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Competition & Markets Authority

Rubix U.K. Limited / LSF12 Exmoor UK
BidCo Ltd

Decision on relevant merger situation and substantial
lessening of competition

ME/2245/25

The CMA'’s decision on reference under section 33 of the Enterprise Act 2002 given on 26
August 2025. Full text of the decision published on 8 September 2025.

PLEASE NOTE THAT [&] INDICATES FIGURES OR TEXT WHICH HAVE BEEN DELETED FOR REASONS OF
COMMERCIAL CONFIDENTIALITY. IN ADDITION, SOME FIGURES MAY HAVE BEEN REPLACED BY RANGES AT
THE REQUEST OF THIRD PARTIES FOR REASONS OF COMMERCIAL CONFIDENTIALITY.

1. THE PARTIES AND THE TRANSACTION

1. On 19 March 2025, Rubix U.K. Limited (Rubix') agreed to acquire 100% of the
issued share capital of LSF12 Exmoor UK BidCo? (Eriks) (the Merger). Rubix and
Eriks are together referred to as the Parties and, for statements relating to the
future, the Merged Entity.

2. Rubix is a distributor of industrial maintenance, repair and overhaul (MRO)
products?® and provides associated services to manufacturing and other industries
in the UK. Eriks is a distributor of industrial MRO products and provides associated
services, and the manufacturer of certain original equipment manufacturers’
(OEM) parts for onward sale or distribution in the UK and Ireland.

" Rubix is an indirect wholly owned subsidiary of Rubix Group International Limited, a distributor of industrial products to
customers across Europe. Final Merger Notice submitted to the CMA on 18 July 2025 (FMN), paragraph 2.

2 LSF12 Exmoor UK BidCo is a holding company that holds the entire UK and Irish operations of the ERIKS N.V. FMN,
paragraph 3.

3 These include mechanical and power transmission components, assembly products, tools and machining products,
personal protective equipment (PPE) and safety products, general equipment (eg lifting and handling tools or cleaning
products), industrial flow products, electrical products and supplies. FMN, paragraph 50.
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2. JURISDICTION

3. The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) believes that it is or may be the
case that arrangements are in progress or in contemplation which, if carried into
effect, will result in the creation of a relevant merger situation. Each of Rubix and
Eriks is an enterprise; these enterprises will cease to be distinct as a result of the
Merger and the turnover test is met.*

3. COMPETITIVE ASSESSMENT

4, The CMA has assessed the impact of the Merger against a counterfactual of the
prevailing conditions of competition.®

5. The Parties overlap in the distribution of industrial MRO products and provision of
associated services in the UK.® The CMA’s investigation focused on:

(a) Horizontal unilateral effects in the supply of industrial MRO products and
associated services at a national level; and

(b) Horizontal unilateral effects in the supply of industrial MRO products and
associated services at a local level.”

3.1 Market definition

6. The Parties submitted that the appropriate product market is for the overall
distribution of industrial MRO products and associated services because
customers source a range of products and services across categories from
distributors, and the Parties’ main competitors supply all categories of products.®

7. The CMA understands that products of different categories are not demand-side
substitutes.® However, based on the Parties’ internal documents and third-party
evidence, the CMA considers that it may be appropriate to aggregate different
categories of industrial MRO products and services based on supply-side
substitution.’® The CMA found the Parties’ main competitors broadly supply a very

4 See the Enterprise Act 2002 s23. The UK turnover of Eriks UK exceeded £100 million in 2024.

5 CMA129, Section 3. The CMA did not receive any evidence to the contrary.

6 FMN, paragraphs 103 and 104.

7 The Parties submitted that while the Transaction does not give rise to any meaningful vertical relationships, there were
two instances in which the Parties have supplied one another: FMN, paragraphs 256 and 257. In 2024: (1) Eriks made
purchases of ~£[¢<] from Rubix and sold ~£[¢<] to Rubix; and (2) Eriks supplied ~£[¢<] of products and services to [K],
an Advent International portfolio company. Rubix is indirectly controlled by Advent. Given the negligible sales between
the Parties, the CMA did not find that the Transaction gave rise to meaningful vertical relationships.

