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Market Research (1/2)
Case Studies

A private equity sponsor sought to understand the market 

size and operating environment for a provider which offers 

residential, partial hospitalization and outpatient 

behavioral health / substance abuse treatment services.

Engagement 

Type

Situation

Description of 

Marwood’s 

Work and 

Analysis

Transaction Diligence

• Conducted a market sizing analysis to estimate the size of 

the national and select local markets for residential 

behavioral health and substance abuse treatment

• Gathered perspective and insights from referral sources 

for behavioral health facilities to understand the factors 

and considerations that impact where they refer 

• Evaluated the competitive landscape and profiled the 

company’s key competitors

• Conducted interviews with the company’s management 

team

A private equity sponsor sought referral source views of a private 

duty nursing company with operations in two key markets 

Transaction Diligence

• Conducted a referral source survey in the company’s key states 

to ascertain referral source trends for private duty nursing 

agencies and their views on the company versus its competitors 
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Market Research (2/2)
Case Studies

A private equity sponsor sought to understand key trends 

in the referral process impacting a multi-state eating 

disorder treatment provider which offers inpatient, 

residential, partial hospitalization, intensive outpatient and 

outpatient services.

Engagement 

Type

Situation

Description of 

Marwood’s 

Work and 

Analysis

Transaction Diligence

• Conducted a nationwide referral source survey to 

ascertain views on eating disorder treatment providers 

and key trends in the referral process

• Analyzed the referral source market in the company’s 

five key Metropolitan Statistical Areas to assess referral 

source awareness, familiarity and perception of the 

target company and its competing providers

Transaction Diligence

A private equity sponsor evaluating a potential investment in a 

leading healthcare information technology and revenue cycle 

management (“RCM”) company sought outlook and perspective 

from key stakeholders on the clearinghouse, prior authorization 

and provider engagement solutions offered by the target.

• Conducted provider and payor market analyses, gathering input 

from key stakeholders to assess current and future trends 

associated with views and decision making insights into 

choices, benefits and competitive dynamics around health 

information management and RCM platforms used by 

customers in primary and secondary markets

• Conducted a reputation analysis of the company and its 

competitors

• Identified related unmet customer needs within primary and 

secondary target markets
Marwood Gathered Market Perspective From 66 Providers On 
Revenue Cycle Management Technology Solutions

• Marwood was engaged to assess current and future trends associated with Provider 
views and decision making regarding health information and revenue cycle 
management platforms 

• The survey targeted individuals within hospitals, health systems and professional practices with in-depth 
knowledge of their organization’s revenue cycle management solutions

• Survey respondents included Directors and Vice Presidents of Revenue Cycle Management, Business 
Office and IT, along with Chief Executives of Finance, Information and Medical Information

• Marwood reached a total of sixty-six respondents including fifty-eight respondents through an online 
survey and eight through phone interviews (not all phone interview data is reflected in charts due to 
timing)

• Three of these responses were of the Company’s top customers; these include Health System 1, Health 
System 2, and Health System 3
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What is your organization type?  (N=63)

Hospital/ 
health system, 

95%

Hospital-
affiliated/ 

owned 
physician 

practice, 3%

Federally 
Qualified 

Health Center, 
2%

*Note: The two physician practices Marwood spoke with consisted of 150-500, and 1,000 

physicians

VP/Director of 
Revenue Cycle, 

43%

CFO, 22%

VP/Director of 
Finance, 6%

VP/Director of 
IT, 3%

CIO, 2%

VP/Director of 
Business 

Office, 2%

Other, 22%

What is your title? (N=63)

*”Other” titles include: Manager of Revenue Cycle, CMIO, Revenue Cycle Analyst, Decision 

Support Manager, Assistant Director of Revenue Cycle Development

Of The Company’s Provider Clearinghouse Competitors, Marwood 
Believes Competitor 1 Is Likely The Market Leader

Vendor Name Services Revenue

Competitor 1
Provides software and analytics, connectivity, communication, payment, consumer engagement, and 
workflow optimization solutions for payers, providers, pharmacies, and consumers

