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October 5, 2015
Friends of Long Lake Capital Management,

This is the first in what we intend as periodic letters to help inform our clients and give some sense as to
the topics attracting our attention. Subjects covered in these updates will likely address bigger picture
issues impacting the market as a whole, as well as possibly a brief discussion of a name/names we hold
in client portfolios. If you have any questions regarding the material included in the letter, please feel
free to reach out to discuss. We appreciate engaged clients and want to encourage open dialogue.

The general investment philosophy at Long Lake is to take a business ownership perspective with our
investments (i.e., we like and trust the management of company X, which has strong returns on capital
and a competitive moat), versus making investments based on macroeconomic developments (i.e., we
believe Chinese growth is slowing, so we express that via a trade). Though we don’t make individual
investments based on macroeconomic forecasts, we do believe it is important to have a view of the
fairness of current market levels and broader global developments impacting the market. In this update
we take a closer look at the following:
1)
2)
3)
4)

The fairness of the current market valuation
The Fed and the potential impact of a rate increase
Risk parity strategies, and why are they being partially blamed for the recent market volatility?
Who is John Malone, and what is the appeal of his various “Liberty” entities?

1. Fairness of current overall market valuation
The relative fairness of the market’s current valuation does manifest itself upon our activity. If the
market as a whole is richly valued, we typically find it more challenging to uncover new, attractively
priced investments (or alternatively, if the market is cheap, opportunities tend to be more bountiful). It
is worth taking a closer look at where the market is currently valued starting with forward-looking priceto-earnings (“P/E”) ratios. The forward P/E ratio indicates how much the market is willing to pay for a
dollar of expected earnings over the next year.

Currently, the market is trading at a 12-month forward P/E ratio of ~15x. To put this multiple in context,
the 25-year average forward multiple for the S&P 500 is 14.9x, so the market is willing to pay a slightly
richer multiple today than we have seen in recent history. The following chart highlights forward P/E
ratios going back to 1986. Based on this data alone it would appear current valuations are reasonable
today.

Earnings trending lower
Obviously a critical component of the forward P/E ratio is the “E,” or expected earnings per share for the
S&P 500 over the next twelve months. Market levels are highly correlated with earnings and the
following chart highlights how the level of the S&P 500 has tracked forward EPS estimates going back to
2005. As can be seen, there has more recently been a divergence between earnings versus the level of
the index. However, many would attribute this divergence to a higher “normalized” earnings level due
to a couple of key factors. The first is the negative impact today from the energy sector with the decline
in oil prices, and the second factor is the headwind companies with international exposure have been
facing given the strength of the US dollar.

Q3 earnings for the S&P 500 are expected to contract 5.2%, though if earnings from the energy sector
are excluded earnings are expected to grow 1.9% versus a year ago. If the energy sector can recover it
would go a long way towards returning us to EPS growth. It will be concerning if the EPS trend continues
lower for an extended period as supporting a 15x multiple in an environment where EPS is declining
would be a challenge.
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Stocks vs. bonds
P/E multiples for stocks cannot be looked at in a vacuum and should be looked at relative to other
investment alternatives such as bonds. With this in mind, the current low level of interest rates could
help support the case that a higher multiple for stocks than recent historical averages is warranted.