8 FMN, paragraph 130 and Table 14.1.

9 For example, assembly tools are not an alternative to PPE for customers.

0 Rubix Internal Document, Annex 8.16 — RXE-000000148 to the FMN, ‘[é<], December 2024, page 4; Eriks Internal
Document, Annex 8.1 — RXE-000000116 to the FMN, ‘[é<]', November 2024, page 3; Note of a call with a third party,
19 June 2025, paragraph 6; Note of a call with a third party, May 2025, paragraph 12; Note of a call with a third party,
June 2025, paragraph 25; Note of a call with a third party, June 2025, paragraph 6; and Note of a call with a third party,
May 2025, paragraph 2.


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1051823/MAGs_for_publication_2021_--_.pdf

similar range of products and services as the Parties.!" As the Merger does not
raise competition concerns on any plausible basis,'? the CMA did not have to
conclude on the precise relevant product market definition.

8. The Parties submitted that the most appropriate geographic market is UK-wide,
citing no material variations in customer requirements or the Parties’ offerings
across the UK and the ability of customers to receive MRO products anywhere in
the UK from distributors.3

9. The CMA considers that there are both national and local elements of competition.
The evidence indicates that competition mainly takes place at the national level.
The Parties submitted they set parameters of competition nationally.'* Additionally,
the CMA found evidence that most (and in regard to one Party, the vast majority)
of the Parties’ sales originate from their national distribution centres. The CMA
also found third-party customers use national framework agreements (often with
fixed pricing), and online sales from large national distributors also occur.’® Most
customers also stated that they receive stock from centralised hubs.'® However,
national competition is impacted by the prevalence of branch networks from large
distributors (including the Parties) who operate nationally. Several customers also
attribute value to a local presence, and small, local suppliers can constrain large,
national suppliers.!”

10. Therefore, the CMA has assessed the market for industrial MRO products and
associated services on both a national and local basis.

3.2 Theory of Harm 1 - Competition assessment on a national level

11. On the basis that sufficient competition would remain to constrain the Merged
Entity, the CMA has found that the Merger would not give rise to a realistic
prospect of a substantial lessening of competition (SLC) in relation to the supply of
industrial MRO products and associated services at a national level.

" Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 2 and 3.

2 Market shares supplied by the Parties for narrower product segments by categories indicate that the Merged Entity’s
shares would remain comfortably below [10-20]% in all categories and third-party feedback confirmed that the Parties will
face sufficient constraints in all categories, including for the reasons cited in paragraph 7 above.

8 FMN, paragraph 141.

4 FMN, paragraphs 226-229.

15 Note of a call with a third party, May 2025, paragraph 6 and 12; Note of a call with a third party, July 2025, paragraph
17 and 18.

6 Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 6a.

7 Roughly half of the customers attributed no value to local branches and roughly half attributed some value to a local
presence; Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025 question 5 and 6;
Note of a call with a third party, May 2025, paragraph 18; Note of a call with a third party, June 2025, paragraph 15.
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12. The Parties estimated they had a combined share of [0-5]% in 2024.'® These
estimates were broadly consistent with evidence from competitors.®

13. Regarding closeness of competition, the CMA found that the Parties compete
closely.
14. Eriks’ internal documents describe Rubix as a ‘top 4 player’ and ‘direct

competition’.?° Rubix’s documents made several references to competing for
customers with Eriks.?" Internal documents from both Rubix and Eriks also show
that both Parties are strong in the provision of on-site services, which indicates
that they compete closely in this area.??

15. Of the Rubix and Eriks customers that responded to the CMA’s questionnaire, a
large majority rated the other Party as an alternative and most considered the
Parties to be very strong or strong alternatives.?® All competitors considered the
Parties to be close competitors.2*

16. While a sample of the Parties’ tender opportunities showed that the Parties rarely
win tenders from each other, the CMA has not placed significant weight on this
evidence as agreements won via formal tender processes represent only [10-20]%
of total revenue.?®

8 The Parties submitted market share calculations based on estimates from an independent market research firm,
Grandview Research. Calculations are based on a market size estimate of £[10-20] billion. The Parties further submitted
that that even on narrower product market frames of reference, such as individual categories of industrial MRO products,
their combined share is at most [10-20]%; FMN, paragraphs 177-179, 188 and Table 13.1.

