK 25bn is a disciplined placeholder, not a blue-sky option 

You are not asking the market to suddenly believe in the full optionality of the investing book. You are 

marking the investing value at SEK 25bn in 2028, which is realistic if Intrum stays disciplined through the 

harvest phase: delever first, then reinvest at acceptable returns once the balance sheet stops being 

fragile.  

Net debt is the silent driver 

The 2028 SOTP shows why time matters. Total EV in the 2028 table is SEK 70.0bn, but the equity only 

becomes large because net debt is modeled down to ~SEK 30.4bn. In other words: even if the enterprise 

value improves steadily (not explosively), the equity value can accelerate as leverage compresses. 



Kristian Ragnvaldsen, 27.01.2026 

22 

 

Chapter 10: The intrinsic value 

In Chapter 9 I framed Intrum with a 2026e SOTP that does not need heroic growth to make the case look 

attractive. In this chapter I take the same mindset into a cash flow model and ask a sharper question: 

how much value can compound to shareholders if Intrum keeps harvesting cash, keeps reinvestment 

disciplined, and keeps the debt management “clean”. 

What makes this interesting is that Intrum has a business model where reported earnings can be noisy, 

but cash can be very real. If that cash flow is allowed to keep going at the same level, the upside can be 

very interesting. 

Before going to the DCF output, I will in short explain how the FCF calculation is built up. Overall, the 

assumptions are relatively simple: modest cash engine growth, stable capex, and reinvestment discipline 

until the balance sheet is de-risked. 

10.1 The cash flow engine is doing the work, not the discount rate 

FCF is driven by (1) the underlying cash engine, and (2) reinvestment discipline.  

What is actually happening in the numbers: 

• OCF steps up and then compounds: I am not assuming a miracle. I am just assuming a stable 

platform that grows modestly. That is consistent with the “harvest mode”: improve 

predictability, not chase growth. 

• Capex is intentionally stable. The model is not “buying” cash flow by starving the platform. 
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• Reinvestment is the lever: portfolio investments are restrained in 2025–2027, then allowed to 

rise later. That is exactly how a rational de-risking play should look: cash first stabilizes the 

capital structure, then reinvestment can normalize. 

• Why the step-up from 2024 to 2025 is so large: 2024 is still weighed down by working-capital 

noise, one-offs, and friction in cash interest and restructuring-type effects, while 2025 is 

modeled as the first year where cash conversion normalizes and the cash engine is allowed to 

show through (fewer transitory drains and a cleaner run-rate in collections/servicing cash 

generation). 

• 2026: the bridge shows a net release from the investing line in 2026 (net portfolio investments 

negative). That means collections and disposals more than fund purchases, so cash generation 

becomes temporarily supercharged. That is why FCF jumps in 2026.  

The point here is simple: the model is not relying on expanding margins or aggressive topline. It is relying 

on Intrum doing what it is structurally capable of in harvest: convert the existing book into cash while 

keeping new risk contained. 

10.2 Reading the output 

If debt stops being the story, the equity value becomes 

very large. The model produces a large enterprise value 

because the cash flow stream is long-lived, not because 

the near-term is extraordinary. When enterprise value is 

stable and the balance sheet risk premium compresses, 

small improvements in perceived survivability translate 

into a very large change in what the equity is worth. 

The implied upside is enormous despite not being a best 

case scenario. To say it more plainly: if Intrum is allowed 

to be valued like a cash-generating business rather than a 

refinancing headline, the upside becomes extreme. And if 

we are a little more bullish on growth – then we are 

talking about a possible 10-bagger in the long run. 

Chapter 11 (the chapter, not the bankruptcy code): Sensitivities 

Intrum actually lived through a Chapter 11 process in 2024. So yes, the label is right there.. 

Instead of going through this process, I will go into a more positive note: The sensitivities. 

Intrum is one of those rare cases where small, plausible changes in the operating story translate into a 

disproportionate change in equity value. The reason is simple: the market is not debating whether the 

platform exists. The market is debating whether the balance sheet gets to “survive long enough” for the 
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platform to be valued normally. When that debate shifts even slightly, the equity behaves like a convex 

instrument. The sensitivity tables (EV/Cash EBITDA vs net debt) below make that convexity visible. 

Deleveraging is not linear for equity 

When net debt comes down, the equity does not rise gradually. It accelerates, because the enterprise 

value is being “freed” from a fixed senior claim. This is why Intrum’s equity can re-rate violently even if 

operations look boring. 

Multiples are a confidence variable, not a growth variable 

A move from, say, 6x to 7x EV/Cash EBITDA (below historical average) is not a fantasy growth rerating. It 

is often just the market moving from “stressed” to “survivable.” In a levered structure, that shift matters 

more than the last decimal of near-term growth. 
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Part V: Looking ahead – Catalysts and risks 

Chapter 12: Catalysts 

Intrum is not missing a sequence the market trusts. In leveraged equities, value does not unlock when 

the spreadsheet says so. It unlocks when the market stops treating the next maturity window as a 

potential discontinuity. 

