IMPORTANT NOTICE

This document has been prepared solely in connection with the proposed offering (the “Offering”) of
10.25% Senior Notes due 2015 (the “New Notes”) of MHP S.A. (the “Issuer”) and the offer to exchange (the
“Exchange Offer”) existing notes of the Issuer for 10.25% Senior Notes due 2015 (the “Exchange Notes” and
together with the New Notes, the “Notes”).

Copies of the Offering Memorandum will, following publication, be available on the website of the regulatory
News Service operated by the London Stock Exchange plc at www.londonstockexchange.com/en-gb/pricesnews/
marketnews and from the offices of Deutsche Bank AG in London as paying agent.

THE OFFERING IS AVAILABLE ONLY TO INVESTORS WHO ARE EITHER (1) QUALIFIED
INSTITUTIONAL BUYERS (“QIBS”) IN RELIANCE ON THE EXEMPTION FROM REGISTRATION
REQUIREMENTS OF THE U.S. SECURITIES ACT OF 1933, AS AMENDED (THE “U.S. SECURITIES
ACT”) PROVIDED BY RULE 144A OR (2) OUTSIDE OF THE UNITED STATES IN COMPLIANCE
WITH REGULATION S UNDER THE SECURITIES ACT.

IMPORTANT: You must read the following before continuing. The following applies to the Offering
Memorandum following this page, and you are therefore advised to read this carefully before reading, accessing
or making any other use of the Offering Memorandum. In accessing the Offering Memorandum, you agree to be
bound by the following terms and conditions, including any modifications to them, any time you receive any
information from us as a result of such access.

NOTHING IN THIS ELECTRONIC TRANSMISSION CONSTITUTES AN OFFER OF SECURITIES
FOR SALE IN ANY JURISDICTION WHERE IT IS UNLAWFUL TO DO SO. THE SECURITIES HAVE
NOT BEEN, AND WILL NOT BE, REGISTERED UNDER THE SECURITIES ACT, OR THE
SECURITIES LAWS OF ANY STATE OF THE U.S. OR OTHER JURISDICTION AND THE
SECURITIES MAY NOT BE OFFERED OR SOLD WITHIN THE UNITED STATES (AS DEFINED IN
REGULATION S UNDER THE SECURITIES ACT), EXCEPT PURSUANT TO AN EXEMPTION FROM,
OR IN A TRANSACTION NOT SUBJECT TO, THE REGISTRATION REQUIREMENTS OF THE
SECURITIES ACT AND APPLICABLE STATE OR LOCAL SECURITIES LAWS.

THE FOLLOWING OFFERING MEMORANDUM MAY NOT BE FORWARDED OR
DISTRIBUTED TO ANY OTHER PERSON AND MAY NOT BE REPRODUCED IN ANY MANNER
WHATSOEVER. ANY FORWARDING, DISTRIBUTION OR REPRODUCTION OF THIS DOCUMENT
IN WHOLE OR IN PART IS UNAUTHORISED. FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH THIS DIRECTIVE MAY
RESULT IN A VIOLATION OF THE SECURITIES ACT OR THE APPLICABLE LAWS OF OTHER
JURISDICTIONS.

Confirmation of your representation: In order to be eligible to view this Offering Memorandum or make an
investment decision with respect to the securities, investors must be either (1) QIBs (within the meaning of
Rule 144A under the Securities Act) or (2) addressees outside the United States. This Offering Memorandum is
being sent at your request and by accepting the e-mail and accessing this Offering Memorandum, you shall be
deemed to have represented to us that (1) you and any customers you represent are either (a) QIBs or (b) you
and the electronic mail address that you gave us and to which this e-mail has been delivered are not located in
the United States and (2) that you consent to delivery of such Offering Memorandum by electronic transmission.

You are reminded that this Offering Memorandum has been delivered to you on the basis that you are a
person into whose possession this Offering Memorandum may be lawfully delivered in accordance with the laws
of the jurisdiction in which you are located and you may not, nor are you authorised to, deliver this Offering
Memorandum to any other person.

The materials relating to the Offering do not constitute, and may not be used in connection with, an offer
or solicitation in any place where offers or solicitations are not permitted by law. If a jurisdiction requires that
the Offering be made by a licensed broker or dealer and the underwriter or any affiliate of the underwriter is a
licensed broker or dealer in that jurisdiction, the Offering shall be deemed to be made by the underwriter or
such affiliate on behalf of the Issuer in such jurisdiction.

No person may communicate or cause to be communicated any invitation or inducement to engage in
investment activity (within the meaning of Section 21 of the FSMA) received by it in connection with the issue or
sale of the Notes other than in circumstances in which Section 21(1) of the FSMA does not apply.

This Offering Memorandum has been sent to you in an electronic form. You are reminded that documents
transmitted via this medium may be altered or changed during the process of electronic transmission and
consequently none of Morgan Stanley & Co. International plc, UBS Limited, ING Bank N.V., London branch,
or Renaissance Securities (Cyprus) Limited (collectively, the “Initial Purchasers™) or any person who controls
them, nor any director, officer, employee or agent of any of them or affiliate of any such person accepts any
liability or responsibility whatsoever in respect of any difference between the Offering Memorandum distributed
to you in electronic format and the hard copy version available to you on request from the Initial Purchasers.
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MHP S.A.

(incorporated in Luxembourg as a company with limited liability)

10.25% Senior Notes due 2015

Guaranteed on a senior basis by certain of MHP S.A.’s Ukrainian subsidiaries

MHP S.A. (the “Issuer”) is offering (the “Offering”) U.S.$330,000,000 aggregate principal amount of its 10.25% Senior Notes
due 2015 (the “New Notes”), to raise cash proceeds and is offering to exchange (the “Exchange Offer”’) up to U.S.$266,000,000
aggregate principal amount of its 10.25% Senior Notes due 2015 (the “Exchange Notes” and together with the New Notes, the
“Notes”) for the Issuer’s existing U.S.$250,000,000 10.25% Senior Notes due 2011 (the “Existing Notes”). The aggregate principal
amount of Exchange Notes issued will be notified through the publication of a notice on the regulatory news service of the London
Stock Exchange.

The Notes will bear interest at a rate of 10.25% per annum. Interest will be payable on 29 April and 29 October of each year,
beginning on 29 October 2010. The Notes will mature on 29 April 2015. At any time prior to 29 April 2015, the Issuer may redeem
the Notes in whole or in part at a redemption price equal to 100% of the principal amount of the Notes redeemed plus a “make
whole” premium. In addition, at any time prior to 29 April 2013, the Issuer may redeem up to 35% of the Notes with the net
proceeds from one or more equity offerings.

The Notes will be senior obligations of the Issuer and (a) will be secured by first-ranking assignments of (i) the Issuer’s rights
under an intercompany loan of the gross proceeds of the Offering of the New Notes to Eledem Investments Limited (“Eledem”) and
(ii) Eledem’s rights under an intercompany loan of the gross proceeds of the Offering of the New Notes to the Guarantors (as
defined below), acting as co-obligors and (b) except as set out herein, will be secured by a first-ranking assignment of the Issuer’s
and Eledem’s rights under intercompany loans made by each of them of the gross proceeds of the Existing Notes. To the extent that
Existing Notes remain outstanding following the Exchange Offer (the “Remaining Existing Notes”), they also will have a first
ranking claim over such security. The Notes will rank equally in right of payment to all existing and future senior indebtedness of the
Issuer (including any Remaining Existing Notes) and senior in right of payment to all existing and future indebtedness of the Issuer
that is expressly subordinated in right of payment to the Notes. The Notes will be jointly and severally guaranteed (each, a
“Guarantee”) on a senior unsecured basis by certain of the Issuer’s Ukrainian subsidiaries (each, a “Guarantor”). Each Guarantee
will rank equally in right of payment to all existing and future senior unsecured indebtedness (including any Remaining Existing
Notes) of such Guarantor.

This Offering Memorandum includes information on the terms of the Notes and the Guarantees, including redemption and
repurchase prices, covenants and transfer restrictions.

Application has been made to the Financial Services Authority in its capacity as competent authority under the Financial
Services and Markets Act 2000, as amended, (the “FSMA”) (in such capacity, the “UKLA”) for the Notes to be admitted to the
Official List of the UK Listing Authority (the “Official List”) and to the London Stock Exchange plc (the “London Stock
Exchange”) for the Notes to be admitted to trading on the London Stock Exchange’s regulated market (the “Regulated Market”).
The Regulated Market is a regulated market for the purposes of Directive 2004/39/EC.

This Offering Memorandum comprises a prospectus for the purposes of Directive 2003/71/EC (the “Prospectus Directive”)
and relevant implementing measures in the United Kingdom for the purpose of giving information with regard to the issue of the
Notes pursuant to the Offering and the Exchange Offer.

The Notes will be offered and sold in minimum denominations of U.S.$100,000 and integral multiples of U.S.$1,000 in excess
thereof.

Investing in the Notes involves a high degree of risk. Please see the section entitled “Risk Factors” beginning on page 16.

Neither the Notes nor the Guarantees thereof have been, or will be, registered under the U.S. federal securities laws or the
securities laws of any other jurisdiction. The Notes and the Guarantees are being offered and sold in the United States only to
qualified institutional buyers in reliance on Rule 144A under the United States Securities Act of 1933 (the “U.S. Securities Act”),
and in transactions outside the United States in accordance with Regulation S under the U.S. Securities Act. Please see the sections
entitled “Notice to Investors” and “Plan of Distribution” for additional information about eligible offerees and transfer restrictions.

Price: 101.452% plus accrued interest from the issue date.

Bookrunners
Morgan Stanley UBS Investment Bank ING

Co-Manager
Renaissance Capital

The date of this Offering Memorandum is 23 April 2010.



The Issuer accepts responsibility for the information contained in this Offering Memorandum. To the
best of the Issuer’s knowledge and belief (having taken all reasonable care to ensure that such is the case),
the information contained in this Offering Memorandum is in accordance with the facts and does not omit
anything likely to affect the import of such information.

The contents of the websites of the Issuer and its subsidiaries do not form any part of this Offering
Memorandum.

No person is authorised to give any information or to make any representation in connection with the
offering or sale of the Notes other than as contained in this Offering Memorandum, and, if given or made,
such information or representation must not be relied upon as having been authorised by the Issuer or any
of Morgan Stanley & Co. International plc, UBS Limited, ING Bank N.V., London branch, or Renaissance
Securities (Cyprus) Limited (each a “Manager” and collectively, the “Managers”). This Offering
Memorandum is being furnished by the Issuer solely for the purpose of enabling a prospective investor to
consider the purchase of the Notes.

No representation or warranty, express or implied, is made by any Manager or any of their affiliates or
advisors as to the accuracy or completeness of any information contained in this Offering Memorandum,
and nothing contained in this Offering Memorandum is, or shall be relied upon as, a promise or
representation by any Manager as to the past or the future. Any reproduction or distribution of this
Offering Memorandum, in whole or in part, and any disclosure of its contents or use of any information
herein for any purpose other than considering an investment in the Notes is prohibited, except to the
extent that such information is otherwise publicly available. Neither the delivery of this Offering
Memorandum nor any sale made hereunder shall, under any circumstances, create any implication that
there has been no change in the affairs of the Issuer since the date hereof or that the information
contained herein is correct at any time subsequent to such date. Each prospective investor, by accepting
delivery of this Offering Memorandum, agrees to the foregoing.

This Offering Memorandum does not constitute an offer to sell, or a solicitation by or on behalf of the
Issuer or any Manager to any person to subscribe for or purchase any of the Notes in any jurisdiction
where it is unlawful for such person to make such an offer or solicitation. The distribution of this Offering
Memorandum and the offering or sale of the Notes in certain jurisdictions is restricted by law. Persons into
whose possession this Offering Memorandum may come are required by the Issuer and the Managers to
inform themselves about and to observe such restrictions. No action has been taken by the Issuer or the
Managers that would permit, otherwise than under the Offering, an offer of the Notes, or possession or
distribution of this Offering Memorandum or any other offering material or application form relating to
the Notes in any jurisdiction where action for that purpose is required. This Offering Memorandum may
not be used for, or in connection with, any offer to, or solicitation by, anyone in any jurisdiction or under
any circumstances in which such offer or solicitation is not authorised or is unlawful. Further information
with regard to restrictions on offers and sales of the Notes is set forth under “Plan of Distribution”.

In their capacity as joint book running lead managers to the Issuer in connection with the Offering
and dealer managers in connection with the Exchange Offer, the Managers are acting exclusively for the
Issuer and no one else in connection with the Offering or the Exchange Offer and will not regard any other
person (whether or not a recipient of this document) as a client in relation to the Offering or the Exchange
Offer and will not be responsible to any other person for providing the protection afforded to their clients
or for providing advice in relation to the Offering or the Exchange Offer or any matter referred to in this
document.

In connection with the Offering, Morgan Stanley & Co. International plc (the “Stabilising Manager”)
or any person acting on behalf of the Stabilising Manager may over-allot Notes (provided that the
aggregate principal amount of Notes allotted does not exceed 105% of the aggregate principal amount of
the Notes) or effect transactions with a view to supporting the market price of the Notes at a level higher
than that which might otherwise prevail. However, there is no assurance that the Stabilising Manager (or
any person acting on behalf of the Stabilising Manager) will undertake stabilisation action. Any
stabilisation action may begin on or after the date on which adequate public disclosure of the terms of the
offer of the Notes is made and, if begun, may be ended at any time, but it must end no later than the earlier
of 30 days after the issue date of the Notes and 60 days after the date of the allotment of the Notes.

In connection with the Offering and the Exchange Offer, the Managers and any of their affiliates
acting as an investor for its or their own accounts may subscribe for and/or acquire the Notes and the
Existing Notes and, in that capacity, may retain, purchase, sell, offer to sell or otherwise deal for its or their



own accounts in the Notes and the Existing Notes, any other securities of the Issuer or other related
investments in connection with the Offering, the Exchange Offer or otherwise. Accordingly, references in
this Offering Memorandum to the Notes being offered, subscribed, acquired or otherwise dealt with
should be read as including any offer to, or subscription, acquisition or dealing by, the Managers and any
of its affiliates acting as an investor for its or their own accounts. The Managers do not intend to disclose
the extent of any such investment or transaction otherwise than in accordance with any legal or regulatory
obligation to do so.

In making an investment decision, prospective investors must rely on their own examination of the
Issuer and the terms of this Offering Memorandum, including the risks involved.

The contents of this Offering Memorandum should not be construed as legal, business or tax advice.
Each prospective investor should consult his, her or its own legal adviser, independent financial adviser or
tax adviser for legal, financial or tax advice.

THE SECURITIES OFFERED HEREBY HAVE NOT BEEN REGISTERED WITH, OR
APPROVED OR DISAPPROVED BY, THE UNITED STATES SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION (“SEC”) OR ANY STATE SECURITIES COMMISSION IN THE UNITED STATES
OR ANY OTHER U.S. REGULATORY AUTHORITY. FURTHERMORE, THE FOREGOING
AUTHORITIES HAVE NOT PASSED ON OR ENDORSED THE MERITS OF THIS OFFERING OR
THE ADEQUACY OR ACCURACY OF THIS OFFERING MEMORANDUM. ANY
REPRESENTATION TO THE CONTRARY IS A CRIMINAL OFFENCE IN THE UNITED STATES.

This Offering Memorandum may only be communicated to persons in the United Kingdom in
circumstances where section 21(1) of the FSMA does not apply. The Notes may not be offered or sold to
any person in the United Kingdom, other than to persons whose ordinary activities involve them in
acquiring, holding, managing or disposing of investments (as principal or agent) for the purposes of their
businesses or otherwise in circumstances which have not resulted and will not result in an offer to the
public in the United Kingdom.

Each Manager severally represents, warrants and agrees that it has not and will not, offer or sell the
Notes to the public in Luxembourg, directly or indirectly, and neither this Offering Memorandum nor any
offering circular, prospectus, form of application, advertisement, communication or other material may be
distributed, or otherwise made available in, or from or published in, Luxembourg, except in circumstances
which do not require the publication by the Issuer of a prospectus pursuant to article 5 of the Luxembourg
act dated 10 July 2005 and do not constitute an offer of securities to the public pursuant to the provisions
of the Luxembourg act dated 10 July 2005 relating to prospectuses for securities.

Under Ukrainian law, the Notes are securities of a foreign issuer. The Notes are not eligible for initial
offering and public circulation in Ukraine. Neither the issue of the Notes nor a prospectus in respect of the
Notes has been, or is intended to be, registered with the State Commission for Securities and Stock
Markets of Ukraine. The information provided in this document is not an offer, or an invitation to make
offers, to sell, exchange or otherwise transfer the Notes in Ukraine.

NEITHER THE FACT THAT A REGISTRATION STATEMENT OR AN APPLICATION FOR A
LICENCE HAS BEEN FILED UNDER CHAPTER 421-B OF THE NEW HAMPSHIRE REVISED
STATUTES (“RSA 421-B”) WITH THE STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, NOR THE FACT THAT A
SECURITY IS EFFECTIVELY REGISTERED OR A PERSON IS LICENSED IN THE STATE OF
NEW HAMPSHIRE, CONSTITUTES A FINDING BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE OF NEW
HAMPSHIRE THAT ANY DOCUMENT FILED UNDER RSA 421-B IS TRUE, COMPLETE AND
NOT MISLEADING. NEITHER ANY SUCH FACT, NOR THE FACT THAT AN EXEMPTION OR
EXCEPTION IS AVAILABLE FOR A SECURITY OR A TRANSACTION, MEANS THAT THE
SECRETARY OF STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE HAS PASSED IN ANY WAY UPON THE MERITS
OR QUALIFICATIONS OF OR RECOMMENDED OR GIVEN APPROVAL TO, ANY PERSON,
SECURITY, OR TRANSACTION. IT IS UNLAWFUL TO MAKE, OR CAUSE TO BE MADE, TO
ANY PROSPECTIVE PURCHASER, CUSTOMER, OR CLIENT ANY REPRESENTATION
INCONSISTENT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF THIS PARAGRAPH.