9 The CMA asked competitors for their 2024 UK revenue in industrial MRO products and associated services and found
that in most cases the figures provided approximately matched the Parties’ estimates. The CMA also asked competitors
to estimate the total UK market size of industrial MRO products and associated services. One competitor estimated this
at £14 billion, which is close to the Parties estimate of £[10-20] billion. Another competitor indicated that the UK market
may be significantly larger at £66 billion, but noted that there is a debate as to the size of the addressable market;
Responses to the CMA’s competitor questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 1; Note of a call
with a third party, July 2025, paragraph 4; Note of a call with a third party, June 2025, paragraph 10.

20 Eriks Internal Document — RXE-000000116, ‘[¢<]’, November 2024, page 33; Eriks Internal Document, Annex E049
to the FMN — RXE-000000064, ‘[¢<]’, December 2024, page 3.

21 Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00006174 to the FMN, ‘[6<]’, April 2024, page 26; Rubix Internal
Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00004930 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, August 2024, pages 19 and 21;Rubix Internal
Document, Annex 8.12 — RXE-000000144 to the FMN, ‘[<]’, December 2024, page 19.

22 Rubix Internal Document, Annex 8.12 — RXE-000000144 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, December 2024, page 19; Eriks Internal
Document, Annex 8.1 — RXE-000000116 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, November 2024, page 33; Eriks Internal Document, Annex
7.9 — RXE-000000115 to the FMN, ‘[é<]’, November 2024, page 2.

23 Of the customers that considered Eriks to be an alternative to Rubix, Eriks was considered a very strong alternative on
average [4.7/5]. Of the customers that considered Rubix to be an alternative to Eriks, Rubix was considered a strong
alternative on average [4.4/5]. Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025
question 2 and 3.

24 Responses to the CMA's competitor questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 5.

25 2024: Eriks won [5-10]1% of Rubix’s tender opportunities. Rubix won [5-10]% of Eriks’ opportunities. 2023: Eriks won [0-
5]% of Rubix’s tender opportunities. Rubix won [10-20]% of Eriks’ tender opportunities; FMN, paragraph 241 and Tables
15.1 & 15.2.



17. Regarding alternative constraints, the CMA found that Hayley Dexis, RS Group,
and Cromwell all exert a strong constraint on the Parties. Each competitor is
identified frequently in the Parties’ internal documents as a threat.26

18. In addition, a large maijority of customers that responded to the CMA’s
questionnaire rated Hayley Dexis, RS Group and Cromwell as alternatives to
Rubix and Eriks and considered these competitors to be strong alternatives on
average.?’ Competitor views were broadly consistent with those of customers.??

19. The CMA also found that Arco, Acorn Industrial, Rexel and Antifriction exert a
moderate constraint on the Parties. The Parties’ documents referred to each of
these less frequently than the other Party, Hayley Dexis, RS Group and Cromwell,
but there was evidence of the Parties competing with them for customers.?°
Customers also did not rate these competitors as frequently, but considered each
competitor a moderate or strong alternative on average.® This view is broadly
consistent with the views of competitors who responded to the CMA’s
questionnaire.3

26 For example, regarding Hayley Dexis: Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00008230 to the FMN, ‘[T,
December 2024, page 2; Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00004572 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, November
2024, pages 15-16; Eriks Internal Document — RXE-000000116, [¢<], November 2024, page 33; Eriks Internal
Document, Annex E177 — RXE-000000248 to the FMN, ‘[<]’, October 2024, page 6. Regarding RS Group: Rubix
Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00004048 to the FMN, ‘[é<7’, February 2025, page 3; Rubix Internal
Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00003913 to the FMN, ‘[<], September 2024, page 3; Eriks Internal Document,
Annex 8.1 to the FMN — RXE-000000116, ‘[¢<]’, November 2024, page 33; Eriks Internal Document, Annex E101 to the
FMN — RXE-000000160, ‘[é<], July 2023, page 3. Regarding Cromwell: Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-
CMA-00000215 to the FMN, ‘[é<]’, February 2025, page 29; Eriks Internal Document, Annex E155 — RXE-000000226
to the FMN, ‘[8<]’, January 2024, page 4; Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00000370 to the FMN,
‘[8<], March 2025, page 29.

27 Alternatives to Rubix: Hayley Dexis was considered a strong alternative on average [4.3/5]; RS Group was considered
a strong alternative on average [4.2/5]; Cromwell was considered a strong alternative on average [3.9/5]. Alternatives to
Eriks: Hayley Dexis was considered a strong alternative on average [4.1/5]; RS Group was considered a strong
alternative on average [4.2/5]; Cromwell was considered a strong alternative on average [3.5/5]: responses to the CMA’s
customer questionnaire by a number of third parties, July 2025, question 2 and 3.