The case for investing in stocks versus bonds is that stocks should offer a superior return over time due
to their higher relative risk. This higher level of risk is due to their subordinated place in the “waterfall”
of claims on the company’s assets; for example, if a company goes into liquidation bondholders would
theoretically get paid out ahead of stockholders. As a result, the thought is that stocks are “entitled” to
higher returns than bonds given the assumption of greater risk. If this were not the case, and expected
returns on bonds were equivalent to that expected on stocks, why would one bother investing in stocks?
Taking this to an extreme, if the returns available on something like a long-term treasury bond, which is
essentially viewed as riskless, were the same as the returns expected on stocks, no sensible person
would bother investing in stocks.
As a result, we think of the expected returns on stocks in relation to the return offered by “riskless”
assets, approximated by the yield on the 10-year U.S. Treasury bond. The comparison between bonds
and stocks become easier if one inverts the traditional price/earnings ratio to get an “earnings yield,”
with earnings serving as the “coupon” you get for investing in stocks. Inverting the forward P/E ratio of
15.4x for the S&P 500 you get an earnings yield of 6.5%. Compare this with a “riskless” 10-year treasury
yield in the neighborhood of 2.1%. Stocks today do, unsurprisingly, offer superior expected returns to
“risk free” assets. Over time this relationship has fluctuated as can be seen in the following chart.
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The earnings yield in the early 90’s through the early 2000’s closely approximated the 10-year Treasury
yield before the two diverged. If the earnings yield were to move back in line with the yield on the 10year Treasury, this would argue that stocks today are cheap as stock prices would have to increase to in
turn make the earnings yield decline. Alternatively, some have argued that there is a bubble in the bond
market and interest rates will increase in the future. Either way, you would get a convergence of
treasury yields and the forward earnings yield.
When looking at the P/E ratio versus both historical levels and other investment alternatives, it appears
valuations, while not necessarily cheap, remain reasonable.
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2. Interest rates and the Fed
You will not have a hard time finding someone to make the argument current interest rates are
unnaturally low today due to central bank intervention. The Fed launched an unprecedented policy
response to the Financial Crisis of 2008 taking action intended to lower the cost of borrowing and
counteract the economic strains of the crisis. Before Lehman’s collapse, the Fed had never held interest
rates below 1%, and that level had been achieved only once: July 2003 to June 2004. The Fed cut rates
to 1% in October 2008, and then to zero in December 2008, and they’ve remained there since. The Fed
has also engaged in Quantitative Easing on three separate occasions, buying large quantities of longerterm Treasury debt and agency-issued mortgage-backed securities in an attempt to drive down yields.

Despite the Fed’s extraordinary efforts to date, there are also people who make the argument the Fed’s
ability to impact longer-term rates via the federal funds rate is limited. The abbreviated case is the Fed
only sets the fed funds rate, which is the rate at which banks can borrow or lend money overnight.
Given this limited power, the Fed cannot simply dictate the rate on the 10-year U.S. Treasury note. With
the Fed’s ability to set only an overnight rate, the transmission mechanism from raising short-term rates
to long-term rates, while not zero, may not be as strong as some believe.

If the power of the Fed to control long term interest rates is limited, what then determines long-term
interest rates? Some economists look to the Fisher equation, which indicates the stated interest rate for
a risk free investment should equal inflation (for our purposes approximated by the Consumer Price
Index) plus the expected real interest rate (as approximated by real GDP growth). We can see how the
Fisher equation has held up reasonably well through history as an approximation for the 10-year
treasury in the following chart, which was put together by Professor Aswath Damodaran at NYU.
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We align more closely with the camp believing long term interest rates are a function of real GDP
growth and inflation, with modest increases in the Fed Funds rate unlikely to have a meaningful impact
on the long-term US Treasury yield. So, what does this mean for rates going forward? Real GDP growth
has averaged ~2.3% over the past 5 years, while inflation has been rather weak. Even the Fed itself
(which has been abysmal at both GDP and inflation projections, generally overstating both) believes long
run real GDP growth to be ~2.0%, with inflation also running ~2.0%. This would argue for a 10-year
Treasury rate of ~4.0% as a more normalized rate. For those interested (understandably this may
include very few of you), we have included the Fed’s economic projections from the September
meeting.

To be certain, a combination of real GDP growth and inflation today argues for 10-year treasury rates
that are closer to 3.9% than the ~2.1% we have currently, but even if 3.9% is the “correct” number, this
is still well below the current earnings yield of ~6.5% for the S&P 500.

Will they or won’t they?! - Don’t fear the Fed
As has been widely publicized, the Fed held off on a rate hike in September due in large part to the
volatility in financial markets at the end of August, which was partially attributable to growth concerns
in China. Fed Chair Janet Yellen expressed those concerns in her press conference, while also criticizing
how Chinese officials are handling the slowdown in the world’s second largest economy. She said,
“Developments that we saw in financial markets in August, in part, reflected concerns that there was
downside risk to Chinese economic performance and perhaps concerns about the deftness in which
policy makers were addressing those concerns.” The Fed also outlined concerns about a stronger dollar,
which lowers the U.S.’s relative competitiveness in a world where other central banks continue to ease,
along with concerns regarding slow global growth.
As a result of the Fed’s decision to leave rates unchanged, we will continue to be subjected to the “will
they or won’t they raise?” debate likely for both the October and the December Fed meetings. Though
we could debate the merits of either an increase or holding rates steady that misses the general point,
which is this Fed rate hike is overscrutinized relative to its actual importance. Longer term rates are
more likely to be set by growth and inflation. Though the Fed’s interest rate decisions may result in
short-term market gyrations, for multi-year investors a 0.25% increase is not something we focus on a
great deal. The Fed’s decision on rates matters in the short run because the market thinks it matters,
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but in the long run it doesn’t really play into our decision to buy or sell any individual investment. Our
decisions are made based on the merits of the underlying business and the price at which they can be
had versus what they are ultimately worth.
3. Risk parity strategies and why they are partially blamed for recent market volatility
Risk parity strategies utilized by hedge funds have attracted the spotlight recently, with the strategy
taking some of the blame for the fairly dramatic market selloff in late August. Risk parity was pioneered
by the hedge fund Bridgewater Associates and its founder Ray Dalio. The success Bridgewater has had
with the strategy has resulted in the inevitable duplication by other hedge funds, though it is worth
noting these funds go about implementing the strategy slightly differently even if conceptually they are
the same. Today, the strategy has an estimated $600 billion of assets under management excluding the
use of leverage, which increases the overall size to an estimated ~$1.4 trillion.