CAUTIONARY NOTE REGARDING FORWARD-LOOKING STATEMENTS

This Offering Memorandum includes “forward-looking statements”, which include all statements
other than statements of historical facts, including, without limitation, any statements preceded by,
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followed by or that include the words “targets”, “believes”, “expects”,
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aims”, “intends”, “will”, “may”,
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“anticipates”, “would”, “could” or similar expressions or the negative thereof. Such forward-looking
statements involve known and unknown risks, uncertainties and other important factors beyond the
Issuer’s control that could cause the actual results, performance or achievements of the Issuer to be
materially different from future results, performance or achievements expressed or implied by such
forward-looking statements. Such forward-looking statements are based on numerous assumptions
regarding the Issuer’s present and future business strategies and the environment in which the Issuer will
operate in the future. Amongst the important factors that could cause the Issuer’s actual results,
performance or achievements to differ materially from those expressed in such forward-looking statements
are included those in “Risk Factors”, “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and
Results of Operations” and elsewhere in this Offering Memorandum. These forward-looking statements
speak only as at the date of this Offering Memorandum. The Issuer expressly disclaims any obligation or
undertaking to disseminate any updates or revisions to any forward-looking statements contained herein to
reflect any change in the Issuer’s expectations with regard thereto or any change in events, conditions or
circumstances on which any such statements are based.

Targets and estimates for increased production are based on MHP’s business plan and relate solely to
targeted or estimated production capacity. Sales levels, revenues and other data cannot be extrapolated
from production capacity numbers as they will be entirely dependent on demand for MHP’s products and
prices in addition to any other factors including taxes, competition and costs of production. Production
capacity increases are completely dependent upon completion of various construction projects which MHP
has assumed can be made at the times contemplated by the business plan and at the budgeted costs and
that no extraordinary events will occur which might delay construction and/or commencement of
production.

AVAILABLE INFORMATION

For so long as any Notes are “restricted securities” within the meaning of Rule 144(a)(3) under the
U.S. Securities Act, the Issuer will, during any period in which it is neither subject to Section 13 or
Section 15(d) of the United States Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “U.S. Exchange
Act”), nor exempt from reporting pursuant to Rule 12g3-2(b) thereunder, provide to any holder or
beneficial owner of such restricted securities or to any prospective purchaser of such restricted securities
designated by such holder or beneficial owner upon the request of such holder, beneficial owner or
prospective purchaser, the information required to be delivered to such persons pursuant to
Rule 144A(d)(4) under the U.S. Securities Act (or any successor provision thereto).

SERVICE OF PROCESS AND ENFORCEMENT OF CIVIL LIABILITIES

The Issuer is incorporated under the laws of Luxembourg. Certain persons referred to herein are
residents of Ukraine, and certain entities referred to herein are organised under the laws of Ukraine,
Cyprus or Luxembourg. Except for Mr. John Grant, a non-executive member of the Issuer’s board of
directors (the “Board of Directors”), who is a resident of the United Kingdom, all or a substantial portion
of the assets of such persons, entities and the Issuer are located outside the United States and the United
Kingdom. As a result, it may not be possible for investors to effect service of process upon such persons in
the United States or the United Kingdom or to enforce against them or the Issuer judgments obtained in
United States courts predicated upon the civil liability provisions of U.S. securities laws.

A judgment obtained against the Issuer in the courts of a member state of the European Union (each
a “Member State”) in any suit, action or proceedings with respect to the Notes would be enforced by the
Luxembourg courts subject to the applicable exequatur procedure of the Council Regulation (EC)
No. 44/2001 of 22 December 2000 on jurisdiction and the recognition and enforcement of judgment in civil
and commercial matters, as amended (the “Council Regulation 44/2001”) and provided the recognition of
the judgment may not be refused on the grounds specified in articles 34 and 35 of the Council
Regulation 44/2001.

A judgment obtained against the Issuer with respect to the Notes in a court other than the court of a
Member State or a contracting state to a multilateral or bilateral treaty with Luxembourg, such as, for
instance, a court of competent jurisdiction in the United States, in any suit, action or proceedings with
respect to the Notes would be enforced by a Luxembourg court subject to compliance with the

iii



enforcement procedures set out in article 678 et seq. of the Luxembourg Nouveau Code de Procédure Civile
being:

* the U.S. Court has applied the substantive law as designated by the Luxembourg conflict of laws
rules;

* the U.S. Court has acted in accordance with its own procedural laws;

e the U.S. Court order or judgment must not have been rendered subsequent to an evasion of
Luxembourg law (“fraude a la loi”);

¢ the U.S. Court awarding the judgment has jurisdiction to adjudicate the respective matter under its
applicable laws, and such jurisdiction is recognised by Luxembourg private international and local
law;

* the judgment is enforceable in the jurisdictions where the decision is rendered;

* the judgment was granted following proceedings where the counterparty had the opportunity to
appear, was granted the necessary time to prepare its case, and if it appeared, could present a
defense; and

* the considerations of the foreign order as well as the judgment do not contravene international
public policy as understood under the laws of Luxembourg or has been given in proceedings of a
criminal nature.

If an original action is brought in Luxembourg, Luxembourg courts may refuse to apply the designated
law if its application contravenes Luxembourg’s international public policy. In an action brought in
Luxembourg on the basis, for instance, of U.S. federal or state securities laws, Luxembourg courts may not
have the requisite power to grant the remedies sought.

In Cyprus, enforcement of judgments that have been given by, and are enforceable by, the courts of a
foreign country with which Cyprus has entered into a bilateral treaty or a convention for reciprocal
enforcement of judgments may be conditional upon obtaining an enforcement order in Cyprus. Judgments
given in an European Union state and enforceable in that state shall be enforceable in Cyprus on
application to the Cypriot court for a declaration of enforceability (Council Regulation 44/2001). If there is
no such bilateral treaty or convention entered between Cyprus and the foreign country and the latter is not
a Member State, the judgment given by the court of the foreign country may only be enforced in Cyprus by
bringing an action in Cyprus with respect to such judgment. However, enforcement in Cyprus could be
refused if the judgment is liable to impeachment for fraud or its enforcement would be contrary to public
policy.

Neither the United States nor Cyprus currently has a bilateral or other treaty with the other providing
for the reciprocal recognition and enforcement of judgments (other than arbitral awards) in civil and
commercial matters. A final and conclusive judgment for the payment of money rendered by any federal or
state court in the United States based on civil liability, whether or not predicated solely upon U.S. federal
securities laws, would not be automatically recognised or enforceable in Cyprus. In order to obtain a
judgment which is enforceable in Cyprus, the party in whose favour a final and conclusive judgment of a
U.S. court has been rendered must file, under principles of Common Law, its claim as a fresh action with a
court of competent jurisdiction of Cyprus to be adjudicated. Under current practice, this party may submit,
to the Cypriot court, under the fresh action, the final judgment rendered by the U.S. court. If and to the
extent that the Cypriot court finds the jurisdiction of the U.S. court to have been based on internationally
acceptable grounds and that legal procedures comparable with Cypriot concepts of due process have been
followed, the Cypriot court will, in principle, grant the same judgment as the judgment of the U.S. court,
unless such judgment would contravene Cypriot principles of public order. Subject to the foregoing and
service of process in accordance with applicable treaties, investors may be able to enforce in Cyprus
judgments in civil and commercial matters obtained from U.S. federal or state courts. However, no
assurance can be given that those judgments will be enforceable. In addition, even if a Cypriot court has
jurisdiction, it is uncertain whether such court will impose civil liability in an original action commenced in
Cyprus and predicated solely upon U.S. federal securities laws.

Judgments rendered by a court in any jurisdiction outside Ukraine will be recognised and/or enforced
by courts in Ukraine only if an international treaty providing for the recognition and enforcement of
judgments in civil cases that was ratified by the Ukrainian Parliament exists between Ukraine and the
relevant country. If there is such a treaty, the Ukrainian courts may nonetheless refuse to recognise and

v



enforce a foreign judgment on the grounds provided in the relevant treaty and in Ukrainian legislation in
effect on the date on which such recognition or enforcement are sought. Furthermore, Ukrainian
legislation may be changed by way of, amongst other things, adding further grounds allowing refusal of
recognition and/or enforcement of foreign judgments in Ukraine. There is no such treaty in effect between
Ukraine, on the one hand, and any of the United States, the United Kingdom or Luxembourg, on the
other.

In the absence of such international treaty providing for the recognition and enforcement of
judgments in civil cases, the Ukrainian courts may only recognise and enforce a foreign court judgment on
the basis of the principle of reciprocity. Ukrainian legislation provides that unless proven otherwise, the
reciprocity is deemed to exist in relations between Ukraine and the country where the judgment was
rendered. However, Ukrainian legislation does not provide for any clear rules on the application of the
principle of reciprocity and there is no official interpretation or court practice of these provisions of
Ukrainian legislation. Accordingly, there can be no assurance that the Ukrainian courts will recognise or
enforce a judgment rendered by the United States, the United Kingdom, or Luxembourg courts on the
basis of the principle of reciprocity. Furthermore, the Ukrainian courts might refuse to recognise or
enforce a foreign court judgment on the basis of the principle of reciprocity on the grounds provided in
Ukrainian legislation in effect on the date on which such recognition or enforcement is sought.

The United States, United Kingdom, Luxembourg, Cyprus and Ukraine are, however, parties to the
United Nations (New York) Convention on the Recognition and Enforcement of Foreign Arbitral Awards
(the “New York Convention”). Arbitral awards in relation to disputes rendered in the United States or
United Kingdom may be enforced in Luxembourg, Cyprus and Ukraine, subject to the terms of the New
York Convention and compliance with the applicable rules of local law. The courts of Cyprus will recognise
as valid any arbitral award and enforce any final, conclusive and enforceable arbitral award obtained by
arbitration in accordance with the relevant arbitration provisions of any agreement provided any such
enforcement is in accordance with the provisions of the New York Convention. Luxembourg and Ukraine
are both parties to the New York Convention and, consequently, an arbitral award from an arbitral tribunal
in the United States or United Kingdom should generally be recognised and enforced in Luxembourg or
Ukraine, as the case may be, on the basis of the rules of the New York Convention subject to the
qualifications set out therein and compliance with applicable Ukrainian or, as the case may be,
Luxembourg legislation (including that all the requirements of the enforcement procedure provided for in
the Luxembourg Nouveau Code de Procédure Civile have been fulfilled and satisfied).



PRESENTATION OF FINANCIAL AND OTHER INFORMATION
Certain Defined Terms in this Offering Memorandum:
The “Issuer” means MHP S.A.;

“JSC MHP” means Open Joint Stock Company “Myronivsky Hliboproduct” or, as the context requires,
its legal predecessors;

“MHP” or the “Group” means the Issuer together with its subsidiaries and the other companies
consolidated in its consolidated IFRS financial statements at the relevant time; and

“Management” means the Board of Directors of the Issuer.

“Agrofort” means CJSC Agrofort; “Myronivka” means CJISC Myronivska Ptahofabryka; “Crimea
Fruit” means CJSC Crimea Fruit Company; “Druzhba” means ALLC Druzhba Narodiv; “Druzhba Nova”
means CJSC Druzhba Narodiv Nova; “Katerynopilsky Elevator” means LLC Katerynopilsky Elevator;
“Kyivska” means LLC Agrofirma Kyivska; “Lypivka” means LLC Zernoproduct-Lypivka; “MFC” means
OJSC Myronivsky Plant for Manufacturing of Feeds and Groats (also known as OJSC Myronivsky Plant
for Manufacturing of Feeds and Cereals or JSC Myronivskiy Zavod po Vygotovlennyu Krup i
Kombikormiv); “MMPP” means Myronivsky Meat Processing Plant “LEHKO”; “Oril Leader” means
CJSC with foreign investments Oril-Leader; “Peremoga” means SE Peremoga Nova; “RHL” means Raftan
Holding Limited; “Shahtarska” means SE Ptahofabryka Shahtarska Nova; “Snyatynska” means LLC
Ptahofabryka Snyatynska Nova; “Starynska” means ALLC Starynska Ptahofabryka; “TKZ” means LLC
Tavriysky Kombikormovy Zavod; “Ukrainian Bacon” means CJSC Ukrainian Bacon, “Urozhay” means
CISC Scientific-Production Firm Urozhay; “Zavod ZBV” means LLC Cherkasky Zavod ZBYV;
“Zernoproduct” means CJSC Zernoproduct MHP; and “ZZG” means LLC Zolotoniske
Zvirogospodarstvo.

All references to “U.S.” and “United States” are to the United States of America, all references to
“U.K.” and “United Kingdom” are to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and all
references to the “EU” are to the European Union and its member states as of the date of this Offering
Memorandum. All references to the “CIS” are to the following countries that formerly comprised the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and that are now members of the Commonwealth of Independent
States: Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikistan,
Ukraine and Uzbekistan.

All references to “UAH” and “hryvnia” are to the currency of Ukraine, all references to “€”, “EUR”
and “Euro” are to the currency of the participating Member States in the third stage of the Economic and
Monetary Union of the Treaty Establishing the European Community, and all references to “U.S.$”, “U.S.
dollar” and “dollar” are to the currency of the United States of America.

Presentation of Financial Information

The audited consolidated financial statements of MHP as at and for the years ended 31 December
2007, 2008 and 2009 (together, the “Audited Consolidated Financial Statements”) included in this
Offering Memorandum have been prepared in accordance with International Financial Reporting
Standards as adopted by the European Union (“IFRS”). MHP’s Audited Consolidated Financial
Statements are presented in U.S. dollars, which differs from the functional currency of the Group, which is
Ukrainian hryvnia. Accordingly, there can be significant variances due to currency fluctuations when
comparing periods, especially when there is a material change in the exchange rate of the U.S. dollar to the
hryvnia. Due to the significant change in the U.S. dollar/hryvnia exchange rate during the financial years
2007, 2008 and 2009, this Offering Memorandum presents certain results for these periods in both U.S.
dollars and hryvnia. The hryvnia amounts have been derived from the following sources: (a) certain
numbers are derived from MHP’s IFRS consolidation accounting system, presented in hryvnia, which are
translated into the numbers appearing in the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements pursuant to
IAS 21, (b) certain numbers not derived from MHP’s IFRS consolidation accounting system are derived
from the underlying accounting records of MHP and (c) all other information (other than numbers derived
from MHP’s IFRS consolidation accounting system or the underlying accounting records of MHP) has
been translated into U.S. dollars at a conversion rate of UAH 7.93 to U.S.$1.00, which was the rate
published by the National Bank of Ukraine (“NBU”) on 31 March 2010. Such hryvnia amounts have not
been derived from audited financial statements. No representation is made that the hryvnia or dollar
amounts referred to herein could have been or could be converted into hryvnia or dollars, as the case may
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be, at these rates, at any other particular rate or at all. See “Exchange Rate Information”. For a discussion
of MHP’s functional currency and its presentation currency, see “Management’s Discussion and Analysis
of Financial Condition and Results of Operations—Functional and Presentation Currency.” This
translation methodology gives rise to a different result than if the income and expenses statements had
been translated at a single current exchange rate, as in a convenience translation.

As a result of the methodology described above percentages relating to U.S. dollar numbers are not
necessarily the same as the percentages relating to the equivalent hryvnia numbers included in this
Offering Memorandum.

The percentages related to financial indicators and changes therein included in this Offering
Memorandum are derived from U.S. dollar amounts, as MHP’s financial statements are presented in
U.S. dollars, whilst as the discussion in the “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition
and Results of Operations” is primarily based on hryvnia amounts and presents U.S. dollar amounts in
certain cases, the percentages included herein are generally presented based on both hryvnia and
U.S. dollar amounts.

The Issuer has included certain measures in this Offering Memorandum that are not measures of
performance under IFRS, including EBITDA from continuing operations and adjusted EBITDA from
continuing operations (“Adjusted EBITDA”) both at a consolidated and at a segment level.

The Issuer defines EBITDA from continuing operations as profit or loss for the year from continuing
operations before net finance costs, income taxes, depreciation and amortisation. Adjusted EBITDA from
continuing operations is derived by adjusting EBITDA from continuing operations for foreign exchange
gains and losses, loss on impairment of property, plant and equipment, gain realised from acquisitions and
changes in minority interest in subsidiaries, other expenses and other income. The Issuer has made these
adjustments to EBITDA from continuing operations as Management believes that these line items are not
operational in nature and do not reflect the true nature of the business on a continuing basis and/or these
line items are either non-recurring or unusual in nature. The Issuer has made these adjustments to present
a clearer view of the performance of its underlying business operations and generate a metric that
Management believes will give greater comparability over time. Management uses Adjusted EBITDA from
continuing operations in MHP’s business operations to, amongst other things, assess MHP’s operating
performance and make decisions about allocating resources. Management believes this measure is
frequently used by securities analysts, investors and other interested parties in evaluating similar issuers,
most of which present similar measures when reporting their results.

EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations do not
represent operating income or net cash provided by operating activities as those items are defined by IFRS
and should not be considered by prospective investors to be an alternative to operating income or cash
flow from operations or indicative of whether cash flows will be sufficient to fund our future cash
requirements. EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations
are not measures of profitability because, in the case of EBITDA from continuing operations, it does not
include costs and expenses for depreciation and amortisation, net finance costs and income taxes and, in
the case of Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations, it does not include foreign exchange gains and
losses (net), other expenses and other income, gain realised from acquisitions and changes in minority
interest in subsidiaries (net) and loss on impairment of property, plant and equipment. Also, because
EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations are not
calculated in the same manner by all companies, they may not be comparable to other similarly titled
measures used by other companies.

The financial information included in this Offering Memorandum is not intended to comply with SEC
reporting requirements. Compliance with such requirements would require modification or exclusion of
certain financial measures, including EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA from
continuing operations.

All figures included in this Offering Memorandum and set out in the “Management’s Discussion and
Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations” section are discussed on the basis of
continuing operations, save where expressly stated otherwise. References to “operating profit before
impairment” are to the line item in the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements “operating profit
before loss on impairment of property, plant and equipment”.
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Market and Industry Data

MHP operates in an industry in which it is difficult to obtain precise industry and market information.
The Issuer has obtained certain market data used in this Offering Memorandum, including, without
limitation, information under the captions “Overview”, “Industry Overview” and “Business” from a
market research report issued on 7 April 2010 (the “GfK Report”), prepared by GfK-USM (“GfK”), an
independent market research company, and commissioned by MHP. In addition, certain data under the
captions “Overview” and “Business” is based on brand awareness research undertaken by GfK in February
2010. Management believes that the GfK Report and the results of GfK’s brand awareness research are
reliable.