28 The CMA asked competitors who they consider to be their main competitors in industrial MRO products and
associated services in the UK. Competitors listed Hayley Dexis, RS Group and Cromwell (as well as others): Responses
to the CMA’s competitor questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 4.

29 For example, regarding Arco: Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00004797 to the FMN, ‘[&<], May
2023, page 19; Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00003918 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, page 8; Rubix Internal
Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00005260 to the FMN, ‘[$<]’, page 21. Regarding Acorn Industrial: Rubix Internal
Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00004408 to the FMN, ‘[$<], February 2024, page 12; Rubix Internal Document,
Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00005135 to the FMN, ‘[é<]',November 2024, page 11. Regarding Rexel: Eriks Internal
Document, Annex E049 to the FMN — RXE-000000064, ‘[¢<]', December 2024, page 3; Eriks Internal Document, Annex
E1010 — RXE-000000160 to the FMN, ‘[e<7, July 2023, page 3. Regarding Antifriction: Eriks Internal Document, Annex
E118 — RXE-000000177 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, March 2024, page 3; Eriks Internal Document, Annex E026 — RXE-
000000017 to the FMN, ‘[¢<]’, undated, page 15.

30 Arco was frequently rated as an alternative to both Rubix and Eriks and considered a strong alternative to both Rubix
and Eriks on average. Acorn Industrial was rated as an alternative to Rubix and Eriks customers less frequently, but
considered a moderate alternative to Rubix and a strong alternative to Eriks on average. Rexel was also rated by Rubix
and Eriks customers, albeit less frequently, but considered a strong alternative to both Rubix and Eriks on average.
Antifriction was only identified as an alternative to Rubix and Eriks by a small number of customers, but considered a
strong alternative to both Rubix and Eriks by those customers. Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a
number of third parties, July 2025, questions 2 and 3.

31 The CMA asked competitors who they consider to be their main competitors in industrial MRO products and
associated services in the UK. Competitors listed Arco, Acorn Industrial, and Antifriction (as well as others): Responses
to the CMA’s competitor questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 4.

5



20. Internal documents did not always explicitly name small/local suppliers, but
showed that the Parties appear to face an aggregate constraint from these
players.3? Competitors also indicated that they face a constraint from local
suppliers.33

21. Furthermore, the CMA found that OEMs may exert an out-of-market constraint.
Most customers confirmed that OEMs are an alternative to industrial MRO
distributors,34 and internal documents supported this.3%

22. Customers and competitors also indicated that customers multi-source from
several suppliers, supply agreements are typically non-exclusive,® and that there
are alternative options for the provision of on-site services, including other
distributors, in-house staff, and specialist third parties.3”

23. Additionally, the vast majority of customers and all competitors had a neutral or
positive view on the Merger.38

24. Based on this evidence, the CMA found that, while Rubix and Eriks are close
competitors, the Merged Entity will face sufficient competitive constraints.

3.3 Theory of Harm 2 - Competition on a local level

25. On the basis that sufficient competition would remain to constrain the Merged
Entity, the CMA has found that the Merger would not give rise to a realistic
prospect of an SLC in relation to the supply of industrial MRO products and
associated services at a local level.

26. The Parties submitted a local assessment using catchment areas based on
average drive time from each of the Parties’ sales offices within which 80% of the
Parties’ sales revenue was realised. The average drive times were 44-minutes for

32 For example, Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00005030 to the FMN, ‘[¢<7, July 2024, page 16;
Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00001189 to the FMN, ‘[é<], February 2025, page 7; Eriks Internal
Document, Annex E052 — RXE-000000067 to the FMN, ‘[8<]’, February 2025, page 8; Eriks Internal Document, Annex
E101 — RXE-000000160 to the FMN, ‘[<7]’, July 2023, page 2.

33 Note of a call with a third party, May 2025, paragraph 18; Note of a call with a third party, June 2025, paragraph 15.
34 Responses to the CMA'’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 4.

35 Rubix Internal Document, Annex 9 — RUBIX-CMA-00004930 to the FMN, ‘[¢<7], August 2024, page 21; Rubix Internal
Document, Annex 9 —RUBIX-CMA-00000459 to the FMN, ‘[é<7, April 2024, page 5.