Generally, risk parity strategies seek to create a dynamically adjusted portfolio of stocks, bonds, and
commodities, with the portfolio balanced by the respective volatility of the asset classes. Ultimately,
risk parity strategies attempt to construct portfolios such that the “risk,” as defined by volatility, is equal
across each of the asset classes. Often, these strategies will also introduce leverage to boost their fixed
income returns to closer approximate the returns from equities.
A simplified risk parity example
Say you have a portfolio that is invested $10 in stocks and $10 in bonds. The portfolio “risk” is
dominated by stocks, which are much more volatile than bonds. However, if you adjusted the portfolio
to instead be $5 in stocks and $15 in bonds, the portfolio risk now becomes more balanced. The cost of
the rebalance to a higher allocation to bonds is that expected returns are now lower than the initial
stock dominated portfolio. This is because bonds are generally expected to produce lower returns than
stocks. For hedge funds, this “problem” of lower expected return for the balanced portfolio can be
addressed via the introduction of leverage to the bonds (i.e., borrowing money to purchase bonds),
enhancing the expected return to the point it more closely aligns with the expected return on the initial
stock dominated portfolio, but now with “less risk” (if you find this point debatable, we agree).

The overarching idea behind risk parity funds is diversification. Bonds and stocks often move in opposite
directions, so if stocks are doing poorly, bonds will often offset the poor stock performance with
superior returns. To further balance a risk parity portfolio, commodities and inflation-linked debt are
also often added to the portfolio to help protect against inflation.
Herein lies the problem with these strategies and how they impact the overall market - as markets
move, risk parity funds strive to maintain their underlying risk balance. The issue is that if, say, stocks
become more volatile for whatever reason (and therefore more “risky”), stocks must be sold to maintain
the underlying risk balance of the portfolio. This means strategies like risk parity can exacerbate market
selloffs.
This is exactly what some people are claiming happened during the selloff in late August, that the
market’s decline was exacerbated in part by risk parity funds reducing exposure in response to market
turbulence. Well-known investor Lee Cooperman came out pointing the finger at risk parity funds, while
Bridgewater unsurprisingly responded by rejecting those claims. Bridgewater put out a report indicating
relative to the size of global asset markets, the amount of money being managed and moved through
risk parity is a “drop in the bucket.”
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JPMorgan’s global head of quantitative strategies Marko Kolanovic doesn’t necessarily agree with
Bridgewater. In a Q3 report he said, “in the current environment of low liquidity, they (risk parity and
other similar strategies) may cause a market crash such as the one we saw on August 24 th. These
investors (risk parity and other similar strategies) are selling equities and will negatively impact the
market over coming days and weeks.” Some fear a self-reinforcing cycle of selling as risk parity funds
and other volatility-sensitive trading strategies adjust to increased market volatility. As is evident, this
has attracted some attention to date and we believe more attention may be on the horizon.

As far as our behavior, this is a reminder that we do not view volatility as equivalent to risk. Mr. Dalio is
undoubtedly an incredibly smart individual, but what he and others are attempting to accomplish via
risk parity strategies involves a very high degree of difficulty to properly execute. Our goal is not
necessarily to demonize risk parity, but to rather illuminate a strategy that has been in the press and
may continue to get attention. There is a possibility market volatility from strategies such as risk parity
and other quantitatively driven brethren may offer up attractive investment opportunities and we
remain actively on the lookout.