That is why catalysts matter more here than in a more normal case. Intrum can print improving 

operational numbers and still not rerate if the credit narrative remains fragile.  

12.1 The three catalyst buckets that actually move the stock 

1) Balance sheet credibility: This is not “nice-to-have”. For Intrum, the most powerful catalysts are the 

ones that reduce perceived cliff risk and make the debt path go in the right direction: stronger liquidity 

buffers, visible liability management execution, and evidence that refinancing is becoming a choice 

rather than a necessity. 

2) Financing friction compression: The mechanism is simple: lower spreads + better access + more tools 

(including under-par buybacks when available) means that a larger share of the operating cash engine 

accrues to equity over time. A rating upgrade is the cleanest external proof point of that compression. It 

lowers the required risk premium across lenders, widens the eligible investor base, and can reopen 

markets on materially better terms – which is exactly how more of the cash engine starts accruing to 

equity rather than being absorbed by financing. 

3) Operating proof that is scalable: Once the balance sheet is credible, the market stops discounting the 

operating platform as if it were a melting ice cube. What matters then is not a one-off quarter, but 

repeatable scalability: stable servicing margins, cost-to-collect efficiency, and evidence that technology 

is structurally lifting productivity rather than temporarily flattering results.  

12.2 The 2026–2027 calendar 

Important dates: 

• Year-end report 2025 (29 Jan): the first “full reset” read on cash generation, debt trajectory, and 

execution. This is also the natural place for strategic messaging to get more detailed and visible. 

• Q1 (23 Apr), Q2 (23 Jul), Q3 (22 Oct): the three quarters that matter most for showing 

repeatability – especially whether deleveraging stays intact without resorting to value-

destructive shortcuts. 

• Year-end report 2026: the “before the wall” credibility print. If the market is going to stop 

treating 2027 as a cliff, it usually happens when the path into that year becomes visibly 

manageable. 

Chapter 13: Risks 

Intrum is a case where the operating engine matters, but the market regime matters more. The stock 

can look cheap for a long time if the credit market is nervous. And it can fall hard if the market goes full 

risk-off, because leveraged equities become the first thing people de-risk when liquidity disappears. 



Kristian Ragnvaldsen, 27.01.2026 

26 

 

So the honest framing is this: the biggest risk is not Intrum-specific. It is a credit-market drawdown that 

shuts the refinancing window. Intrum would not be alone, but it would likely be punished more than the 

average Nordic stock because the equity is the residual layer of a leveraged structure. 

13.1 The regime risk: credit markets freeze, and Intrum trades like a stress instrument again 

In a macro shock (recession scare, banking stress, geopolitical event), the bond market can go illiquid 

and spreads can gap out. When that happens, the market stops pricing base case cash flow and starts 

pricing access to funding. That matters for Intrum because even if the business keeps collecting, the 

equity is priced off the question: Can they manage maturities on their own terms, or are they forced into 

defensive actions? 

A credit shock does not just hit valuation multiples. It hits cash flow mechanics: 

• Higher spreads increase the implied cost of refinancing 

• Hedging and funding flexibility becomes more expensive 

• Cash interest can remain elevated for longer, slowing deleveraging 

Even if Intrum is executing well, the market can keep a high risk premium because the path to normal 

debt levels becomes longer and more uncertain. Equity upside is convex in the good regime, but the 

drawdown is also convex in the bad regime. 

13.2 The Intrum-specific risk that becomes fatal only in the bad regime 

In normal markets, small operational misses are forgivable. In illiquid markets, they are not. The two 

Intrum-specific risks that matter most are therefore behavioral: 

Capital allocation drift 

If cash that the market expects to go to de-risking is redirected toward growth, investing expansion, or 

optionality before the balance sheet is fully credible, the market will assume future stress will be 

financed through equity. In a risk-off environment, that assumption can reprice the stock quickly. 

Execution slippage that delays cash conversion 

Collections timing volatility, higher cost-to-collect, or weaker cash conversion does not need to be 

catastrophic to hurt the equity. It just needs to be enough to delay the debt path while the market 

window is shut. 

13.3 Tail risk: dilution is the mechanism of downside 

Most bear cases in leveraged equities end the same way: value transfers away from common 

shareholders. This is why risk discussion in Intrum must be blunt: the downside is not “the multiple stays 

low”. The downside is a forced capital outcome in a closed market. 

13.4 What is not the main risk 

It is tempting to spend pages on competition, customer churn, or whether margins are 26% or 30%. 

Those matter, but they are not the dominant risk driver in the current regime. The dominant driver is 

whether Intrum is allowed to be valued like a normal cash platform at all. In a functioning credit market, 

the operating story can take over. In a frozen one, capital structure risk takes over. 