36 Responses to the CMA'’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, questions 1 and 8. This
appears to be supported by the Parties leakage data over a limited customer sample, which suggests that customers
multi-source, and the share of spend with a customer with the Parties can vary significantly. Parties’ submission to the
CMA, “Leakage analysis”, 4 August 2025.

37 Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 7. Furthermore,
the CMA did not identify significant barriers to entry or expansion in industrial MRO products and associated services.
Responses to the CMA’s competitor questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 3.

38 Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 9; Responses to
the CMA’s competitor questionnaire from a number of third parties, July 2025, question 9.
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Rubix and 55-minutes for Eriks. Using branch data on over 80 competitors, the
Parties found the lowest fascia count reduction in areas of overlap was a ‘7 to 6’. 3°

27. The CMA considered it appropriate to use a 55-minute catchment area (measured
by drive time), based on evidence from competitors that they can serve customers
more than a 60-minute drive away and remain competitive.*® Most customers also
stated that they receive stock from centralised distribution hubs.*"

28. The CMA found that the constraint exerted on the Parties varies significantly
across competitors (see paragraphs 17-21) and applied different weights to
account for this.#? The CMA excluded competitors where no evidence of a
constraint was found.

29. The CMA considered in this case that a fascia count threshold of ‘5 to 4’ was
appropriate, given that local shares of supply were not available and despite
evidence that the Parties are close competitors (see paragraphs 13-15), for
several reasons.*® The CMA found that, in addition to competitors within a 55-
minute catchment area, the Parties are likely to face constraints outside this area
from further local competitors and national distributors, the majority of which
supply the same range of products as the Parties.** As outlined at paragraph 21,
OEMs may also exert a constraint. Furthermore, the CMA has used different
weightings for competitors to account for the variance in constraint, and found that
at least one competitor who exerts a strong or moderate constraint on the Parties
is active in each local area.

30. The CMA did not find that any local area which had a fascia count reduction of ‘5
to 4’ or below post-Merger. Therefore, the CMA believes that a realistic prospect of
an SLC would not arise in any local area in which the Parties currently overlap.

39The Parties submitted that the results of the local competition assessment do not change in any material way if a single
catchment using the average of both Parties’ drive times is used. FMN, paragraph 221 and Tables 14.2 and 14.3.

40 Given the consistent evidence from competitors, the CMA considered that a 44-minute catchment area would likely be
too narrow, and that 55-minutes is also a cautious estimate, particularly in view of the fact that competition at a local level
is also impacted by competition from national distributors and OEMs (see paragraph 21). Responses to the CMA’s
competitor questionnaire from a number a third parties, July 2025, question 7c.

41 The majority of customers indicated that they receive stock from both centralised distribution hubs and local branches,
or centralised distribution hubs only. Responses to the CMA’s customer questionnaire from a number of third parties,
July 2025, question 6a.

42 Competitors received a weight of ‘1’ where the CMA found consistent evidence that they exert a strong constraint on
the Parties. Competitors received a weight of ‘0.75’ where the CMA found consistent evidence that they exert a moderate
constraint on the Parties. Finally, competitors received a weight of ‘0.5’ where the CMA found some evidence that they
exert a constraint on the Parties, but the evidence was limited and/or inconsistent. The CMA has typically determined the
weight using qualitative evidence, such as internal competitor monitoring reports or customer ratings provided in
response to the CMA'’s questionnaire. CMAG2, paragraph 3.30.

43 The threshold for screening out non-problematic overlaps depends on the characteristics of the market and the
effective competitor set. In most sectors, the CMA uses a ‘5 to 4’ fascia count threshold. CMA62, paragraph 3.35.

44 FMN, Table 14.1. Also, the CMA found that local competition can be impacted by national competition, given that the
Parties primarily set parameters of competition nationally (see paragraph 9).
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DECISION

31. The CMA found no concerns on any theory of harm. Consequently, the CMA does
not believe that it is or may be the case that the Merger may be expected to result
in an SLC within a market or markets in the United Kingdom.

32. The Merger will therefore not be referred under section 33(1) of the Act.

Sneha Ramakrishnan

Director, Mergers

Competition and Markets Authority
26 August 2025
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