4. Who is Dr. John Malone, and what is the appeal of his various “Liberty” entities?
One question we have received from investors is, “what are these various ‘Liberty’ entities (Liberty
Media, Liberty Broadband, etc.) in my portfolio?” In order to address that question, a brief history of
John Malone, the architect of the various Liberty entities, is in order. As you likely have gathered we are
great admirers of Dr. Malone, a brilliant investor with a track record that more than holds its own
against the much more well-known Warren Buffett. Malone is a strong believer in stable cash flow
businesses that are well positioned from a competitive perspective. Furthermore, he has a proven track
record of maximizing the value of those businesses for shareholders.

Background
74-year-old John Malone is often referred to as “Dr. Malone” due to his Ph.D. in operations research
from Johns Hopkins. Malone did his undergraduate work at Yale, earning a combined degree in
economics and electrical engineering. His academic background highlights someone who is a highly
quantitative thinker and this has been reflected in his business career. Many have said Malone’s career
has been an exercise in maximizing output in the form of shareholder value and minimizing friction from
other sources, most notably taxes.
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Professionally, Malone started his business career in the 1960s at AT&T’s Bell Labs and subsequently
became a consultant for McKinsey and Company. From McKinsey one of his consulting clients, General
Instruments, hired him away to run Jerrold, its growing cable television equipment division. While at
Jerrold, Malone built relationships with several major cable companies and was offered positions with
Warner Communications as well as Tele-Communications Inc (TCI). Malone took the position with TCI.

Malone worked as CEO of TCI from 1973-1999 (Chairman from 1996-1999). During this time, TCI
consolidated the highly fragmented cable industry in the United States, as Malone realized early on the
critical importance of scale in the business. In 1973 TCI was the fourth-largest cable company in the U.S.
with 600,000 subscribers. Between 1973 and 1989 TCI closed 482 acquisitions, which comes to an
average of one every couple of weeks. TCI was ultimately sold to AT&T Corp in 1999 in a $48 billion
deal, representing a 40% premium. Malone managed to spin Liberty Media (primarily programming
assets at the time) out of AT&T, which was essentially how the current Liberty entities started. A list of
current Liberty entities and their lineage going back to TCI is included in the appendix.
Malone at TCI – focus on levered cash flow growth
Malone was attracted to the cable business by the industry’s unique growth prospects and he
immediately understood the importance of scale in the business. Greater scale allowed increased
negotiating leverage when it came to programmers (lower programming cost per subscriber) as well as
in buying equipment. Malone and his boss, Chairman Bob Magness (a former cottonseed salesman who
mortgaged his home to buy his first cable system and launch TCI) also fully understood some of the
unique characteristics provided by cable companies that made it a good business. These included
stable/growing cash flows and the ability to shield cash flow from taxes by using debt to acquire or build
new systems and aggressively depreciate the costs associated with construction. The depreciation
charges and interest expense on the debt meant that reported net income significantly understated the
actual cash flow the business was able to generate.

Malone understood that higher net income meant higher taxes, and he felt cable companies should do
what they could to minimize their taxes via interest and depreciation in order to maximize the cash
generated by the business. This cash in turn could be used to fund internal growth and acquisitions. Tax
minimization has been a hallmark Malone trait, as he views taxes as a friction that drag down returns.
He has said, “the government is your partner for life, they just don’t get to come to all the meetings…
they may get it at the end, but can you invest it better than them in the interim?” Though a focus on
cash flow versus reported earnings seems entirely rational today, it was somewhat unique at the time
with Wall Street focused almost entirely on reported earnings. Malone has said, “It’s not about
earnings, it’s about wealth creation and levered cash-flow growth. Tell them you don’t care about
earnings.”
“Malone-style” businesses
Malone prefers stable cash flow businesses which allow him to incorporate leverage. He has said that
predictable income streams are much more valuable than volatile ones because you can leverage them.
This is exactly what he has done, and this approach has not been limited to just TCI.
This philosophy has led to Malone’s involvement in a host of different businesses featuring stable cash
flows, including other cable companies (Liberty Global in Europe/Latin America and Charter in the U.S.
via Liberty Broadband), and subscription services like SiriusXM (through Liberty Media’s majority
ownership of the company).
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Malone and entities he controls also hold stakes in businesses that do not necessarily follow a
subscription model but do possess strong competitive positioning, including Expedia and QVC/HSN
(through Liberty Ventures and QVC tracking stocks) and Live Nation (through Liberty Media).