Certain information in this Offering Memorandum, including, without limitation, information under
the captions “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations”
and “Industry Overview” has been derived from publicly available information, including industry
publications and official data published by certain government and international agencies, including the
State Committee on Statistics of Ukraine (“SCSU”), the Ministry of Agrarian Policy of Ukraine
(““Agrarian Ministry”), the Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute (“FAPRI”), the Meat Union of
Russia (“MUR”), the Russian Poultry Union (“Rosptakhsoiuz”), the Institute of Nutrition of the Russian
Academy of Medical Sciences (“INRAMS”), Euromonitor, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (“OECD”), Communication and Information Resource Centre Administration of the
European Commission (“CIRCA”), the Foreign Agricultural Service, the United States Department of
Agriculture (“FAS USDA”), the United Nations Food and Agricultural Organisation, the British Bankers’
Association and the European Banking Federation. The Issuer has relied on the accuracy of such
information without carrying out an independent verification thereof. See “Risk Factors—Risks Relating
to Ukraine—Official economic data and third party information may not be reliable”.

Where information in this Offering Memorandum has been sourced from a third party, this
information has been accurately reproduced and, so far as the Issuer is aware and is able to ascertain from
information published by such third party, no facts have been omitted which would render the reproduced
information inaccurate or misleading. Such information, data and statistics may be approximations or
estimates or use rounded numbers.

In this Offering Memorandum, references to weight of chicken products are, unless otherwise stated,
to the adjusted weight. References to “adjusted weight” of chicken products are to the weight of chicken
products adjusted to reflect the difference in price between the chicken meat price and the price of various
chicken by-products. References to “agricultural year” are to a year lasting from July to June in the
following year in the case of wheat, and a year lasting from October to September in the following year in
the case of coarse grains. References to “market share” are, unless otherwise stated, to market share by
production volume.

Certain figures included in this Offering Memorandum have been subject to rounding adjustments.
Accordingly, figures shown for the same category presented in different tables may vary slightly and figures
shown as totals in certain tables may not be an arithmetic aggregation of the figures which precede them.
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OVERVIEW

This overview must be read as an introduction to this Offering Memorandum and any decision to invest in
the Notes should be based on consideration of this Offering Memorandum as a whole. Following the
implementation of the relevant provisions of the Prospectus Directive in each member state of the European
Economic Area, no civil liability will attach to responsible persons in any such Member State in respect of this
overview, including any translation thereof, unless it is misleading, inaccurate or inconsistent when read together
with other parts of this Offering Memorandum. Where a claim relating to the information contained in this
Offering Memorandum is brought before a court in a member state of the European Economic Area, the
plaintiff may, under the national legislation of the member state where the claim is brought, be required to bear
the costs of translating this Offering Memorandum before the legal proceedings are initiated.

Overview

MHP is one of the leading agro-industrial companies in Ukraine, focusing on the production of
chicken meat and, to an increasing extent, the cultivation of various grains. MHP is the leading poultry
company in Ukraine, accounting for approximately 43% of all chicken meat industrially produced in
Ukraine in 2009, according to SCSU. MHP also has an important and expanding grain operation with what
Management believes to be one of the largest agricultural land portfolios in Ukraine. In aggregate, MHP
leases approximately 180,000 hectares of land for its operations, of which approximately 150,000 hectares
are used in the grain growing segment for grain production, approximately 27,000 hectares are used in the
other agricultural segment primarily for fruit orchards, as pasture for cattle and pigs and to grow grain for
fodder for cattle and pigs, and approximately 3,000 hectares are used by the poultry and related operations
segment. In addition, MHP produces and sells sunflower oil as a by-product of its fodder production, as
well as sausages, cooked meats, convenience food products, goose meat, foie gras, beef and fruit.

In 2009, MHP had revenues of UAH 5,552.2 million (U.S.$711.0 million) and profit from continuing
operations of UAH 1,245.1 million (U.S.$160.0 million). Chicken meat and grain sales accounted for
approximately 62% and 6%, respectively, of MHP’s revenues in 2009. Although sunflower oil is a
by-product, its sales are significant and account for approximately 14% of MHP’s revenues in 2009. MHP
has grown significantly in recent years. As at 31 December 2009, MHP’s total assets were
UAH 9,086.2 million (U.S.$1,137.9 million) as compared to assets of UAH 7,119.4 million
(U.S.$924.6 million) as at 31 December 2008.

MHP’s facilities are amongst the most technologically advanced in Ukraine:

* Chicken production and distribution facilities. MHP operates vertically integrated chicken
production facilities comprising four chicken farms, which produced approximately 285,000 tonnes
of chicken meat in 2009 as compared to approximately 225,000 tonnes in 2008. The chicken farms
are serviced by two breeder farms (at which hatching eggs are produced), three fodder mills,
11 distribution centres and three sales operations. Management believes this vertical integration
allows MHP to reduce production and transportation costs, better coordinate and control various
stages of production, reduce delivery times for its end products and improve the overall quality of
its products. In addition, each of MHP’s chickens is hatched, grownout and processed within the
same chicken farm, providing a significant biosecurity advantage over other industrial producers
which acquire chicks or chickens from third parties for growout and processing. In line with industry
practice, MHP acquires its breeder flocks from a specialist producer in Germany.

In 2004, MHP commenced the construction of the Myronivka chicken farm in the Cherkasy region.
MHP completed the first phase of the Myronivka project in October 2007, resulting in an annual
production capacity of 100,000 tonnes of chicken meat at that farm. After the completion of the
second phase of the Myronivka project in June 2009, the Myronivka chicken farm became fully
operational with an annual production capacity of approximately 200,000 tonnes of chicken meat at
that farm. The completion of the Myronivka project has significantly expanded MHP’s production
capacity in chicken meat, and during 2009 MHP increased its monthly chicken meat production and
sales volume by almost 47%, compared to 2008. Management believes that the Myronivka chicken
farm is currently the largest chicken meat production facility by volume in Ukraine and one of the
largest chicken meat production facilities in Europe. MHP’s annual production capacity of chicken
meat is now 330,000 tonnes.




In addition to its three other chicken farms in Ukraine, MHP also produces convenience food
products at its MMPP facility, which is one of the largest and most technologically advanced
convenience food facilities in Ukraine.

MHP continues to seek expansion opportunities and is considering the construction of another
chicken farm in the Vinnytsya region. If MHP decides to proceed, construction of the first two
phases is expected to commence in late 2010 with the first phase beginning production in 2013 and
both phases becoming fully operational in 2015 respectively. The third and fourth construction
phases are optional, and the decision to continue the construction would depend on demand and
pricing. If all four phases are completed, this new project is expected to be approximately twice as
big as the Myronivka chicken farm, with each phase having an annual production capacity of
100,000 tonnes of chicken meat. As a result of its expansion programme, MHP expects to achieve
further economies of scale, decrease its per unit operating costs and acquire greater market share in
Ukraine. MHP is also considering the possibility, in the longer term, of exporting to various EU
countries should it receive the relevant permits to do so.

* Grain growing facilities. MHP currently leases approximately 150,000 hectares of land at its five
principal grain growing facilities where it cultivates corn and sunflowers in support of its chicken
operations and, to an increasing extent, other grains such as wheat and rape for sale to third parties.
In 2009, MHP produced approximately 960,480 tonnes of grain with yields per hectare significantly
higher than Ukraine’s average. Since the harvest of 2008, MHP has been self-sufficient in corn,
which is its main fodder ingredient. MHP intends to expand its grain growing capacities in the
medium to long term up to a total of 300,000 hectares through acquisitions of rights to additional
land plots in Ukraine, concentrating on fertile “black soil” areas in proximity to its existing facilities.

* Other agricultural facilities. MHP operates facilities for the production of sausages, cooked meats,
goose meat, beef, foie gras and fruit. These facilities utilise approximately 27,000 hectares of leased
land. This land is used by MHP to farm pigs and cattle and to grow various fodder crops, including
corn, wheat and barley. The recent acquisition of the Ukrainian Bacon facility in July 2008 enabled
MHP to meet the increased demand in Ukraine for sausages and cooked meat products leading to
the increase in volumes of such products sold by 59% as compared to 2008. Based on research
conducted by GfK, MHP is the leader in a highly fragmented meat-processing market in Ukraine,
accounting for approximately 10% of all sausages and cooked meats produced in Ukraine in 20009.

MHP distributes its chicken products through its own branded franchise points of sale and on a
wholesale basis directly to retailers, including supermarkets and hypermarkets, foodservice businesses and
industrial producers. In 2009, MHP sold approximately 40% of its chicken and other meats through
“Nasha Ryaba” branded franchise outlets, 40% to supermarkets and other retail chains and 20% to other
retailers, including traditional independent shops and convenience stores. MHP currently exports its
frozen chicken and convenience food products to the CIS, primarily Kazakhstan and Georgia, which
together accounted for approximately 4% of its 2009 volumes of poultry and related products sold. MHP
sells most of its chicken products under the “Nasha Ryaba” brand. MHP also sells convenience food
products under the “Lehko!” and “Toropyshky” brands, premium beef under the “Certified Angus” brand,
foie gras under the “Foie Gras” brand and sausages and cooked meat products under the “STOV Druzhba
Narodiv”, “Baschinsky” and “Europroduct” brands. MHP’s other meat products are sold principally to
retailers and supermarkets. MHP sells all of the rapeseed it produces and approximately 50% of the wheat
it produces to Ukraine-based traders for export using forward-starting contracts denominated in U.S.
dollars, with the remaining portion of wheat sold through the spot markets in Ukraine and insignificant
amounts used for fodder production.




Competitive Strengths
Management believes that MHP benefits from the following competitive strengths:
* Leading market position in a large and growing market for poultry products
* Strong brands
e Vertically integrated operations which reduce costs and enhance quality control
* Expanding grain operations allow MHP to benefit from increases in grain prices
* Diversified sales structure
e Developed distribution and sales network
* High biosecurity standards
* Modern technology
* Focus on consumer-driven innovation

e Experienced management team and industry expertise

Strategy

MHP’s overall objective is to maintain and expand its position as one of the leading agro-industrial
companies in Ukraine, while strengthening its position as the leading Ukrainian poultry production
company and developing its grain cultivation operations. Key elements of its strategy include:

* Expanding chicken production capacity

e Expanding capacity for grain production

* Strengthening vertical integration

* Continuing to develop MHP’s distribution network and customer base

* Continuing agro-industrial diversification

Risk Factors

An investment in the Notes is subject to risks relating to MHP’s business and industry, economic,
political and social risks associated with Ukraine and risks arising from the nature of Notes and the
markets on which they are expected to be traded, including the risks associated with the following matters:

* As MHP’s principal activity involves producing chicken products, its business and financial results are
very dependent on demand and price levels for chicken products in Ukraine

e Fluctuations in prices of grains and related products may materially affect MHP’s results of operations
e State support from which MHP currently benefits is significant and could be discontinued

* As a producer of agricultural products MHP currently benefits from tax exemptions which could be
discontinued

* MHP is exposed to currency exchange rate risk

* MHP must observe certain financial and other restrictive covenants under the terms of its indebtedness,
and any failure to comply with such covenants could put MHP into default

* MHP has been and will continue to be controlled by a majority shareholder and depends on his services
as Chief Executive Officer

* MHP’s accounting and reporting systems, accounting personnel and its internal controls and procedures
do not have a long history of preparing IFRS financial statements

e Failure of IT systems could materially affect MHP’s business




* Competition in the meat industry could adversely affect MHP’s business
e Poor growing conditions may adversely affect MHP’s grain production
e Insufficient access to quality seeds may adversely affect MHP’s grain production

* An increase in MHP’s production costs, including energy and labour costs, could materially and
adversely affect its profitability

e [f MHP needs to raise additional capital or refinance its debt, its business could be harmed if it were
unable to do so on acceptable terms

e Failure to generate or raise sufficient capital may hamper MHP’s development strategy

* Qutbreaks of bird flu and other livestock diseases could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s
business

* Any interruption to supplies of breeding flocks could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business

e If MHP’s products become contaminated, it may be subject to product liability claims and product
recalls

* Seasonality in the demand for chicken products affects the market price for chicken products and
MHP’s sales and earnings

* MHP is dependent on qualified personnel

* Any failure to protect its brand names and other intellectual property could adversely affect MHP’s
business

e Increased costs for or disruptions in the supply of gas and fuel could adversely affect MHP’s business
and financial results

* MHP may be unable to identify suitable franchising opportunities or successfully manage its franchisee
network

* MHP’s reliance on independent retailers could adversely affect its business, results of operations,
financial condition and prospects

* MHP could be subject to liabilities if it is determined that past actions violated Ukrainian corporate laws
or regulations

* MHP may be subject to penalties imposed by the Antimonopoly Committee of Ukraine
* MHP’s operations may be limited by antitrust regulations

* MHP may be subject to claims and liabilities under environmental, health, safety, sanitary, veterinary
and other laws and regulations which could be significant

* MHP’s current working practices could be affected by new legislation on animal protection

* MHP’s business could be adversely affected if it fails to obtain, maintain or renew necessary licences and
permits or fails to comply with the terms of its licences and permits and/or relevant legislation

* MHP’s business could be adversely affected if detrimental price controls are introduced for MHP’s key
products

* MHP’s insurance coverage may be inadequate

* MHP’s intragroup transactions and other related party transactions are subject to Ukrainian transfer
pricing regulations

* MHP may be limited in its ability to obtain full ownership rights to land

* MHP has multiple leases, its rights to its land plots may be challenged, and MHP may not be able to
renew its lease agreements




e The payments under MHP’s land lease agreements may increase
* MHP is exposed to operational risks
e The Issuer may become tax resident in a jurisdiction other than Luxembourg

* Changes in the application or interpretation of the Cypriot tax system or in the double tax treaty between
Ukraine and Cyprus or a Cypriot subsidiary of the Issuer becoming tax resident in a jurisdiction other
than Cyprus

* The Issuer is a holding company and is therefore financially dependent on receiving distributions from its
subsidiaries

* Risks relating to Ukraine

* Risks relating to the Notes and the Trading Market

Use of Proceeds from the Offering

The net proceeds to MHP of the Offering of the New Notes will be approximately U.S.$329.4 million.
The Issuer intends to use the net proceeds from the Offering of the New Notes to repay an estimated
aggregate U.S.$100 million of short-term loan facilities provided by certain Ukrainian banks with the
balance of such proceeds being used for general corporate purposes and to finance the expansion and
diversification of the Issuer’s poultry and grain businesses, principally through the construction of the
Vinnytsya chicken farm and land acquisitions (including acquisitions of companies holding land) to
increase MHP’s aggregate land holdings up to 300,000 hectares. U.S.$90 million of this amount will be
held in cash or cash equivalents but is expected to be used in due course for capital expenditure.

The Exchange Offer

On 12 April 2010, the Issuer launched the Exchange Offer, accompanied by a consent solicitation,
with respect to the Existing Notes. MHP will not receive any new proceeds from the Exchange Notes that
are being issued in the Exchange Offer.

Recent Trends and Developments

In the first quarter of 2010, MHP’s production volumes following the start of production at the second
phase of the Myronivka chicken farm were approximately 50% higher than in the three months ended
31 March 2009 due to such capacity being fully operational, and as consumer demand remains high the
Group continues to sell close to 100% of the chicken meat it produces. MHP is finalising construction of
additional chicken barns at the Starynska breeding farm to further benefit from its vertical integration.

On an average adjusted weight basis, the price for chicken meat for the three months ended 31 March
2010 remained broadly the same as in the three months ended 31 March 2009 and in the three months
ended 31 December 2009. The market price for chicken meat has remained stable nothwithstanding the
higher production costs faced by most poultry producers competing with MHP, particularly due to the high
price of corn, which presently prevails, as compared to the three months ended 31 March 20009.
Management believes present indications are that prices for chicken meat are trending upwards.

MHP’s production costs for the three months ended 31 March 2010 increased as compared with the
three months ended 31 March 2009. This increase was mainly attributable to an increase in corn prices to
UAH 917 per tonne in the fourth quarter of 2009 compared to UAH 437 per tonne in the fourth quarter of
2008. These prices were used in the calculation of the fair value of corn for accounting purposes and
formed the basis of the carrying value of such corn which remained in inventory as of 31 December 2009
and 2008. As a result, fodder related production costs were based on such carrying values when inventory
was used in fodder production in the first quarter of 2010 resulting in significantly higher costs in the first
quarter of 2010 compared to the first quarter of 2009. This increase in production costs resulted in a
decrease in the adjusted EBITDA margin for MHP’s poultry and related operations segment as compared
to 2009.

Winter sown crops are progressing well and the 2010 spring sowing campaign is underway with all the
required seeds and fertilizers already purchased. The current higher grain prices should benefit MHP’s
grain growing segment if they remain at such levels when forward sales are negotiated and/or actual sales
to third parties are made.




MHP has increased production and sales of processed meat products and convenience food during the
three months ended 31 March 2010. Given that most of Ukrainian Bacon’s products are sold to the mass
market, in which consumer demand continues to grow, MHP continues to increase the quantity of sausages
and cooked meat it produces.

Consistent with its land bank expansion strategy, in April 2010, MHP acquired two companies for
approximately U.S.$2 million, with rights over approximately 4,500 hectares in the Cherkasy region.

As discussed in “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of
Operations—Functional and Presentation Currency”, MHP’s functional currency is UAH and its
presentation currency is U.S. dollars and, as a result, its figures, when viewed in U.S. dollars, are subject to
the exchange rate between the hryvnia and U.S. dollar. In addition, MHP’s underlying financial results in
hryvnia are impacted by exchange rates as various sales and purchases are denominated in U.S. dollars and
Euros and/or correlated to world prices expressed in U.S. dollars. In the first three months ended
31 March 2010, the hryvnia/U.S. dollar exchange rate has remained stable and consistent with the exchange
rate prevailing at 31 December 2009 and the Euro has slightly weakened against the hryvnia. See
“Exchange Rate Information”.




Summary Corporate Structure and Financing Arrangements

The following diagram summarises the corporate structure and financing arrangements of the Issuer
and its subsidiaries immediately after the Offering and the Exchange Offer (assuming all Existing Notes
are exchanged) and the application of proceeds of the Offering as described in “Use of Proceeds”. For
more information regarding the existing indebtedness of such subsidiaries, see “Description of Other

Indebtedness”.
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(1) First-ranking assignments of the Proceeds Loans will be in effect in favour of holders of the Notes. The interests created by
these assignments will be shared with the holders of any Remaining Existing Notes.

(2) As of 31 December 2009, on a pro forma basis after giving effect to the Offering and the proposed repayment of
UAH 798.5 million (U.S.$100 million) of bank borrowings, the Guarantors would have had U.S.$95.8 million of Indebtedness
(other than the Guarantees), U.S.$10.0 million of which is secured and would be effectively senior to the Guarantees. See
“Description of Other Indebtedness”.