$3.4 B

Competitor 2
Revenue cycle management, identity management, patient engagement, and population wellness solutions;
improve workflow efficiency and increase reimbursement; identity management solutions to enable 
accurate patient verification and medical information

$294 M

Competitor 3
Revenue cycle management and system integration solutions; offers a range of technology solutions that 
include claims processing, document management, and business office outsourcing of paper claims

$57 M

Competitor 4
Cloud-based claims management solutions; revenue cycle management, predictive analytics, patient access, 
charge integrity, claims management, analytics reimbursement management, patient responsibility, and 
population health management solutions

$153 M

Competitor 5
Provides patient-to-payment healthcare solutions that solve health care organizations’ challenging problems 
across the entire revenue cycle, as well as advisory expertise, services, analytics, and education programs to 
health care organizations

$510 M

Company
Develops network software which provides information exchange between various stakeholders; connects 
care providers with various health plans through an Internet-based and HIPAA-compliant network that 
allows for automation of business transactions

$235 M

Competitor 6
Develops healthcare information technology solutions and services for health plans, benefits administrators, 
health systems, and healthcare providers; provides infrastructure and application management services

$3.9 B

Competitor 7
Provides health management solutions; offers care solutions, physical health programs, behavioral solutions, 
consumer solutions, specialty benefits, and financial services. Services companies, trust funds, employers, 
payers, health plans, individuals, and public sector entities

$7.3 B
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Source: CapIQ, Healthcare-Informatics.com for 2016 HIT revenue, Marwood Group analysis

Overview: Select Revenue Cycle Management Companies

Although There Are Perceived Differences In Customer Service 
And Price, Providers Prioritize Impact And Technology When 
Selecting A Clearinghouse Vendor

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Other
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Impact

Chart Title

Perceived Differentiation Selection Criteria

Comparison of Selection Criteria and Perceived Differences in Clearinghouses

What Were Your Key Criteria In Selecting Your Clearinghouse? Please Sum To 100%. (N=61)

Do You Perceive Significant Differences In Clearinghouse Vendors Along The Following Dimensions? (N=63)

*”Other” responses includes: experience 

with similar size systems, recommendations 

from EHR vendor and  standardization

The Company Has A Good Reputation And Customer Service, 
And Ranks Fairly Across Other Criteria

How Would You Rate Your Clearinghouse Vendor’s Performance In The Following Areas?

Vendor Customer 
Service

Price Comprehensive 
Solutions

Technology Breadth of payer
connections

Functionality Impact Reputation Real time 
connectivity

Competitor 1
(N=2)

4.5 5.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 5.0 4.5 5.0 5.5

Competitor 2
(N=1)

6.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0

Competitor 3
(N=2)

5.5 4.0 3.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 4.5 5.5 6.5

Company
(N=3)

5.7 5.3 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.3 5.3 6.0 5.0

Competitor 4
(N=6)

3.5 4.2 4.2 4.3 5.2 4.3 3.8 5.0 4.8

Competitor 5
(N=2)

5.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 5.5

Competitor 6
(N=8)

4.3 4.4 5.0 4.8 5.4 4.9 4.4 5.1 5.4

Competitor 7
(N=1)

4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 5.0 5.0 6.0

Competitor 8
(N=3)

6.3 4.0 6.0 5.7 6.3 5.7 4.7 6.3 6.3

Competitor 9
(N=1)

5.0 4.0 4.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 6.0

Competitor 10
(N=1)

7.0 7.0 5.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 5.0

Competitor 11
(N=18)

5.2 4.7 4.7 5.0 5.3 5.4 4.7 5.1 5.2

Competitor 12
(N=5)

4.8 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.8 5.2 5.0 5.6 5.8

Competitor 13
(N=4)

5.3 4.5 4.3 5.8 5.8 5.0 4.3 4.5 5.5

Other
(N=6)

5.0 5.3 4.5 4.8 5.5 5.2 5.2 4.8 5.7

Average 5.0 4.7 4.7 5.0 5.5 5.2 4.7 5.2 5.4

* Red shading indicates less favorable scoring than average and green indicates more favorable relative to average