Malone and the use of tracking stocks
The tracking stock structure is something Malone has used frequently. A tracking stock is a specialized
stock offering issued by a company with the stock “tracking” the specific operations of a division or
subsidiary. The tracking stock structure allows investors to invest directly in a specific division of
interest instead of having that entity buried as part of a larger parent company. A company will
sometimes issue a tracking stock when it has a very successful division it feels is underappreciated by
the market and not fully reflected in the company's stock price. Generally, tracking stocks are a cousin of
spin-offs, but do not involve a full legal separation.
Malone first used the tracking stock structure in 1995 at TCI where the company possessed both cable
assets and programming assets. TCI issued a tracking stock for the programming assets, which was
Liberty Media. With TCI/Liberty Media, the shareholders who liked the cable assets could own TCI stock
and shareholders who preferred the programming assets could own Liberty Media stock. Though both
Liberty Media and TCI were all part of a single legal entity, the issuance of the tracking stock allowed
investors the opportunity to pick which part of the company in which they wanted to invest. Ultimately
Liberty Media was fully spun-off.

Other than to place the spotlight on an underappreciated division, why would a company choose to use
a tracking stock? Malone has said he has used the structure in a largely transitory capacity to incubate a
business within a company that isn’t yet ready to stand on its own. A key reason to use a tracking stock
is the entity that is being tracked is able to continue to reside under the same balance sheet as the
larger parent entity. This in turn helps to lower borrowing costs for the smaller tracking entity.
Furthermore, there is no tax cost of separation, they can be run by one set of employees, and can
consolidate results for federal tax purposes. If the parent business is profitable and the tracking
business is not yet profitable (because, for example it is growing fast), you can utilize the unprofitable
business to shelter taxes for the profitable businesses.

As far as his take on tracking stocks, Malone has said, “I regard them as largely transitory. If you are
incubating a company, but it’s not ready to stand on its own, a tracking stock is a great way to identify it,
focus a light on it, raise capital for it even, but not separate it and make it stand on its own… yet.” The
tracking stock approach is unusual and Malone said it doesn’t really make sense unless you have a
strong controlling owner to make decisions as to how to split assets. The two separate equities are
going to fight over resources and you need a strong controlling shareholder to allocate those resources.
Malone nearly always controls his companies (and does control the various Liberty entities) and
therefore can fulfill the role of benevolent dictator.
Share classes and voting control
Malone’s Liberty entities typically offer various classes of shares which allow him to maintain voting
control, while allowing use of nonvoting shares as a currency in acquisitions. Under the typical Malone
structure there are three classes of shares. The Class A shares are voting shares, but only have a single
vote each. The Class B shares are “supervoting” shares, typically assigned 10 votes each. Finally, the
Class C shares are nonvoting shares. Malone typically hold shares within each class, but dominates the
Class B shares to ensure his control over the company.
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This multi-class structure leads to additional complexity when following the Liberty entities. For
example, as mentioned, Liberty Global (LBTYA/LBTYB/LBTYK) recently issued a tracking stock for their
Latin American operations (LILA/LILB/LILAK). As is reasonably typical in Malone structures, you have six
tickers for what in actuality is a single company, Liberty Global.
A brief description of some of the Liberty names
Of the Liberty entities that trade, we have highlighted a few below. This is not an exhaustive list, but
should help explain some of the names we own.

Liberty Media (LMCA/LMCK) – Liberty Media can be equated with a publicly traded investment fund
where Malone is the portfolio manager. The bulk of the value of Liberty Media (> 80%) resides with the
company’s ~60% ownership of SiriusXM (SIRI). Liberty Media’s percentage ownership stake in SiriusXM
continues to increase, with SIRI shrinking their own share count via stock buybacks and Liberty not
disposing any of its SIRI shares. We continue to like the prospects for SIRI, which generates attractive
free cash flow and possesses a more stable business model than many give it credit for. Liberty Media’s
other sizable public holding is Live Nation (LYV), which is the largest producer of live music concerts
worldwide. Liberty currently owns ~34% of Live Nation. Liberty Media also has small stakes in Time
Warner Inc. (TWX), Crown Media (CRWN), Viacom (VIA), and Ideiasnet (IDNT3). The company’s largest
private holding is a 100% ownership stake in the Atlanta Braves (new stadium to be open in 2017). On a
conservative basis, Liberty Media trades at a mid-teens discount to the net asset value of the underlying
holdings, which doesn’t include a $1 billion+ judgement Vivendi owes to Liberty Media (this is still being
litigated and the final resolution is likely “years out” according to the company). We find the discount to
net asset value attractive, especially given the embedded optionality and Malone calling the shots.
Liberty Broadband (LBRDA/LBRDK) – Liberty Broadband’s main assets consist of its interest in Charter
Communications (CHTR) and a minority investment in Time Warner Cable (TWC). Charter is one of the
largest cable operators in the U.S. and has a pending merger with Time Warner Cable and Bright House
Networks, which if completed would result in Charter becoming the second largest cable provider in the
U.S. Malone’s involvement in a major U.S. cable provider is extremely attractive and the scale benefits
here are expected to be meaningful. In addition to Charter and Liberty Broadband, the third component
of the Charter “complex” is Liberty Ventures (see description below). Liberty Ventures is committed to
invest $2.4 billion into Liberty Broadband, which in turn will invest in Charter contingent upon the
closing of Charter’s merger with Time Warner.