(3) As of 31 December 2009, on a pro forma basis after giving effect to the Offering and the proposed repayment of
UAH 798.5 million (U.S.$100 million) of loan facilities, the Other Restricted Subsidiaries would not have had any bank
borrowings. See “Description of Other Indebtedness”.




OVERVIEW OF THE OFFERING

The overview below describes the principal terms of the indenture governing the Notes (the “Indenture”).
Certain terms and conditions described below are subject to important limitations and exceptions. The
“Description of Notes” section in this Offering Memorandum contains a more detailed description of the terms
and conditions of the Notes, including the definitions of certain capitalised terms used but not defined in this
summary

Issuer MHP S.A.

New Notes U.S.$330,000,000 aggregate principal amount of 10.25% Senior
Notes due 2015.

Exchange Notes Up to U.S.$266 million aggregate principal amount of 10.25%
Senior Notes due 2015.

Additional Notes The Issuer may issue Additional Notes from time to time after
this Offering and the Exchange Offer. The Additional Notes will
rank pari passu with the Notes and will have the same payment
terms as the Notes.

Guarantees The Notes will be jointly and severally guaranteed on a senior
basis by JSC MHP, Peremoga, Druzhba Nova, Oril Leader,
MFC, Zernoproduct, Druzhba, Myronivka, Katerynopilsky
Elevator, Starynska and Shahtarska. The Guarantors collectively
generated approximately 98% of MHP’s consolidated revenue
for the year ended 31 December 2009, and collectively held
approximately 91% of MHP’s consolidated total assets as of
31 December 20009.

The Guarantees are subject to release in certain circumstances
described herein.

The Guarantees will constitute suretyships under Ukrainian law
and will be governed by a separate suretyship agreement (the
“Suretyship Agreement”). Payment of amounts due under the
Guarantees will require compliance with certain Ukrainian

currency control regulations. See “—Risk Factors—Risks
relating to Ukraine—The Guarantees will constitute suretyships
under Ukrainian law and could be challenged” and “—Risk

Factors—Risks relating to Ukraine—Ukrainian currency control
regulations may impact the Guarantors’ ability to make
payments under the Guarantors’ Proceeds Loans and under the
Guarantees” in “Risk Factors—Risks Relating to the Notes and
the Trading Market”.

Additional Guarantees The Issuer may from time to time designate a Restricted
Subsidiary as an additional guarantor of the Notes (an
“Additional Guarantor”) by causing it to execute and deliver to
the Trustee a supplemental Suretyship Agreement (and on
opinion of counsel addressed to the Trustee as to the
enforceability of its Guarantee), pursuant to which such
Restricted Subsidiary will become a Guarantor. MHP will be
required to designate as an Additional Guarantor any Restricted
Subsidiary whose assets, at the end of any fiscal quarter,
determined on an unconsolidated basis in accordance with
GAAP account for more than 10% of MHP’s total assets
determined on a consolidated basis in accordance with GAAP.




Proceeds Loans

Ranking of the Notes and the
Guarantee

Pursuant to proceeds loan agreements to be entered into on the
Issue Date (the “New Proceeds Loans”), the Issuer will on-lend
the gross proceeds from the issue and sale of the New Notes and
certain other amounts equaling the amount by which the
aggregate principal amount of the Exchange Notes exceeds the
aggregate principal amount of the Existing Notes exchanged
(the “Exchange Premium Amount”) to Eledem and Eledem will
on-lend such amount to the Guarantors, as co-obligors. Pursuant
to amendments to the proceeds loans relating to the Existing
Notes (the “Amended Existing Proceeds Loans” and, together
with the New Proceeds Loans, the “Proceeds Loans”), the terms
of the existing proceeds loans will be amended to the extent
necessary to conform to the payment terms of the Exchange
Notes. The Guarantors that are party to the Proceeds Loans, as
co-obligors, will be jointly and severally liable for the payment of
all amounts due to Eledem under their Proceeds Loans. Interest
on the Proceeds Loans will have a maximum interest rate of
11%, the maximum amount currently permitted by the NBU.
Regularly accruing interest on the Proceeds Loans will be
payable semi-annually not less than two business days and not
more than five business days before each interest payment date
in respect of the Notes. The Proceeds Loans will be senior
obligations that will rank pari passu in right of payment to all
existing and future unsecured Indebtedness of Eledem and each
of the Guarantors, respectively. The Guarantors’ payments
under the Proceeds Loan with Eledem may be subject to
Ukrainian withholding tax under certain circumstances and may
be restricted or limited by certain Ukrainian laws and
regulations. See “Risk Factors—Risks Relating to the Notes and
the Trading Market”.

The New Notes and the Exchange Notes will be issued under the
same indenture, will have identical terms, rank pari passu and be
fully fungible. The Notes will be senior obligations that will rank
(a) pari passu in right of payment to all existing and future senior
unsecured Indebtedness of the Issuer (including any Remaining
Existing Notes), (b) senior in right of payment to all existing and
future Indebtedness of the Issuer that is expressly subordinated
to the Notes, (c) effectively subordinated to all existing and
future secured Indebtedness of the Issuer and the Guarantors to
the extent of the assets securing such Indebtedness, and
(d) structurally subordinated to all existing and future
indebtedness of Subsidiaries of the Issuer that are not
Guarantors or Additional Guarantors.

Each Guarantee will rank pari passu in right of payment to all
existing and future senior unsecured indebtedness of that
Guarantor (including its guarantees of any Remaining Existing
Notes).




Security

Maturity Date

Interest

Interest Payment Dates

Optional Redemption

As of 31 December 2009, on a pro forma basis after giving effect
to the Offering and the proposed repayment of
UAH 798.5 million (U.S.$100.0 million) of short-term loan
facilities provided by certain Ukrainian Banks, (i) the Issuer
would have had no Indebtedness other than the Notes, (ii) the
Guarantors would have had approximately U.S.$85.8 million of
unsecured Indebtedness (other than the Guarantees), all of
which would have consisted of bank borrowings that would rank
pari passu with the Notes, (iii) the Guarantors would have had
approximately U.S.$10.0 million of bank borrowings that were
secured and would effectively rank senior to the Guarantees and
(iv) Subsidiaries that are not Guarantors would not have had any
bank borrowings. In addition, at 31 December 2009, there was
approximately U.S.$69.0 million of capital leases and
U.S.$6.3 million of vendor financing that would effectively rank
senior to the Notes and Guarantees.

The Issuer is a holding company with no revenue-generating
operations of its own. In order to make payments on the Notes
or to meet other obligations, the Issuer will be dependent on
receiving payments from its subsidiaries, including under the
Proceeds Loans.

The Notes will be secured by a first-ranking assignment of the
Issuer’s and Eledem’s rights under (i) their respective New
Proceeds Loans and, (ii) provided that, in connection with the
Exchange Offer, consents from a majority in the aggregate
principal amount of the Existing Notes (“Majority Consents”)
are received to certain amendments to the indenture under
which the Existing Notes are issued (the “Existing Indenture”)
and related security documentation (the “Proposed
Amendments”), their respective Amended Existing Proceeds
Loans. The Remaining Existing Notes also will have a first
ranking assignment of such Proceeds Loans. In the event that
such Majority Consents are not received, the Notes will not have
a security interest in the Amended Existing Proceeds Loans until
all obligations in respect of the Existing Notes are discharged in
full.

The Notes will mature on 29 April 2015.

The Notes will accrue interest at a rate equal to 10.25% per
annum.

Interest on the Notes will be payable semi-annually in arrears on
29 April and 29 October, commencing 29 October 2010, to
holders of record on the immediately preceding 14 April and
14 October, respectively.

At any time prior to 29 April 2013, the Issuer may on any one or
more occasions redeem up to 35% of the aggregate principal
amount of Notes issued under the Indenture at a redemption
price of 110.25% (principal amount plus coupon) of the
principal amount, plus accrued and unpaid interest to the
redemption date, with the net cash proceeds of one or more
Equity Offerings; provided that:

(1) atleast 65% of the aggregate principal amount of the Notes
(excluding Notes held by the Issuer and its Affiliates)
remains outstanding immediately after the occurrence of
such redemption; and
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Redemption for Changes in
Withholding Taxes

Change of Control

Asset Sales

Certain Covenants

(2) the redemption occurs within 90 days of the date of the
closing of such Equity Offering.

At any time prior to the maturity date of the Notes, upon not
less than 30 nor more than 60 days’ notice, the Issuer may
redeem some of the Notes in whole at any time or in part from
time to time, at a redemption price equal to 100% of principal
amount thereof plus a make-whole premium as of, and accrued
and unpaid interest up to, the redemption date. For a
description of how to calculate the make-whole premium, see
“Description of Notes—Redemption—Optional Redemption”.

The Issuer may, at its option, redeem all (but not less than all) of
the Notes then outstanding at 100% of the principal amount
thereof, plus accrued and unpaid interest and Additional
Amounts, if any, if the Issuer becomes subject to payment of any
Additional Amounts as a result of a change in law. See
“Description of Notes—Redemption—Optional Redemption—
Tax Redemption”.

Upon certain change of control events, the Issuer must offer to
repurchase all or part of the Notes at 101% of the principal
amount of Notes repurchased plus accrued and unpaid interest.
See “Description of Notes—Repurchase at the Option of
Holders—Change of Control”.

In certain circumstances, the Issuer must offer to repurchase the
Notes at a purchase price of 100% of the principal amount of
Notes repurchased plus accrued and unpaid interest and
Additional Amounts, if any, following the sale of, and with the
proceeds from, certain assets. See “Description of Notes—
Repurchase at the Option of Holders—Asset Sales”.

The Indenture will contain certain covenants that, amongst
other things, limit the ability of the Issuer and certain of its
subsidiaries to:

e incur additional indebtedness or issue preference shares;
* make certain restricted payments and investments;
 transfer or sell assets;

e create or incur certain liens;

e enter into sale and leaseback transactions;

e issue or sell shares of the Issuer’s restricted subsidiaries;

e create restrictions on the ability of the Issuer’s restricted
subsidiaries to pay dividends or make other payments to the
Issuer;

* merge, consolidate, amalgamate or combine with other
entities;

* issue guarantees of indebtedness by the Issuer’s restricted
subsidiaries;

e enter into transactions with affiliates;

* designate restricted subsidiaries as unrestricted subsidiaries;
and

* enter in any business other than a permitted business.
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Transfer Restrictions

Listing

Governing Law

Amendment and Modification

Ratings

Trustee

Security Trustee

London Paying Agent
Paying Agent
Transfer Agent
Registrar

CUSIPs

ISINs

Common Codes

Each of the covenants is subject to a number of important
exceptions and qualifications. See “Description of Notes—
Certain Covenants”.

The Notes have not been and will not be registered under the
U.S. Securities Act or under any other national, state or local
securities laws and, as such, are subject to restrictions on
transfer. See “Notice to Investors”.

Application has been made to the Financial Services Authority
for the Notes to be admitted to the Official List of the Financial
Services Authority and application will be made to the London
Stock Exchange for the Notes to be admitted to trading on the
London Stock Exchange’s Regulated Market.

The Indenture, the Notes, the Suretyship Agreement and the
Proceeds Loans are each governed by, and will be construed in
accordance with, the laws of the State of New York. The
Proceeds Loan Assignment of MHP’s Proceeds Loans to
Eledem will be governed by, and construed in accordance with
the laws of Luxembourg; and Eledem’s Proceeds Loan
Assignment of its Proceeds Loans to the Guarantors, the laws of

Cyprus.

With the written consent of holders of at least 90% of the
aggregate principal amount of the outstanding Notes, the Notes
may be amended to change the maturity or decrease the interest
rate or change the redemption provisions. With the written
consent of holders of at least a majority of the principal amount
of the outstanding Notes, any other provision of the Notes or the
Indenture may be amended, modified or waived.

The Notes are expected to be rated B— by Fitch Ratings
Limited (“Fitch”) and B3 by Moody’s Investors Services
(“Moody’s”).

Deutsche Bank Trust Company Americas (“Trustee”).

Deutsche Bank Trust Company Americas will act as security
trustee (the “Note Security Agent”) for the holders of the Notes.

Deutsche Bank AG, London branch
Deutsche Bank Trust Company Americas
Deutsche Bank Trust Company Americas
Deutsche Bank Trust Company Americas
Regulation S: L6366M AB9

Rule 144A: 55302T AB1

Regulation S: USL6366MAB92

Rule 144A: US55302TAB17

Regulation S: 050290832

Rule 144A: 050290883
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OVERVIEW OF THE SELECTED HISTORICAL CONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL INFORMATION

The selected consolidated financial information set forth below shows MHP’s historical consolidated
financial information as of 31 December 2007, 2008 and 2009 and for the years then ended. Such financial
information in U.S. dollars has been derived from the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements and
related notes included elsewhere in this Offering Memorandum and the hryvnia amounts have been
derived from MHP’s IFRS consolidation accounting system presented in hryvnia, which are translated into
the numbers appearing in the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements pursuant to IAS 21. Such
hryvnia amounts have not been derived from audited financial statements. This section should be read
together with the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements and related notes included elsewhere in this
Offering Memorandum, as well as together with “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial

Condition and Results of Operations”.

INCOME AND EXPENSES DATA:

Continuing Operations

Revenue . . ....... ... ... ... ......

Net change in fair value of biological assets
and agricultural produce

Cost of sales

Gross profit . . . . ... ... ... ... ..
Selling, general and administrative expenses
Government grants recognised as income . . . .
Other operating expenses
Other operating income

Operating profit before loss on impairment of
property, plant and equipment

Loss on impairment of property plant and
equipment® ... ... L L L

Operating profit . . . . ... .............

Finance costs, net . .. ................
Finance income
Foreign exchange losses, net
Otherexpenses. . . ..................
Gain realised from acquisitions and changes in
minority interest in subsidiaries, net® . . . . .
Otherincome . . . ...................

Other expenses, net . . . . ..............

Profit/(loss) before tax . . .. ............
Income tax (expense)/benefit . . ... .......

Profit/(loss) for the year from continuing
operations®®

Discontinued Operations
Loss for the year from discontinued
operations®, net of income tax . ........

Net profit for the year . . .. ... .. ... ...

Attributable to:
Equity holders of the parent
Minority interest . . . ... ... .. ... ... ...

Earnings Per Share:

From continuing operations
Basic and diluted
From continuing and discontinued operations
Basic and diluted

Year ended 31 December

2007 2008 2009
UAH U.S.$ UAH U.S.$ UAH U.S.$
(unaudited) (unaudited) (unaudited)
(in thousands, except ratios)

2,395,909 474,437 4,189,205 802,910 5,552,237 711,004
71,919 14,241 44,013 6,327 273,025 35,236
(1,843,341) (365,018)  (2,994,949) (571,710)  (3,901,778) (499,163)
624,487 123,660 1,238,269 237,527 1,923,484 247,077
(260,573) (51,599) (424,264) (80,495) (632,398) (80,972)
284,261 56,289 571,349 107,663 531,764 67,812
(36,737) (7,275) (56,215) (10,022) (118,720) (15,209)
6,589 1,306 3,191 600 4,569 576
618,027 122,381 1,332,330 255,273 1,708,699 219,284
(51,704) (10,238) (90,604) (11,767) (10,422) (1,304)
566,323 112,143 1,241,726 243,506 1,698,277 217,980
(249,885) (49,482) (270,089) (51,663) (396,576) (50,817)
— — 36,193 6,695 29,602 3,823
(65,950) (13,059) (1,176,614) (187,127) (184,048) (23,580)
(3,707) (734) (3,705) (784) (5,390) (712)
6,487 1,285 21,709 4,482 41,684 5,413
3,379 669 6,524 1,085 11,014 1,408
(309,676) (61,321)  (1,385,982) (227,312) (503,714) (64,465)
256,647 50,822 (144,256) 16,194 1,194,563 153,515
(2,161) (428) (6,739) (1,279) 50,558 6,488
254,486 50,394 (150,995) 14,915 1,245,121 160,003
(18,182) (3,601) (69,926) (9,722) — —
236,304 46,793 (220,921) 5,193 1,245,121 160,003
206,393 40,870 (240,285) 1,518 1,155,993 148,564
29,911 5,923 19,364 3,675 89,128 11,439
2.25 0.44 (1.60) 0.11 10.44 1.34
2.06 0.41 (2.25) 0.01 10.44 1.34
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Year ended 31 December
2007 2008 2009
UAH U.S.$ UAH U.S.$ UAH U.S.$

(unaudited) (unaudited) (unaudited)
(in thousands, except ratios)

BALANCE SHEET DATA (as of period end):

Property, plant and equipment, net . .. ... .. 3,155,028 624,756 3,985,241 517,564 5,012,012 627,678

Cash and cash equivalents . . . .. ......... 50,942 10,088 416,353 54,072 177,649 22,248

Total assets .. ..................... 4,810,287 952,532 7,119,123 924,561 9,086,178 1,137,905

Equity attributable to equity holders of the

parent . . ... ... 2,053,966 408,034 2,589,475 332,511 3,820,301 474,624

Minority interest . . . .. ...... ... ... ... 64,034 11,372 76,398 13,706 127,551 19,784

Long-term bank borrowings . . . ... ....... 332,686 65,878 442,409 57,456 447,505 56,043

Bondsissued .. ........... ... ... ... 1,230,198 243,004 1,901,150 246,903 1,980,646 248,046

Long-term finance lease and vendor financing

obligations . .. ................... 154,215 30,538 369,383 47,972 355,696 44,546

CASH FLOW DATA:

Net cash generated by operating activities . . . . 497,749 98,565 653,254 122,718 957,457 123,062

Net cash used in investing activities . . . ... .. (542,428) (107,411)  (1,132,378) (213,620) (982,090) (125,867)

Net cash (used in)/generated by financing

activities . .. ... ... oL (128,676) (25,481) 718,552 141,866 (218,533) (28,176)

OTHER MEASURES:

EBITDA from continuing operations® . . . . . . 729,781 144,511 390,815 118,100 1,965,958 252,186

Adjusted EBITDA from continuing

operations® . ... ... L L 841,276 166,588 1,633,505 312,211 2,113,120 270,961

Capital expenditures® .. .............. 865,120 171,311 1,293,336 247,774 1,328,827 170,913

Notes:

(1) During the periods presented MHP recorded impairment losses on certain of its assets used in the production of its goose meat
and foie gras operations, assets used in its convenience food business produced under the “Lehko!” brand, and its
administrative office premises. See Note 8 to the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements.

(2) During each of the periods presented MHP recorded gains on acquisitions made from various third parties and on dilutions of
minority interests. These gains occurred as the consideration paid was less than the fair value of the net assets acquired. See
Note 2 to the Audited Consolidated Financial Statements.

(3) During the year ended 31 December 2007 MHP discontinued its gas trading operations and during the year ended
31 December 2008 disposed of its shareholding in Kyivska. These operations were classified as discontinued operations, and the
financial statements for all periods have been restated to show all periods on a comparable basis.

(4) EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations are not measures of performance

under IFRS. The Issuer defines EBITDA from continuing operations as profit or loss for the year from continuing operations
before net finance costs, income taxes, depreciation and amortisation. Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations is derived
by adjusting EBITDA from continuing operations for foreign exchange gains and losses, net, loss on impairment of property,
plant and equipment, gain realised from acquisitions and changes in minority interest in subsidiaries, net, other expenses and
other income. The Issuer has made these adjustments to EBITDA from continuing operations as Management believes that
these line items are not operational in nature and do not reflect the true nature of the business on a continuing basis and/(or)
these line items are either non-recurring or unusual in nature. The Issuer has made these adjustments to present a clearer view
of the performance of MHP’s underlying business operations and generate a metric that Management believes will give greater
comparability over time. Management uses Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations in MHP’s business operations to,
among other things, assess MHP’s operating performance and make decisions about allocating resources. Management believes
this measure is frequently used by securities analysts, investors and other interested parties in evaluating similar issuers, most of
which present similar measures when reporting their results.

EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations do not represent operating income or
net cash provided by operating activities as those items are defined by IFRS and should not be considered by prospective
investors to be an alternative to operating income or cash flow from operations or indicative of whether cash flows will be
sufficient to fund our future cash requirements. Also, because EBITDA from continuing operations and Adjusted EBITDA
from continuing operations are not calculated in the same manner by all companies, they may not be comparable to other
similarly titled measures used by other companies. These measures are unaudited.
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®)

Reconciliation of EBITDA and Adjusted EBITDA from continuing operations to profit from continuing operations is as

follows:

Profit/(loss) for the year from continuing
operations . . . ... ... ...
Finance costs, net
Finance income . . . .. ............
Income tax expense/(benefit)
Depreciation and amortisation

EBITDA from continuing operations® . .
Adjustments:
Foreign exchange losses, net . . . ... ...
Other expenses . . .. .............
Otherincome . . ................
Gain realised from acquisitions and
changes in minority interest in
subsidiaries, net
Loss on impairment of property, plant
and equipment . . . . ... ... ...

Adjusted EBITDA from continuing
operations®

(a) Unaudited

Year ended 31 December

2007 2008 2009
UAH U.S.$ UAH U.S.$ UAH U.S.$
(unaudited) (unaudited) (unaudited)
(in thousands, except ratios)

254,486 50,394 (150,995) 14,915 1,245,121 160,003
249,885 49,482 270,089 51,663 396,576 50,817
— — (36,193) (6,695) (29,602) (3,823)
2,161 428 6,739 1,279 (50,558) (6,488)
223,249 44,207 301,175 56,938 404,421 51,677
729,781 144,511 390,815 118,100 1,965,958 252,186
65,950 13,059 1,176,614 187,127 184,048 23,580
3,707 734 3,705 784 5,390 712
(3,379) (669) (6,524) (1,085) (11,014) (1,408)
(6,487) (1,285) (21,709) (4,482) (41,684) (5,413)
51,704 10,238 90,604 11,767 10,422 1,304
841,276 166,588 1,633,505 312,211 2,113,120 270,961

Capital expenditures refer to purchases of property, plant and equipment, purchases of non-current biological assets and other
non-current assets, including non-cash investments. Non-cash investments primarily represent finance leases and vendor
financing arrangements on the purchase of trucks and other equipment and additions of property, plant and equipment
financed through direct bank-lender payments to the vendor.
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RISK FACTORS

An investment in the Notes involves a high degree of risk. Prospective investors in the Notes should
carefully consider the risks described below and the other information contained in this Offering Memorandum
before making a decision to invest in the Notes. Any of the following risks could adversely affect MHP's or any
of the Guarantors’ business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects, in which case the trading
price of the Notes could decline, resulting in the loss of all or part of an investment in the Notes, and the Issuer’s
ability to pay all or part of the interest or principal on the Notes could be negatively affected. The Issuer believes
that the factors described below represent the principal risks inherent in investing in the Notes, but the inability
of the Issuer to pay interest, principal or other amounts on or in connection with any Notes may occur for other
reasons which may not be considered significant risks by the Issuer based on information currently available to
it or which it may not currently be able to anticipate.

Risks Relating to MHP

As MHP’s principal activity involves producing chicken products, its business and financial results are very
dependent on demand and price levels for chicken products in Ukraine

In 2007, 2008 and 2009, respectively, sales of chicken meat, principally chilled chicken, accounted for
approximately 60%, 62% and 62% of MHP’s total revenues (in U.S. dollar terms). Accordingly, any factors
influencing the supply of, demand for, or price of, chicken products in Ukraine could have a material
impact on MHP’s business and financial results. Such factors may include, amongst others, increased
output by other chicken product suppliers in Ukraine, increased imports of chicken products into Ukraine,
bird flu and other livestock diseases, unfavourable fluctuations in the prices for chicken products, price
regulation by the Ukrainian government, changes in consumer preferences (both seasonal and long term),
the supply of and prices for other meats, contamination of meat during processing or distribution and
macroeconomic conditions in Ukraine. In addition, the price of chicken meat in Ukraine tends to correlate
to the U.S. dollar-denominated world price for chicken meat as, according to the GfK Report, imported
frozen chicken products accounted for approximately 18% of all chicken meat sold in Ukraine in 20009.
Any of the foregoing factors could negatively affect the market and/or the price for chicken products,
which could in turn have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial
condition and prospects. See “Industry Overview—Overview of the Ukrainian Markets for Meat
Products—Recent Developments in the Ukrainian Poultry Industry”.

MHP’s revenues and operating results may be significantly affected by fluctuations in prices for
chicken products which can occur even in circumstances where demand is relatively stable, for example,
due to increased imports, but also in circumstances where prices are reduced by MHP to stimulate or
support demand given actual or planned production. Furthermore, monthly prices are volatile and it is
difficult to forecast them with accuracy.

Average market prices for chicken in Ukraine decreased in 2006 from the unusually high levels in
2005, and further decreased in 2007, primarily due to increased supply of pork meat. These decreases had
a negative effect on MHP’s gross profit margin in 2006 and 2007, particularly in light of increasing grain
prices in 2007. Market prices for chicken in Ukraine began to increase in early 2008, primarily due to the
increase in prices for feed grains which resulted in decreased supply of other types of meat and justified
price increases for chicken meat. While average prices in 2008 and 2009 were generally in line with MHP’s
expectations for medium term price stability at these levels, if prices for chicken products drop below
MHP’s expectations, especially for prolonged periods, this would have a material adverse effect on MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

Fluctuations in prices of grains and related products may materially affect MHP’s results of operations

The availability of, and the prices for, feed grains are volatile and affected by global weather patterns,
crop diseases, the global level of supply inventories and demand for feed grains, as well as the agricultural
policies of Ukraine and foreign governments and other factors outside of MHP’s control. In particular, a
sudden and significant change in weather patterns could affect the supply of feed grains, as well as the
ability of MHP and the meat production industry generally to grow and/or obtain feed grains, grow animals
and produce products either at all or in requisite quantities and/or at acceptable prices. Similarly, the
general supply/demand relationship globally and actual and perceived changes in this relationship have a
material impact on grain prices, as demonstrated by a significant decrease in corn prices in the fourth
quarter of 2008. In addition, any or all of these factors could also depress selling prices for grains sold by
MHP or increase MHP’s operating costs. Any of these events and consequences could materially affect
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MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects. See “Management’s Discussion
and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations—External Factors Affecting MHP’s
Results of Operations—Fluctuations in Grain Prices”.

A significant portion of the cost of producing MHP’s chicken and other meat products is currently
impacted by the price of sunflower seeds and corn for use in fodder production. Even though since the
2008/2009 agricultural year, MHP has been self-sufficient in corn for its chicken production, the inter-
segment sales of grain by the grain growing segment to the poultry and related operations segment for
fodder production reflect the market price for grain. The significant fluctuations in intersegment sales in
2009 were mainly attributable to a drop in grain prices in late 2008 and a subsequent increase during 2009,
along with greater demand for internally produced grain in 2009 due to completion of the Myronivka
chicken farm. By volume, in the 2009/2010 agricultural year, MHP produced internally all of its corn
requirement and 15% of its sunflower seed requirements, and sourced the remainder of its requirements
from Ukrainian suppliers at prices which generally follow the trends of the world commodities markets.
The price of sunflower seeds also impacts on the price of sunflower oil which MHP produces as a
by-product for sale. MHP has therefore historically been vulnerable to price volatility and breaks in the
supply chain for feed grains inputs. In the past, MHP and other meat producers globally have been
affected by sharp increases in the price of feed grains. Although, Management believes that MHP’s
operations are somewhat protected against future rises in grain prices as MHP annually enters into
forward contracts with suppliers for the purchase of a portion of feed grains in order to economically
hedge against fluctuations in feed grains prices and in addition, since the 2008/2009 agricultural year, MHP
has been fully self-sufficient in corn for its chicken operations. These factors limit MHP’s exposure to
fluctuations in prices for and the security of supply of corn and sunflower seeds. However, there can be no
assurance that MHP’s expectations will materialise or that MHP will be able to pass on any increase in cost
to the buyers of its chicken meat products.

In addition, fluctuations in global grain prices and, in particular, grain prices in Ukraine also impact
the level of earnings achieved by MHP for the grains it sells to third parties. All such sales are made at or
by reference to such market prices, and MHP is accordingly directly subject to fluctuations in such prices.
Should grain prices fall below certain levels, the viability of MHP’s grain cultivation operations could be
materially affected given the fixed nature of certain of MHP’s costs in connection with grain cultivation,
including, in particular, leases of land. In addition, prices for grain and grain-related products (such as
sunflower oil) may be influenced by government regulation, including introduction of import or export
quotas. See “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations—
Recent Trends and Developments”. Fluctuations in prices resulting in a material reduction of revenue for
MHP’s grain cultivation or related businesses could materially affect MHP’s business, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects. See ‘“Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial
Condition and Results of Operations—External Factors Affecting MHP’s Results of Operations—
Fluctuations in Grain Prices”.

State support from which MHP currently benefits is significant and could be discontinued

The Ukrainian government provides various types of financial support to agricultural producers. In
2009, MHP recognised an aggregate of UAH 531.8 million (U.S.$67.8 million) in government grants
income from the Ukrainian government, which constituted 31% in U.S. dollar terms of MHP’s operating
profit before loss on impairment of property, plant and equipment as compared to 2008, when MHP
recognised an aggregate of UAH 517.3 million (U.S.$107.7 million), which constituted 42% in U.S. dollar
terms of MHP’s operating profit before loss on impairment of property, plant and equipment and 2007,
when MHP recognised an aggregate of UAH 284.3 million (U.S.$56.3 million), which constituted 46% in
U.S. dollar terms of MHP’s operating profit before loss on impairment of property, plant and equipment.

The value added tax (“VAT”) subsidy provisions for agricultural companies were renewed from
1 January 2009 and, as of that date have unlimited duration. These provisions allow agricultural producers
in Ukraine, including MHP, to retain the difference between the VAT that they charge on their agricultural
products (currently at the rate of 20%) and the VAT that they pay on items purchased for their operations,
rather than remitting such amounts to the state budget. The amount of subsidy received as a result of the
application for this special VAT regime may be used for agricultural purposes as well as for any other
business purposes. This VAT benefit was received by MHP in 2009 and continues to be available to MHP.
The value of this benefit to MHP amounted to UAH 514.4 million (U.S.$65.6 million) in 2009. Prior to
coming into force of such extended VAT provisions on 1 January 2009, MHP also received appropriate
VAT benefits in 2007 and 2008, however, it was only allowed to retain the amount of such benefit to
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support production of its own products. In 2007 and 2008 MHP’s VAT benefits amounted to
UAH 107.9 million (U.S.$21.3 million) and UAH 319.4 million (U.S.$59.3 million). Under the current law,
the subsidy will increase or decrease in line with sales of the relevant products.

As long as MHP is entitled to retain VAT from the sales of its agricultural products, any reduction of
the VAT rate will result in a decrease of the amounts of output VAT received and retained by MHP. In
addition, any decrease in the difference between the amount of VAT charged on MHP’s agricultural
products and the amount of VAT paid by MHP on items purchased for its operations in a particular period
would reduce the amount of the VAT output or retention benefit received by MHP in such period. The
cessation of the VAT subsidy or any of the foregoing changes in respect of the VAT retention benefit could
have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.
See “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operations—External
Factors Affecting MHP’s Results of Operations—State Support for Agricultural Production in Ukraine—
Government Grants”.

Following its accession to the World Trade Organisation (“WTO”) on 16 May 2008, Ukraine is able to
provide the so-called “amber box” subsidies, which are capped on an annual basis at (i) 5% of the overall
agricultural production value of a particular product generated in Ukraine in the relevant year, plus (ii) 5%
of the overall production value of a particular product generated in Ukraine in the relevant year (if
subsidies are provided to the producers of a particular product), plus (iii) up to an additional
UAH 3.043 billion (approximately U.S.$0.4 billion). These subsidies may be provided in the form of direct
financial aid to agricultural producers as well as in the form of tax exemptions and minimum price support.
Based on Ukraine’s 2008 overall agricultural output as reported by SCSU, the upper limit of “amber box”
subsidies in 2009, excluding product-specific support, was equal to approximately UAH 10.585 billion
(U.S.$1.335 billion). This is approximately 2.9 times higher than direct state subsidies to the Ukrainian
agricultural sector set under the 2009 Budget Law at approximately U.S.$467 million. The 2010 Budget
Law is scheduled to be issued by the end of April 2010, however it is expected that the direct state subsidies
to the Ukrainian agricultural sector will not exceed the upper limit of “amber box” subsidies.

In addition to the VAT benefit discussed above, Ukrainian agricultural producers also receive various
government grants, including grants related to the processing of animal products, the conduct of selection
programmes in chicken and beef breeding and crop and orchard growing, as well as partial compensation
for finance costs under loans from Ukrainian banks. See “Management’s Discussion and Analysis of
Financial Condition and Results of Operations—External Factors Affecting MHP’s Results of
Operations—State Support for Agricultural Production in Ukraine—Government Grants”. During the
years ended 31 December 2007, 2008 and 2009, the Budget Laws established subsidies for companies
engaged in the processing of live animals (poultry, cows and pigs). This subsidy was provided to MHP’s
chicken farms in the form of a payment for each animal slaughtered at the farms and fluctuated from
UAH 0.5 to UAH 1.0 per animal during 2007 and 2008. This type of subsidy was also available to MHP’s
beef and pork processing facilities. The regulations required to provide similar grants were not issued in
2009 and are not expected to be issued in respect of 2010. Although direct government grants for the
processing of live animals, which amounted to UAH 240.7 million (U.S.$46.1 million) in 2008, were
discontinued in 2009 (except for UAH 6.1 million (U.S.$0.8 million) received by MHP in relation to beef
and pork processing), the negative impact on MHP’s operating profits were largely offset in 2009 by the
increases in VAT refunds, which generally increased in line with production and sales.

The precise scope of the state subsidies depends on the funds allotted for these purposes in the state
budget for the relevant year and the implementation measures undertaken by the government in allocating
and distributing the relevant funds to agricultural producers. There is no guarantee that the government
grants, including the VAT subsidy, will not be discontinued in the future, and any cancellations or
limitations of the state support mechanisms discussed above, whether as a result of the WTO accession or
otherwise, could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations and financial
condition. In addition, although MHP believes that it is in material compliance with the conditions and
requirements for receiving various types of financial support, any failure by MHP to comply with such
conditions and requirements could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations
and financial condition.

As a producer of agricultural products MHP currently benefits from tax exemptions which could be discontinued

Under Ukrainian law, producers of agricultural products are permitted to choose between general and
special regimes of taxation with respect to certain taxes. In particular, in accordance with the Law of
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Ukraine “On the Fixed Agricultural Tax”, dated 17 December 1998, as amended (the “Law on Fixed
Agricultural Tax”), agricultural companies engaged in the production, processing and sale of agricultural
products may choose to be registered as payers of fixed agricultural tax (“FAT”), provided that sales of
agricultural goods representing their own production account for more than 75% of their gross revenue.
FAT is paid in lieu of corporate income tax, land tax, duties for special use of water objects, municipal tax,
duties for geological survey works and duties for trade patents. The amount of FAT payable is calculated as
a percentage of the deemed value of all land plots (determined as of 1 July 1995) used for agricultural
production that are leased or owned by a taxpayer, at the rate of 0.15%. In accordance with the Law on
Fixed Agricultural Tax, MHP elected to pay FAT in lieu of other taxes in 1999 and for subsequent years,
and currently a number of the Issuer’s subsidiaries pay FAT. In 2009, MHP paid FAT in an aggregate
amount equivalent to approximately 0.1% of its net profit in hryvnia terms which was broadly constant
compared to 2007 and 2008. According to the amendments introduced into the Law on Fixed Agricultural
Tax in 2008, the FAT regime was extended for an unlimited period of time, however there is no guarantee
that the FAT regime will not be discontinued in the future, which would have a material adverse effect on
MHP’s business, results of operations, financial conditions and prospects.