Liberty Ventures (LVNTA/LVNTK) - Liberty Ventures is a tracking stock (along with the QVC Group)
under parent Liberty Interactive. Liberty Ventures has a handful of investments in e-commerce
companies with its largest investment in Expedia, which accounts for just under 50% of Liberty Ventures’
net asset value. The other primary component of Liberty Ventures’ value is $2.4B of cash that is to be
invested in Liberty Broadband as previously described.
Liberty Latin America and Caribbean aka LiLAC (LILA/LILAK) – “LiLAC” tracks Liberty Global’s cable
operations in Chile and Puerto Rico. There is an expectation that consolidation is on the horizon
amongst Latin American cable systems, and who better to be quarterbacking this process than John
Malone? It is worth noting that LiLAC could either be a consolidator or be consolidated, but in either
case, we believe the stock should do well.
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Importance of management
One thing we believe in strongly is the importance of management in building or subtracting value.
Does management have a substantial stake in the company? Are they straightforward in their dealings
with owners? Do they allocate capital in a sensible way? These are all critical and play a meaningful role
in the ultimate outcome of investments. Without honest, shareholder focused management, the path
to investment success becomes much more difficult (ask our friends at Volkswagen). We believe Dr.
Malone has a track record that speaks to his relentless focus on value and wringing the most out of the
assets he controls.
Warren Buffett vs. John Malone
Warren Buffett is hailed as the world’s greatest investor, but Malone has more than held his own with
the Oracle of Omaha. The Edge Consulting Group, a London-based financial advisory firm, put out a
report late last year comparing the investment performance of companies controlled by Malone and
Buffett over two separate periods. The first period spanned 1973-1998, covering Malone’s tenure at
TCI. The second period covered 2006-2014. According the report, in the first tracking period Buffett
barely edged out Malone with a compound annualized growth rate of 31.1% versus Malone’s 30.3%.
For the second period, covering Malone’s control of the various Liberty entities, Malone outperformed
Buffett. Buffett posted a 10.5% compound annualized growth rate. Malone posted a CAGR of ~30%
based on figures Liberty presented at their annual investor day.

Obviously there are a host of factors that introduce noise into the numbers for purposes of comparison,
but to even be compared with Mr. Buffett over a long time horizon speaks volumes about Dr. Malone’s
investing acumen.
Further information
Hopefully this addresses some of the questions you may have had about the various Liberty entities.
There is a lot of material on Dr. Malone, some of it quite entertaining (including Al Gore calling Malone
“the Darth Vader of Cable,” traders referring to him as the “swamp alligator,” and details about
Malone’s friendship/rivalry with Rupert Murdoch, but in the interest of limiting the length of this piece
we had to omit these. If anyone has further interest in Dr. Malone, we would recommend the book
Cable Cowboy, by Mark Robichaux. Ken Auletta also penned a great article from February 1994 titled
“John Malone: Flying Solo,” which is easily found via a Google search.
Thank you!
This update was longer than what we envision for updates going forward but hopefully it was somewhat
informative and helped offer some idea of the types of things attracting our attention. Thanks again for
placing your faith in us, rest assured we are working hard to make sure that faith is rewardedBryan & James

Disclosure
LLCM is a registered investment adviser with its principal place of business in the State of Michigan. For additional
information about LLCM, including fees and services, contact our office at for our disclosure statement as set forth
on Form ADV. Please read the disclosure statement carefully before you invest.
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Appendix
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Liberty Entity Diagram
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