MHP is exposed to currency exchange rate risk

MHP’s operating assets are located in Ukraine, and its revenues and costs are denominated primarily
in hryvnia, which is not convertible outside Ukraine. However, certain of MHP’s foreign currency revenues
consist principally of revenues from export sales of sunflower oil and grain, which accounted for 65.8% and
19.7%, respectively, of MHP’s total export sales in U.S. dollar terms in 2009, and increased significantly
year-on-year during 2007-2009. The increase in MHP’s foreign currency revenues from UAH 640.4 million
(U.S.$120.8 million) in 2008 to UAH 1,202.2 million (U.S.$152.9 million) in 2009 was mainly attributable
to an increase in the volume of sunflower oil sales and commencement of grain export in 2009. MHP’s
foreign currency expenditures consist principally of the cost of purchasing breeder flocks, non-grain
components for mixed fodder, production equipment and finance costs. From a cash-flow perspective,
MHP’s exposure to currency exchange rate fluctuations as a result of its foreign currency payments is
partially offset by its U.S. dollar revenues from export sales of sunflower oil and grain, which have been
sufficient in 2009 to cover foreign currency-denominated finance costs, loans repayments and import
purchases for operational activities, including breeder flocks and non-grain components for mixed fodder
but not MHP’s foreign currency denominated capital expenditure requirements. Due to the absence in
Ukraine of a legislative basis for creating hedging instruments, the prevailing market practice in Ukraine,
to which MHP adheres, is not to hedge against currency fluctuations. In 2008, the hryvnia depreciated
against the U.S. dollar by 52.5% and against the Euro by 46.3% as compared to year-end 2007, and further
depreciated against these currencies in 2009 by 3.7% and 5.5%, respectively, which had a material negative
effect on MHP’s finance costs associated with indebtedness denominated in foreign currency and on
MHP’s costs associated with purchases of imported equipment. See also “—Risks Relating to Ukraine—
The Ukrainian currency is subject to volatility and depreciation” below. Any future depreciation of the
hryvnia against the Euro or U.S. dollar will increase MHP’s expenses in hryvnia terms and could have a
material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP must observe certain financial and other restrictive covenants under the terms of its indebtedness, and any
Jailure to comply with such covenants could put MHP into default

As at 31 March 2010, MHP had total short and long-term bank borrowings of UAH 1,493.1 million
(U.S.$188.4 million).

In November 2006, the Issuer issued U.S.$250,000,000 10.25% senior guaranteed notes due 2011 (the
“Existing Notes”). The Issuer’s obligations on the Existing Notes are guaranteed by the same guarantors as
the Notes, namely MHP’s principal operating subsidiaries JSC MHP, Peremoga, Druzhba Nova, Oril
Leader, MFC, Zernoproduct, Druzhba, Myronivka, Katerynopilsky Elevator, Starynska and Shahtarska.

The indentures governing the Notes, the Existing Notes and certain of MHP’s other borrowings
contain covenants that limit the discretion of Management with respect to certain business matters. For
example, these covenants significantly restrict the ability of the Issuer and certain of its subsidiaries to,
amongst other things:

* incur additional debt or grant loans to other persons;

* pay dividends or distributions on, redeem or repurchase capital stock;
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* make certain restricted payments and investments;
e create certain liens;

e transfer or sell assets;

* engage in sale and leaseback transactions;

* merge or consolidate with other entities; and

* enter into transactions with affiliates.

Compliance with these covenants could materially and adversely affect the Issuer’s ability to finance
the future operations or capital needs of the Issuer or its subsidiaries and/or to incur additional debt or to
engage in other business activities that may be in the best interests of the Issuer or its subsidiaries. This
may also limit MHP’s ability to pursue its growth and development of its business.

In addition, any breach of the terms of the Notes, the Existing Notes or the covenants associated with
any of MHP’s other debt obligations could cause a default under the terms of MHP’s indebtedness,
causing some or all of MHP’s indebtedness to become immediately due and payable. Such default could
also result in MHP’s creditors proceeding against the collateral securing its indebtedness. Any such action
could materially and adversely affect MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and
prospects. If MHP’s indebtedness were to be accelerated, MHP might not have sufficient funds to satisfy
such obligations, and even if it did meet the requirement, to make such payments could materially and
adversely affect MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP has been and will continue to be controlled by a majority shareholder and depends on his services as Chief
Executive Officer

Mr. Kosyuk, the Issuer’s Chief Executive Officer, beneficially owns approximately 73.23% of the
Issuer’s shares. Save for those matters which require the unanimous consent of all shareholders, such as a
change of the nationality of the Issuer and increasing the liability of the shareholders, Mr. Kosyuk has the
ability to control any action requiring shareholder approval, including electing the majority of the Issuer’s
Board of Directors and determining the outcome of most corporate matters without recourse to the
Issuer’s minority shareholders. For example, Mr. Kosyuk could cause MHP to pursue acquisitions and
other transactions, even though such transactions may involve increased risk for the holders of the Notes
(“Holders” or “Noteholders”). Mr. Kosyuk and the Issuer have entered into a relationship agreement
aimed at, amongst other things, protecting the Issuer’s interests in the case of conflicts of interests. See
“Directors, Corporate Governance and Management—Relationship Agreement”. Nevertheless, the
interests of Mr. Kosyuk and other shareholders and members of MHP’s management may, in some
circumstances, conflict with the interests of Noteholders. For example, the Issuer’s subsidiaries have
engaged in and continue to engage in transactions with related parties, including parties that are controlled
by Mr. Kosyuk. Conflicts of interest may arise among MHP, Mr. Kosyuk and other companies controlled by
Mr. Kosyuk, resulting in transactions otherwise than on an arms’ length basis. Any such conflicts of interest
or transactions could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial
condition and prospects. See “Directors, Corporate Governance and Management—Corporate
Governance” and “Shareholders and Related Party Transactions”.

In addition, Management believes that MHP’s continued success depends to a significant extent on
Mr. Kosyuk’s abilities and efforts. MHP does not maintain a key person life insurance policy on
Mr. Kosyuk. The loss of Mr. Kosyuk’s services could have a material and adverse effect on MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects. See “Directors, Corporate Governance
and Management—Directors”.

MHP’s accounting and reporting systems, accounting personnel and its internal controls and procedures do not
have a long history of preparing IFRS financial statements

Similar to many other companies that operate in emerging markets, MHP’s accounting and reporting
systems are not as sophisticated as those of companies organised in jurisdictions with a longer history of
compliance with IFRS and the production of complete monthly financial statements for management
purposes. The internal audit function of MHP is not presently fully operational, and the lack of established
accounting and reporting systems which have been in operation for an extended period of time may make
MHP’s financial information less reliable than that of companies that have implemented these systems
over a longer period of time. These shortcomings could adversely impact the quality of decision making by
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MHP’s senior management due to delays in producing complete management accounts on a basis
consistent with IFRS. Historically, MHP’s senior management has largely based its decisions on sales and
cost figures and demand and price trends rather than complete IFRS monthly financial statements.

Each of MHP’s Ukrainian subsidiaries prepares separate financial statements under Ukrainian
accounting standards for statutory purposes. The preparation of IFRS consolidated financial statements
involves, first, the transformation of the statutory financial statements of MHP’s Ukrainian subsidiaries
into IFRS financial statements through accounting adjustments and, second, the consolidation of all
subsidiaries’ financial statements. This process is complicated and time-consuming and requires significant
attention from MHP’s senior accounting personnel at its corporate headquarters and subsidiaries. MHP’s
accounting systems and the internal controls and procedures relating to the preparation of the IFRS
financial statements are not as advanced as those of companies operating in more developed countries. In
particular, there is a risk that preparation of annual or interim IFRS consolidated financial statements may
require more time for MHP than it does for companies in more developed countries.

Notwithstanding the above, Management believes that MHP’s financial systems are sufficient to
ensure compliance with the requirements of the UKLAs Disclosure and Transparency Rules as a listed
entity.

Failure of IT systems could materially affect MHP’s business

All of MHP’s accounting records are maintained on a variety of IT systems. In addition, MHP
depends on various IT systems for the monitoring, execution and production of orders and for invoicing
and payment monitoring. Although MHP backs up its IT systems and has a basic disaster recovery plan,
the failure of any IT systems could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations,
financial condition and prospects.

Competition in the meat industry could adversely affect MHP’s business

In general, competitive factors in the meat industry include price, product quality, brand value,
breadth of product line and customer service. MHP faces competition from other vertically integrated
poultry producers in Ukraine in respect of its principal chicken products. MHP also faces competition
from importers of foreign frozen poultry products, particularly from imports from the United States, as
well as from Ukrainian households that produce chicken and from illegal imports. MHP may in the future
face increased competition from new domestic and foreign or foreign supported entrants into the
Ukrainian poultry market. Competition from non-Ukrainian competitors has increased following
Ukraine’s accession to the WTO on 16 May 2008. New entrants into the Ukrainian poultry market,
including producers backed by foreign companies, may have greater financial, technical and other
resources, greater operating experience and other advantages. In 2009, MHP’s share of the Ukrainian
market for industrially produced poultry was approximately 43%, as compared to approximately 39% and
36% in 2008 and 2007 respectively.

MHP also competes with Ukrainian producers of other types of meat, such as beef and pork. For
example, the prices for MHP’s chicken products decreased significantly in early 2007 due to the increased
supply of pork to the Ukrainian market. Competition in the meat industry could force MHP to reduce
prices for its products or could result in a reduction in MHP’s sales volumes and/or could result in the
Group being unable to maintain and/or increase its profit margins in line with its growth strategy, any of
which could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition
and prospects.

Poor growing conditions may adversely affect MHP’s grain production

Weather conditions are a significant operating risk affecting MHP’s grain growing operations, which
are located in central Ukraine where the climatic conditions are not always conducive to maximising crop
yields. Weather not only directly impacts the grain yield but also the ability to harvest and its cost. Weather
and other aspects of growing conditions may also lead to a greater use of fertilisers and other chemicals,
which may also increase costs. Accordingly, MHP is highly susceptible to the variable growing conditions of
these regions, and the resulting impact on the production of grains. MHP’s ability to deliver grains to third
parties and to its own operations in a timely manner and in sufficient quantities may be affected by weather
conditions, including, amongst others, drought, flood, snow or frost. Growing conditions can also be
impacted by the availability and cost of fertilisers. Although MHP is partially self-sufficient in fertilisers,
fertiliser purchases accounted for a material part of MHP’s cost of sales for its grain growing segment for
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the year ended 31 December 2009. Prices for fertilisers in Ukraine are highly influenced by global prices on
fertilisers. The relationship between fertiliser price and grain price determines the optimal amount of
fertilisers that could be used on land based upon the optimal amount of fertilisers needed on any particular
land to maximise yields. Depending upon this relationship, MHP may not be able to maximise yields by
optimising its use of fertilisers and/or if it does so, completely or in part, its costs may be materially
adversely affected. Such factors could materially adversely affect MHP’s grain output and, as a result,
MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

Insufficient access to quality seeds may adversely affect MHP’s grain production

Good quality seeds are important to successful, high yielding crops. Ukraine suffers from a lack of
good quality seeds for a number of reasons, including the following: (i) a large number of Ukrainian seed
suppliers have experienced financial difficulties; (ii) the global decline of the agricultural sector in the late
1990s and early 2000s; and (iii) the reluctance of foreign suppliers to sell seeds into Ukraine due to the lack
of adherence to intellectual property rights. While MHP is self-sufficient in wheat seeds and sources the
rest of its seeds requirements from a wide range of suppliers, MHP’s inability to source a sufficient amount
of quality seeds in a timely manner could materially affect MHP’s business, results of operations, financial
condition and prospects.

An increase in MHP’s production costs, including energy and labour costs, could materially and adversely affect its
profitability

Due to MHP’s vertical integration, Management believes that it currently has relatively low
production costs compared to the industry average. MHP’s main production costs other than grain (see
“—Fluctuations in prices of grains and related products may materially affect MHP’s results of operations”
above) are principally utilities to operate production facilities, labour costs, equipment, breeder flocks,
imported fodder additives and land fertilisers. Increased production costs could result from a number of
factors beyond MHP’s control, including increased global prices for any of the principal costs of
production and, to the extent purchased in currencies other than UAH, the prices may effectively be
increased due to a further devaluation of UAH (See also “—MHP is exposed to currency exchange rate
risk” below). There can be no assurance that MHP will be able to pass on any increase in production costs
to its customers and, as a result, this could materially and adversely affect MHP’s profitability, business,
and results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

If MHP needs to raise additional capital or refinance its debt, its business could be harmed if it were unable to do so
on acceptable terms

If, in the longer term, MHP is unable to generate and maintain positive operating cash flows and
operating income, it may need additional funding. There can be no guarantee that MHP will be able to do
so either at all or on acceptable terms. If additional capital were needed in the longer term, MHP’s
inability to raise capital on favourable terms could lead to a default on its payment obligations and could
have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

Failure to generate or raise sufficient capital may hamper MHP’s development strategy

In order to implement its development strategy, MHP plans to have significant need for capital for
capital expenditures in the future. MHP’s capital expenditures will primarily be in relation to the expansion
of the poultry and grain business (including the potential construction of the Vinnytsya chicken farm).
MHP’s cash flow from operations and MHP’s cash balances may not be sufficient to finance MHP’s
planned capital expenditures and additional financing may be required. Certain circumstances may affect
MHP’s ability to raise adequate capital, such as the terms of existing financing arrangements (including,
the Notes and the Existing Notes) or any changes thereto, expansion of facilities at a faster rate or higher
capital cost than anticipated, slower than anticipated revenue growth, regulatory developments and
outbreaks of bird flu and other diseases.

Therefore, to meet its financing requirements in line with its development strategy, MHP may need to
attract equity investments or incur more debt. It may be difficult for MHP to obtain debt financing in
Ukraine in local currency on commercially acceptable terms in the future. In addition, certain currency
control regulations hinder MHP’s ability to obtain hard currency denominated financings from
international lenders on favourable terms, because loans in foreign currency extended to Ukrainian
borrowers are subject to prior registration with the NBU and maximum interest rates established by the
NBU. These regulations may be subject to changes and varying interpretations, complicating both the
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process of determining whether registration is required and the process of obtaining such registration.
Although MHP has not experienced any complications in connection with such NBU registration process
in the past, there can be no assurance that this will continue to be the case. If MHP cannot obtain adequate
funds to satisfy its future capital requirements, it may need to curtail or discontinue the expansion of its
facilities, which could slow MHP’s growth, lead to a loss of market share and otherwise have a material
adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects. See
“Management’s Discussion and Analysis of Financial Condition and Results of Operation—Liquidity and
Capital Resources” and “Risks Relating to the Notes and the Trading Market—An interest rate cap may
limit the Guarantors’ ability to make payments under the Guarantors’ Proceeds Loans”.

Outbreaks of bird flu and other livestock diseases could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business

Outbreaks of livestock disease could significantly restrict MHP’s ability to conduct its operations.
Since 2003, the H5N1 strain of bird flu, which is potentially lethal to humans, has infected poultry flocks
and other birds in several countries around the world, including Ukraine. Bird flu is highly contagious
among birds and can cause sickness or death of some domestic poultry, including chickens, geese, ducks
and turkeys. In 2007, several cases of bird flu were reported in wild birds and domestic poultry in the
Crimea and Sumy regions of Ukraine. There have been cases of bird flu in domestic birds and wild birds
reported in January and February 2008, respectively in the Crimea region of Ukraine. Additionally, bird flu
was reported at a poultry farm in Romania near the Ukrainian border in March 2010, which resulted in
Ukrainian state authorities prohibiting import of poultry from Romania.

Newcastle Disease is a contagious and fatal viral disease affecting most species of birds. While no
cases of bird flu or Newcastle Disease have been reported at the farms operated by Ukrainian large-scale
industrial poultry producers and the Ukrainian state authorities continue to implement a variety of
measures to prevent the further spread of bird flu and Newcastle Disease, there can be no assurance that
this will continue to be the case. See “Industry Overview—Overview of the Ukrainian Markets for Meat
Products—Recent Developments in the Ukrainian Poultry Industry”.

Although, as of the date of this Offering Memorandum, no cases of bird flu or Newcastle Disease
have been reported within, or in areas in close proximity to, MHP’s production facilities, there can be no
assurance that this will continue to be the case, especially as attacks have occurred in regions where MHP
operates its facilities. See “Business—Biosecurity”. Any outbreak of a livestock disease in Ukraine could
result in any of the following measures being imposed by Ukrainian governmental authorities:

* restrictions on the movement and/or the sale of live chicken or chicken products by MHP;
 requirements for MHP to destroy one or more of its flocks; or
* placing MHP’s facilities in quarantine until the threat of disease spreading is eliminated.

MHP does not maintain insurance to cover the consequences of livestock diseases, including those
cited above. There is a basis under Ukrainian law for producers to claim government compensation in the
case of a required culling of birds. However, applicable Ukrainian legislation provides the relevant
government authorities with the right to refuse a payment of compensation but does not specify the
grounds on which such refusal could be made. Furthermore, there is no basis for government
compensation if certain measures (other than culling) are taken. Irrespective of whether government
restrictions are imposed or MHP is required to destroy one or more of its flocks, any outbreak of disease
on the territory of Ukraine or in the neighbouring countries could create adverse publicity, which may
reduce demand for MHP’s products. Even if there is no outbreak of bird flu at MHP’s facilities, negative
reaction from potential customers, government authorities, lenders or insurance providers could adversely
affect MHP through a loss of customers, the application of new regulations or livestock culling
requirements, the failure to obtain financing or the loss of insurance coverage generally. Any of these
consequences could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial
condition and prospects.

Any interruption to supplies of breeding flocks could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business

MHP currently sources its breeding flocks from a single supplier in Germany. While no cases of bird
flu or other livestock diseases have been reported in German industrial poultry production facilities, there
can be no assurance that this will continue to be the case. Outbreaks of bird flu in EU countries may result
in Ukraine banning imports of breeding flocks from affected territories in the EU or particular countries
within the EU prohibiting the export of birds from affected territories. To address the possibility of any
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such import or export bans, MHP has contingency arrangements with its suppliers for sourcing of breeding
flocks from the U.K. and The Netherlands and has discussed such arrangements for sourcing breeding
flocks from the United States. MHP expects that the cost of breeder flocks imported from the
United States would be higher than the cost of its current supplies. There can be no assurance that any
such alternative supplies would be readily available to meet MHP’s requirements or at all. In addition,
supplies of breeder flocks have in the past and may in the future be interrupted by adverse weather
conditions impacting deliveries and custom and border delays. Any significant interruption to supplies of
breeding flocks due to bird flu, other diseases, adverse weather conditions or custom problems would have
a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

If MHP’s products become contaminated, it may be subject to product liability claims and product recalls

MHP’s products may be subject to contamination by disease producing organisms, or pathogens, such
as listeria monocytogenes, salmonella and generic E. coli. These pathogens are found generally in the
environment and therefore there is a risk that, as a result of food processing, they could be present in
MHP’s products. These pathogens can also be introduced to MHP’s products as a result of improper
handling by other food processors, franchisees, foodservice providers or consumers. These risks may be
controlled, but can not be eliminated, by adherence to good manufacturing practices and finished product
testing. Even if a product is not contaminated when it leaves MHP’s facilities, it may become contaminated
as a result of the actions of future handlers. This may result in MHP being required to satisfy the claims of
affected consumers if such claims are not satisfied by MHP’s franchisees or wholesale customers. Increased
sales of convenience food products by MHP could lead to increased risks in this area. Any shipment of
contaminated products is a violation of law and may lead to product liability claims, product recalls (which
may not entirely mitigate the risk of product liability claims), adverse publicity, fines and increased scrutiny
by governmental regulatory agencies and could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s reputation,
including the strength of its brand names, and demand for MHP’s products, and, therefore, on MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

In addition, under Ukrainian law, a consumer who has sustained damages as a result of consuming a
low-quality or dangerous food product produced by MHP may bring a claim for damages against MHP.
Any such third-party claim for damages could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects. See “—MHP’s insurance coverage may be inadequate”
below.

Seasonality in the demand for chicken products affects the market price for chicken products and MHP’s sales and
earnings

Profitability in the chicken industry is affected by the prevailing price of chicken products, which is
primarily determined by supply and demand in the market. MHP has in the past experienced fluctuations
in its earnings due to seasonal demand for chicken products. In a typical year, the prices for chicken
products generally reach their peak during the summer months due to the customers’ preference for meat
with lower fat content during hotter periods, followed by a decrease in prices during autumn and winter.
Although MHP is able to freeze a certain amount of its chicken products or to process more chicken meat
as convenience food, which can be stored for longer periods of time, or to sell its products at lower prices
in response to decreases in demand, MHP may be unable to effectively manage inventories to address
seasonal changes in demand, which could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP is dependent on qualified personnel

MHP’s growth and future success will depend on its continued ability to attract, retain and motivate
qualified professionals, including managerial, veterinarian, land management, sales and marketing
personnel. Competition for these types of personnel in Ukraine is high. An inability to hire and retain
additional qualified personnel will impair MHP’s ability to continue to expand its business. Although MHP
has established programmes for attracting and retaining qualified personnel, MHP cannot provide any
assurance that it will be successful in recruiting and retaining a sufficient number of personnel with the
requisite skills to replace any personnel that leave and meet the needs of its planned expansion. See
“Business—Employees”. Competition in Ukraine for personnel with relevant expertise is intense due to
the small number of qualified individuals. A failure to successfully manage its personnel needs may
materially and adversely affect MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.
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Any failure to protect its brand names and other intellectual property could adversely affect MHP’s business

As MHP’s success depends to a significant extent upon the recognition of and goodwill associated
with its brand names and trademarks, in particular “Nasha Ryaba”, “Lehko!”, “Europroduct” and
“Baschinsky”. Maintaining the reputation and value of MHP’s brand names and trademarks is critical to
its success. Substantial erosion in the value of MHP’s brand names and trademarks due to product recalls,
customer complaints, adverse publicity, outbreaks of livestock disease, legal action or other factors could
have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.
Moreover, MHP’s products may be imitated or copied, or retailers may seek to market products produced
by other companies as MHP’s products.

The legal system in Ukraine generally offers a lower level of intellectual property rights protection and
enforcement than the legal systems of many other countries in Europe and in North America. Steps taken
to protect MHP’s trademarks and other intellectual property rights may not be sufficient and third parties
may infringe or challenge such rights, and if MHP is unable to protect such intellectual property rights
against infringement, it could have a material adverse effect on its business, results of operations, financial
condition and prospects.

In addition, there is a possibility that certain of MHP’s brands including “Foie Gras” and “Certified
Angus” may be considered generic and challenged which may result in MHP having to retract or re-brand
any affected products. This could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations,
financial condition and prospects.

Increased costs for or disruptions in the supply of gas and fuel could adversely affect MHP’s business and financial
results

MHP requires a substantial amount of natural gas and fuel to produce and distribute its chicken
products, and as it expands its business its needs will increase. The prices of natural gas and fuel fluctuate
significantly over time. MHP may not be able to pass on increased costs of production and distribution of
its products to its customers. Any such increases may increase MHP’s costs and could result in reduced
profits. In addition, MHP is dependent on third parties for the supply of natural gas and fuel, and this
supply could be disrupted. Any increases in the cost of natural gas and fuel, and any disruption in the
supply of these items to MHP, could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects. See “Risks Relating to Ukraine—Ukraine’s economy
depends heavily on its trade flows with Russia and certain other CIS countries and any major change in
relations with Russia could have adverse effects on the economy”.

MHP may be unable to identify suitable franchising opportunities or successfully manage its franchisee network

In 2009, the share of MHP’s revenue from its franchise network was approximately 40% of MHP’s
total revenue from the sales of chicken meat, as compared to approximately 45% and 60% in 2008 and
2007, respectively.

As of 31 March 2010, MHP had 2,331 franchise points of sale. MHP’s expansion plans depend on its
ability to identify suitable additional franchising opportunities and on its existing franchisees remaining
commercially viable. In 2009, MHP terminated its relationship with approximately 3% of its franchisees,
who had failed to remedy the deficiencies in the operation of their outlets following inspections by MHP.
There can be no assurance that suitable franchisees will be found in the future or that they will be
successful in selling MHP’s products. Competition may also reduce the number of suitable franchise
opportunities and increase the bargaining power of prospective franchisees. MHP entrusts the
management of each franchise point of sale to franchisees. Differing levels of quality of service across each
regional franchise network or improper management by any franchisee could compromise MHP’s image
among consumers and the value of its brands. In addition, there can be no assurance that MHP’s
franchisees will not breach their contractual obligations to MHP or that their conduct will not damage the
commercial interests of MHP. Any of the foregoing could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP’s reliance on independent retailers could adversely affect its business, results of operations, financial
condition and prospects

MHP’s sales to independent retailers such as supermarkets have increased in 2009 as compared to
2008 and 2007 and accounted for approximately 40% of MHP’s total revenue from the sales of chicken
products, as compared to approximately 40% and 30% in 2008 and 2007, respectively.
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The supermarket retail market is highly competitive and marked by increasing price competition and
competition for shelf space. MHP’s operations and distribution costs could be adversely affected by the
increased consolidation of the retail market, particularly as the supermarkets in Ukraine become more
sophisticated and attempt to force lower pricing, price discounts, increased promotional programmes and
branding under the supermarket’s private label, which could also have the affect of diluting MHP’s brand
value. MHP also competes with other brands for shelf space in retail stores and marketing focus by
independent retailers. Additionally, supermarkets typically insist on longer payment periods for sales to
them. The Group typically allows between 5 and 30 days for payments of invoices for sales to supermarkets
and this results in a high level of trade accounts receivables. If retailers give higher priority to other brands,
purchase less of, or even refuse to buy, MHP’s products, seek substantial discounts, devote inadequate
promotional support to its products or fail to pay for sales in a timely manner, this could have a material
adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP could be subject to liabilities if it is determined that past actions violated Ukrainian corporate laws or
regulations

Ukrainian corporate laws and regulations have developed considerably since Ukraine’s transition to a
market economy. Some of these laws and regulations contain ambiguities, imprecisions and inconsistencies
which make compliance with them difficult. As a result MHP’s prior transactions may not have complied
with all corporate formalities. In particular, MHP may not have complied with all the technical
requirements of Ukrainian corporate law. Non-compliance with these applicable requirements may result
in fines, warnings from governmental authorities, orders to remedy the violations, mandatory winding-up
or reorganisation proceedings or requests to unwind a previous transaction. Although, to date, MHP has
not received any notice of violation from any third party or governmental authority, and it does not expect
that any party would seek to review or modify any of these transactions or challenge these irregularities,
there can be no assurance that this will not occur in the future. Any successful challenge to prior
transactions due to non-compliance with certain corporate laws could materially adversely affect MHP’s
business, results of operations and financial condition.

MHP may be subject to penalties imposed by the Antimonopoly Committee of Ukraine

MHP’s business has grown substantially through the acquisition and establishment of companies
incorporated and operating in Ukraine. Many of these acquisitions or formation of companies required the
prior approval of the Antimonopoly Committee of Ukraine (the “AMC”). In recent years, the AMC has
sought to increase business transparency and improve the competitive environment in Ukraine through
changes to competition legislation and procedures for conducting investigations and through challenges to
various anticompetitive practices. Applicable antitrust legislation restricts companies and individuals from
directly or indirectly acquiring control over other companies without the prior approval of the AMC where
certain financial thresholds are met. The failure to obtain necessary approvals for such transactions could
subject MHP and all MHP’s related entities (including its controlling shareholder, Yuriy Kosyuk) to fines
in the amount of up to 5% of MHP’s and its related entities’ consolidated revenue in the year immediately
preceding the year of imposition of the fine, for each failure to obtain necessary approvals, which may be
material. If an acquisition led to a particular market becoming monopolistic or competition being
significantly restricted on such market or part thereof, the AMC may seek the invalidation of such
transactions by the Ukrainian courts, which in turn may lead to the compulsory divestment of the relevant
companies. In practice, however, the AMC has never imposed this type of penalty, or imposed the
maximum fine. If the AMC were to impose the maximum fine in 2010, it could amount to up to
approximately U.S.$36 million based on MHP’s consolidated revenue in 2009.

The making of an inaccurate or incomplete filing to the AMC could also result in fines and, in the
case of inaccuracy or omission that is substantial, could result in the relevant approval being annulled.

The filing by MHP or Mr. Kosyuk of an inaccurate and incomplete submission to the AMC in the past
could result in the imposition of fines in an amount of up to 1% of MHP’s consolidated revenue in the year
immediately preceding the imposition of the fine. If the AMC were to impose a fine on the foregoing basis
in 2010, it could amount to up to approximately U.S.$7 million based on the amount of MHP’s
consolidated revenue in 2009. There can be no assurance regarding the future actions of the Ukrainian
state authorities, and the laws and regulations in respect of such matters are vague in certain parts and
subject to varying interpretations. Any penalties imposed by the AMC on MHP or Mr. Kosyuk could have
a material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.
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MHP’s operations may be limited by antitrust regulations

MHP is one of the leading producers of chicken in Ukraine with estimated domestic market share for
industrially produced poultry of 43% by production volume in 2009 according to SCSU. Although MHP
believes that its operations are in compliance with applicable Ukrainian antitrust regulations, there can be
no certainty that MHP market shares will not result in the initiation of proceedings or investigations by the
relevant antimonopoly authorities, including the AMC. If any proceedings or investigations were to result
in adverse decisions against MHP, MHP could be prohibited from engaging in certain activities that are
regarded as restricting competition and/or financial penalties could be imposed on MHP. Such prohibitions
or financial penalties could have an adverse effect on MHP’s business, financial condition or MHP’s results
of operations. In addition, any potential acquisition by MHP may be subject to closer scrutiny by the AMC,
which may conclude that such acquisition would restrict competition in a given market and prohibit the
acquisition. Such a decision could adversely affect MHP’s ability to expand through acquisitions.

MHP may be subject to claims and liabilities under environmental, health, safety, sanitary, veterinary and other
laws and regulations which could be significant

MHP’s operations are subject to various environmental, health, safety, sanitary, veterinary and other
laws and regulations, including those governing fire and labour safety, sanitary compliance, air emissions,
solid waste and wastewater discharges and the use, storage, treatment and disposal of hazardous materials,
such as disinfectants. The applicable requirements under these laws are subject to amendment, imposition
of new or additional requirements and changing interpretations by governmental agencies or courts. In
addition, MHP anticipates increased regulation by various governmental agencies concerning food safety,
the use of medication in fodder formulations, the disposal of animal by-products and wastewater
discharges. Furthermore, business operations currently conducted by MHP or previously conducted by
others at property owned or operated by MHP, business operations previously conducted by MHP at
property formerly owned or operated by MHP and the disposal of waste at third party sites expose MHP to
the risk of claims under environmental, health and safety laws and regulations. MHP could incur material
costs or liabilities in connection with claims related to any of the foregoing. The discovery of presently
unknown environmental conditions, changes in environmental, health, safety and other laws and
regulations, enforcement of existing or new laws and regulations, MHP’s failure to successfully manage
relations with local authorities and other unanticipated events could give rise to expenditures and
liabilities, including the suspension, or the decommission of work and usage of the legal entity or its
equipment and buildings, fines and/or penalties which could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP’s current working practices could be affected by new legislation on animal protection

On 11 February 2010 Ukraine’s Parliament adopted a draft law which made amendments to the Law
of Ukraine “On Protection of Animals from Cruel Treatment” (the “Draft Animal Protection Law”),
dated 21 February 2006. The Draft Animal Protection Law substantially widens the definition of what
constitutes cruel treatment to animals, to include transporting animals in a way which may cause suffering
and stress, and other actions which cause pain, mutilation, injury, suffering, stress or premature death. In
addition, the Draft Animal Protection Law expressly prohibits the breeding of geese and ducks to obtain
foie gras. The Draft Animal Protection Law does not, however, provide for any detailed rules governing
the powers of state authorities to investigate alleged instances of cruel treatment to animals, nor does it
provide for specific sanctions for persons found to have caused such treatment.

Although the Draft Animal Protection Law was vetoed by the President on 24 February 2010, it is still
possible that the Parliament might vote to overrule this veto and this law would become effective. If this
happens, it might be necessary for MHP to change its current working practices in order to comply with the
new law, including the cessation of the production of foie gras, and the adoption of the Draft Animal
Protection Law or any similar animal protection law could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP’s business could be adversely affected if it fails to obtain, maintain or renew necessary licences and permits or
Jails to comply with the terms of its licences and permits and/or relevant legislation

MHP’s business depends on the continuing validity of several licences, the issuance to it of new
licences and/or permits and its compliance with the terms of its licences and/or permits and/or relevant
legislation. In particular, MHP’s poultry and cattle breeding operations depend on licences and/or permits
for the production of pedigree incubatory eggs, birds and cattle.
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Ukrainian law requires that companies which operate artesian wells of depths greater than 20 metres
obtain permits for sub-soil use and permits for special water use. Although MHP is in compliance with the
requirement for water use permits, none of the Group companies has obtained or holds a valid permit for
sub-soil use. Although MHP intends to comply with this requirement, as of the date of this Offering
Memorandum, MHP has not obtained all of the necessary permits. MHP could ultimately be penalised for
such non-compliance with a suspension of its production facilities.

In addition, under Ukrainian legislation, MHP, as an operator of food production facilities, is required
to obtain operational permits in respect of its facilities for the production of meat products, convenience
foods and fodder. Ukrainian state authorities are authorised to suspend or revoke an operational permit if
a particular facility does not comply with applicable sanitary and veterinary regulations. Although MHP
believes that it has all the permits it needs and that there are no grounds for the revocation of its
operational permits or that, in practice, it will be prevented from operating its facilities, as a strict legal
matter, without such permits, MHP will not be permitted to produce, process, store or transport its meat
products and fodder.

Under Ukrainian law, the implementation of new or refurbished production or other facilities, or the
lease of any premises, without obtaining the relevant permits from the sanitary and epidemiological
supervision authorities (“Sanitary Approval on Operation”) and the fire safety supervision authorities
(“Fire Permit”) is prohibited. Certain MHP companies have no Sanitary Approval on Operation and Fire
Permit. The violation of the above requirements may result in the suspension, or decommission of the legal
entity or its equipment and buildings and/or (ii) the relevant authority may confiscate produced goods,
equipment, and raw materials of the infringing MHP company. Under Ukrainian law fodder mills are
required to obtain operational permits. Some of MHP’s fodder mills do not have such permits. While the
law is unclear on this matter it is possible that fodder mills operating without operational permits may be
ordered by the regional office of the State Department for Veterinary Medicine to suspend their
operations until they obtain the operational permits. If MHP’s fodder mills are ordered to suspend their
operations, MHP’s business, results of operations and financial condition could be materially adversely
affected. Regulatory authorities exercise considerable discretion in the timing of licence and permit
issuance and renewal and in the monitoring of compliance with the terms of licences and permits. In
certain circumstances, state authorities in Ukraine may seek to interfere with the issuance of licences and
permits, and the licensing and permitting process may also be influenced by outside commentary, political
pressure and other extra-legal factors. Accordingly, there is a risk that licences or permits needed for
MHP’s business may not be issued or renewed or that they may not be issued or renewed in a timely
fashion or may be subject to onerous conditions.

If MHP is unable to obtain, maintain or renew necessary licences or permits, its business, results of
operations and financial condition could be materially adversely affected. See “Business—Facilites and
Properties—Licences and Permits”.

While MHP began operating the Myronivka chicken farm in October 2007, this farm was formally
commissioned only in December 2007. Under Ukrainian law, until formally commissioned, newly
constructed properties may not be operated. Violation of this requirement may subject MHP to fines in the
amount of up to 10% of the cost of construction works. Management believes that the relevant Ukrainian
authorities are unlikely to pursue this course of action based on previous practice in similar cases and given
that the representatives of such authorities have subsequently approved the commissioning of the
Myronivka chicken farm. However, if imposed, this fine could be significant, and MHP’s business, results
of operations, financial condition and prospects could be materially adversely affected.

MHP’s business could be adversely affected if detrimental price controls are introduced for MHP’s key products

Under Ukrainian legislation, local state authorities may regulate prices of certain food products,
including chicken meat, pork and beef. In particular, the local state authorities may from time to time
oblige producers of certain food products, including chicken meat and beef, to obtain approval from the
local officers of the State Prices Inspection before increasing the wholesale prices of such products by more
than 1% in any given month. Furthermore, the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine introduced a procedure for
the determination of prices of food products which are subject to state regulation. This procedure provides
a formula for the calculation of wholesale prices of food products and profits from such sales and it limits
the profit margin charged on such products. Management believes that the approach MHP uses for
determining the wholesale prices for MHP’s products is in line with the formula established by the above
procedure. If detrimental price controls are introduced for MHP’s key products or MHP fails to comply
with the Ukrainian price regulation mechanism described above, its business, results of operations and
financial condition could be materially adversely affected.
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MHP’s insurance coverage may be inadequate

MHP’s insurance coverage may not adequately protect it from the risks associated with its business.
The insurance industry is not yet well developed in Ukraine, and several forms of insurance protection
common in more economically developed countries are not yet available in Ukraine on comparable terms
or are not reasonably priced, including coverage for business interruption and the loss of a future grain
harvest. MHP insures its principal assets against risk of loss or damage caused by fire, lightning, explosions,
arson, natural disasters, water damage, burglary, robbery and mechanical failures. MHP also insures its
vehicles against the risk of loss or damage and maintains mandatory statutory third party liability
insurance. However, MHP does not have full coverage against loss of, or damage to, some of its plant and
equipment or losses arising from the interruption of its business. MHP does not have any insurance
coverage in respect of any losses it may incur as a result of an outbreak of bird flu or any other disease. See
“—Outbreaks of bird flu and other diseases could have a material adverse effect on MHP’s business”.
Also, MHP does not maintain insurance coverage for the loss of future grain harvest at some of its grain
growing facilities, nor does it maintain product liability insurance with respect to products of animal origin
nor cover for the use of pesticides and agrochemicals. In addition, there is no guarantee that MHP will be
able to obtain insurance on economically viable terms. If MHP is unable to obtain insurance coverage in
respect of particular risks, it will be forced to cover any losses or third-party claims out of its own funds.
MHP does not currently maintain separate funds or otherwise set aside reserves to cover such losses or
third-party claims. If MHP were to suffer a loss that is not adequately covered by insurance, its business,
results of operations, financial condition and prospects could be materially adversely affected. See
“Business—Insurance”.

MHP’s intragroup transactions and other related party transactions are subject to Ukrainian transfer pricing
regulations

Ukrainian transfer pricing rules, which became effective in 1997, require that prices between related
parties and, under certain circumstances, between unrelated parties be set on an arm’s length basis.
Ukrainian tax authorities may make transfer pricing adjustments and impose additional tax liabilities in
respect of transactions between related parties and, as applicable, unrelated parties if the transaction
prices differ from market prices. The Ukrainian transfer pricing rules are vaguely drafted and leave a wide
scope for interpretation by Ukrainian tax authorities and commercial courts. In addition, to date, there has
been only limited guidance as to how these rules are to be applied. Moreover, in the event a transfer
pricing adjustment is assessed by Ukrainian tax authorities, the Ukrainian transfer pricing rules do not
provide for an offsetting adjustment to the related counterparty in the transaction that is subject to
adjustment. Pending the adoption of relevant legislation, the right of the Ukrainian tax authorities to make
transfer pricing adjustments may be challengeable. In particular, under applicable Ukrainian corporate
income tax legislation, such adjustments can be made only pursuant to a procedure, which has not yet been
adopted in law.

There have been and continue to be a significant number of transactions between companies within
the MHP group, as well as with other parties related to MHP. In addition, in the past MHP engaged in
transactions with companies it later acquired. It is not always possible to determine an appropriate market
price for such transactions, and the Ukrainian tax authorities’ view as to what constitutes a market price
may differ from that adopted by MHP. As a result, there can be no assurance that the Ukrainian tax
authorities will not challenge the prices for these transactions and propose adjustments. If such price
adjustments are implemented, MHP’s effective tax rate could increase and its future financial results could
be materially adversely affected. In addition, MHP could face significant losses associated with the
assessed amount of prior tax underpaid and related interest and penalties, which could have a material
adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP may be limited in its ability to obtain full ownership rights to land

MHP’s ability to obtain full ownership rights to agricultural land plots it currently leases is limited by
an effective moratorium on sales of agricultural land currently in force in Ukraine. If this moratorium is
liftted, MHP would consider acquiring ownership of land, including to the land plots it currently leases,
which it may be able to purchase pursuant to existing pre-emptive rights. However, there can be no
assurance that the owners of these land plots would agree to sell their land to MHP on commercially
acceptable terms or at all. In addition, any material changes to existing laws and regulations on land
ownership could limit MHP’s ability to obtain full ownership rights to relevant land plots. Furthermore,
MHP may face increasing competition for suitable land plots from other companies operating in the
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Ukrainian agro-industrial sector, which may result in higher prices for land. Under Ukrainian law MHP is
entitled to continue using land under a lease if the owner of the relevant land plot changes, unless
otherwise provided in the lease agreement however a new owner may be less likely to sell under the lease
purchase option or renew the lease on expiry. Any inability by MHP to secure ownership rights to suitable
land plots either at commercially acceptable terms or at all could materially adversely affect MHP’s
business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

MHP has multiple leases, its rights to its land plots may be challenged, and MHP may not be able to renew its lease
agreements

MHP leases all the land plots on which it grows grain. In aggregate, MHP leases approximately
180,000 hectares of land for its operations, of which approximately 150,000 hectares are used in the grain
growing segment for grain production, approximately 27,000 hectares are used in the other agricultural
segment primarily for fruit orchards, as pasture for cattle and pigs and to grow grain for fodder for cattle
and pigs, and approximately 3,000 hectares are used by the poultry and related operations segment. The
majority of MHP’s agricultural land plots are leased from a large number of private individual lessors,
while the remaining land plots are leased from local authorities. Management believes that the average
size of a land plot leased by MHP from individual lessors is two hectares. This gives rise to a significant
administrative burden and a number of legal risks, including a risk of fragmentation of MHP’s land bank if
it is unable to continue to lease land from its contiguous individual lessors. Any challenge to the validity or
enforceability of MHP’s rights to land plots it currently leases or may lease in the future may result in the
loss of the respective lease rights. Furthermore, certain leases may not contain all of the mandatory
provisions required under Ukrainian law. This creates a risk that the validity of such lease agreements may
be invalidated by a court.

In addition, MHP’s land lease agreements are entered into for varied periods of time, ranging from
one to 50 years. Although under Ukrainian law MHP has a pre-emptive right to extend the term of a lease
agreement upon its expiry, subject to MHP’s compliance with the terms of original lease, the lessors’
willingness to continue leasing the land and the absence of any other potential lessees offering better
terms, there can be no assurance that all lease agreements will be renewed upon their expiration. In
addition, Ukrainian legislation requires the lease rights to land plots held in state or municipal ownership
to be allocated through an auction unless there are buildings owned by the lessee on the relevant land plot.
Any loss by MHP of its lease rights to land plots could adversely affect MHP’s business, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects.

The payments under MHP’s land lease agreements may increase

Under Ukrainian legislation, the parties to a lease agreement are generally free to determine the
amount of payments under a land lease agreement. However, the lease payments in respect of agricultural
land held in state or municipal ownership may not be lower than the land tax in respect of the relevant land
plot, calculated as a percentage of the appraised value of a particular land plot. The appraised value of
land plots is reviewed by Ukrainian authorities on an annual basis. Following such review, state or
municipal lessors are entitled under Ukrainian law to unilaterally increase the lease payments in respect of
the relevant land plot pro rata to the new value of such plot. Any increase of the land lease payments above
MHP’s current expectations could materially adversely affect MHP’s business, results of operations,
financial condition and prospects.

MHP is exposed to operational risks

MHP is exposed to operational risks, including the risk of equipment breakdown or failure or injury to
or death of personnel. In particular, MHP’s manufacturing processes depend on certain critical items of
equipment, including fodder production lines, hatchers, processing lines, and sorting and packing
machines, and this equipment may, on occasion, be out of service as a result of unanticipated failures.
MHP may experience material shutdowns of its production facilities or periods of reduced production as a
result of such equipment failures. MHP may also be subject to interruptions in production related to
catastrophic events, such as fires, explosions or natural disasters. MHP maintains certain controls designed
to decrease its operational risk, but does not maintain business interruption insurance. Any interruptions
in its production capability may require MHP to incur significant expenses to remedy the situation, which
could materially adversely affect MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.
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The Issuer may become tax resident in a jurisdiction other than Luxembourg

The Issuer is incorporated in Luxembourg and is currently considered Luxembourg resident for tax
purposes. Generally, in order to maintain Luxembourg tax residence, management and control of the
Issuer must take place in Luxembourg. If management and control of the Issuer were to be conducted in a
jurisdiction other than Luxembourg, the existing tax residence of the Issuer could be jeopardised.
Consequently, the Issuer must meet all applicable requirements for Luxembourg tax residence under
Luxembourg tax legislation and the provisions of its Articles. Under these requirements, the Board of
Directors should not be comprised of a majority of individuals who are resident for tax purposes in a single
jurisdiction other than Luxembourg and all strategic or significant operational decisions or resolutions of
the Board of Directors should be made in Luxembourg.

If management and control of the Issuer takes place in another jurisdiction, or strategic or significant
operational decisions or other management activities take place in that jurisdiction, the Issuer may be
subject to tax in that other jurisdiction. Whether this is the case will depend upon the tax laws of that other
jurisdiction and, in certain cases, the impact of any tax residence “tie-breaker” provision in any double tax
treaty between Luxembourg and that jurisdiction. Taxation of the Issuer in a jurisdiction other than
Luxembourg could materially adversely affect the Issuer’s financial condition and prospects.

Changes in the application or interpretation of the Cypriot tax system or in the double tax treaty between Ukraine
and Cyprus or a Cypriot subsidiary of the Issuer becoming tax resident in a jurisdiction other than Cyprus

All of the Issuer’s subsidiaries are held indirectly through the Issuer’s wholly-owned subsidiary RHL,
which is incorporated in Cyprus. The Issuer also has a wholly-owned investment subsidiary, Eledem
Investments Limited, which is incorporated in Cyprus. Cyprus became a member of the European Union
on 1 May 2004, as a result of which it has harmonised its legislation with European Union directives and
guidelines and has reformed its tax system. Moreover, as a result of its accession to the European Union,
Cyprus will adhere to decisions of the European Court of Justice and any amendments to, or newly
introduced, European Union directives with respect to taxation. Such judicial decisions and legislative
changes may adversely affect the tax treatment of MHP’s Cypriot subsidiaries and of transactions with such
Cypriot companies.

In addition, in accordance with Cypriot income tax laws, a company is tax resident in Cyprus if its
management and control is exercised in Cyprus. There is no definition in the Cyprus income tax laws as to
what constitutes management and control. MHP has received advice that the Cyprus tax authorities follow
the OECD model convention with respect to taxes on income and capital, which refers to a “place of
effective management”. The commentary on that model convention states: “The place of effective
management is the place where key management and commercial decisions that are necessary for the
conduct of the entity’s business are in substance made. The place of effective management will ordinarily
be the place where the most senior person or group of persons (for example a board of directors) makes its
decisions, the place where the actions to be taken by the entity as a whole are determined; however, no
definitive rule can be given and all relevant facts and circumstances must be examined to determine the
place of effective management. An entity may have more than one place of management, but it can have
only one place of effective management at any one time”. Based on this definition, management and
control may be considered to be exercised where the board of directors of a company meets and makes
decisions. Management believes that the Issuer’s Cypriot subsidiaries meet these criteria and can be
considered Cyprus tax residents. A company that is tax resident in Cyprus is subject to Cypriot taxation and
qualifies for benefits available under the Cypriot tax treaty network, including the double tax treaty
between the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the Government of Cyprus, dated
29 October 1982, to which Ukraine is a successor and which is still applied in Ukraine (the “Double Tax
Treaty”). In addition, an EU parent company may be able to claim tax benefits under European Union tax
directives with respect to dividends paid from Cypriot resident companies or gains from the sale of shares
in Cypriot resident companies.

In the event the tax residency of a company incorporated in Cyprus is challenged, such Cypriot
company would be required to establish that it is managed and controlled from Cyprus. If the tax residency
of any of the Issuer’s Cypriot subsidiaries, including RHL, were to be challenged and it was held that such
Cypriot subsidiary had failed to observe the Cyprus tax residence requirements of, or such company was
unable to ensure or establish that it qualified as, a Cypriot tax resident, such company could be subject to
tax in its place of tax residency wherever that might be and would be unable to make use of the Cypriot tax
treaty network. If the relevant Cypriot company is not tax resident in a Member State, tax benefits under
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the EU tax directives referred to above may be restricted or eliminated. In addition, if management and
control of the relevant Cypriot company takes place in another jurisdiction, or strategic or significant
operational decisions or other management activities take place in that jurisdiction, the relevant Cypriot
company may be subject to tax in that other jurisdiction. Whether this is the case will depend upon the tax
laws of that other jurisdiction and, in certain cases, the impact of any tax residence “tie-breaker” provision
in any double tax treaty between Cyprus and that jurisdiction.

There can be no assurance that the Double Tax Treaty between Cyprus and Ukraine will not be
renegotiated. On 16 January 2008, the Cabinet of Ministers of Ukraine authorised the Ukrainian
Ambassador in the Republic of Cyprus to sign a new Convention between the Government of Ukraine and
the Government of the Republic of Cyprus for the Avoidance of Double Taxation and the Prevention of
Fiscal Evasion with Respect to Taxes on Income (the “Convention”). In contrast to the currently effective
Double Tax Treaty, which exempts dividends, capital gains, interest payments, and royalty payments from
Ukrainian withholding tax, under the proposed Convention, dividends paid by JSC MHP to its Cyprus
parent company would be taxable at source in Ukraine at 5% of the gross amount of dividends. The
proposed Convention also provides for taxation at source in Ukraine of interest at 10% of the gross
amount of the interest if the beneficial owner of the interest is a resident of Cyprus.

Adverse changes in the application or interpretation of Cypriot tax law, or in the Double Tax Treaty or
a finding that a subsidiary of the Issuer that is incorporated in Cyprus does not qualify as a Cypriot tax
resident or for tax treaty based benefits, or is subject to tax in another jurisdiction, may significantly
increase MHP’s tax burden, including its interest expenses and adversely affect MHP’s business, results of
operations, financial condition and prospects.

The Issuer is a holding company and is therefore financially dependent on receiving distributions from its
subsidiaries

The Issuer is a holding company and all of its operations are conducted through its subsidiaries.
Consequently, it relies on dividends or advances from its subsidiaries, including subsidiaries that are not
wholly-owned. The ability of these subsidiaries to pay dividends, and MHP’s ability to receive distributions
from its investments in other entities are subject to applicable laws and other restrictions. In addition, such
dividends and distributions may be subject to withholding and other taxes which may lead to double
taxation or other costs to MHP. These laws, restrictions, taxes and costs could limit the payment of
dividends and distributions, which could restrict MHP’s ability to fund the operations, which could have a
material adverse effect on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

Dividends paid by Ukrainian subsidiaries will be taxed by way of Advance Corporate Income Tax
(“Advance CIT”) in Ukraine. Advance CIT is charged on the dividend amount subject to distribution at the
rate of 25% and is due prior to or at the time of the payment of the distribution. The paid Advance CIT
may be offset against future corporate income tax liabilities of the Ukrainian subsidiaries and may be
carried forward to future tax periods without limitation. Currently, a number of MHP’s subsidiaries are
subject to a special regime of taxation applicable to producers of agricultural products and pay FAT instead
of corporate income tax (See “—As a producer of agricultural products MHP currently benefits from tax
exemptions which could be discontinued”). The Advance CIT is also applicable to MHP’s subsidiaries that
pay FAT, however, unlike payers of the corporate income tax, they will not be able to offset the Advance
CIT against future corporate income tax liabilities and, as a result, the Advance CIT becomes a cost for
such subsidiaries.

As all of the Issuer’s subsidiaries are held indirectly through the Issuer’s wholly-owned subsidiary
RHL, which is incorporated in Cyprus, the ability of the Issuer to obtain dividends depends on the ability
of RHL to obtain dividends from its Ukrainian subsidiaries. The payment of dividends to RHL by its
Ukrainian subsidiaries is subject to a number of procedural requirements. RHL’s Ukrainian subsidiaries
may only pay dividends to RHL through an investment account or a broker’s account in Ukraine in
hryvnia. RHL, in turn, is required to submit documents evidencing its investment in shares of its Ukrainian
subsidiaries in order to convert the dividends into U.S. dollars or Euro and transfer them outside Ukraine.
As a general rule, a 15% Ukrainian withholding tax is withheld at source in Ukraine on payments of
dividends to RHL, unless RHL is entitled to the benefits of the Double Tax Treaty.

The dividends distributed to RHL by a Ukrainian subsidiary will be exempt from withholding tax if
RHL satisfies the procedural requirements of the Ukrainian tax legislation, namely, by providing the
Ukrainian tax authorities with a tax residency certificate attesting to the RHL’s tax residency in Cyprus.
There can be no assurance that further restrictions on the payment of dividends to a non-Ukrainian
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shareholder will not be applied in Ukraine in the future. See also “—Changes in the application or
interpretation of the Cypriot tax system or in the double tax treaty between Ukraine and Cyprus or a
Cypriot subsidiary of the Issuer becoming tax resident in a jurisdiction other than Cyprus” above.

Risks Relating to Ukraine

The Guarantors and the significant subsidiaries of the Issuer are Ukrainian companies and their assets
are located in Ukraine. Investments in Ukraine carry certain region-specific risks. Since obtaining
independence in 1991, Ukraine has undergone a substantial political transformation from a constituent
republic of the former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to an independent sovereign state. Concurrently
with this transformation, Ukraine is changing from a centrally-planned to a market-based economy and its
achievements in this respect have been recognised by the EU, which gave Ukraine market economy status
at the end of 2005 and the United States, which also granted Ukraine such status in February 2006. In May
2008 Ukraine joined the WTO. Although some progress has been made since independence towards
reforming Ukraine’s economy and its political and judicial systems, to some extent Ukraine still lacks the
necessary legal infrastructure and regulatory framework that are essential to supporting market
institutions, the effective transition to a market economy and broad-based social and economic reforms.
The pace of economic, political and judicial reforms has been adversely affected by political instability
caused by continuing disagreement among the Government, the Parliament and the President of Ukraine.
Furthermore, the Ukrainian economy has recently been negatively affected by the global financial
downturn, a slowdown in the real economy, a failing financial sector, a significant devaluation of the
hryvnia against the U.S. dollar and Euro and an increase in energy prices. Set forth below is a brief
description of some of the risks incurred by investing in Ukraine.

Investments in emerging market countries such as Ukraine carry risks not typically associated with risks in more
mature markets

Investors in emerging markets such as Ukraine should be aware that these markets are subject to
greater risks than more developed markets, including in some cases significant political, economic and
legal risks. Investors should also note that emerging economies such as Ukraine’s are subject to rapid
change and that some or all of the information set out in this Offering Memorandum may become
outdated relatively quickly. Accordingly, investors should exercise particular care in evaluating the risks
involved and must decide for themselves whether, in light of those risks, their investment is appropriate.
Generally, investment in emerging markets such as Ukraine is only suitable for sophisticated investors who
fully appreciate the significance of the risks involved, and investors are urged to consult with their own
legal and financial advisors before making an investment in Ukraine. Moreover, financial turmoil in any
emerging market tends to adversely affect prices in debt and equity markets of all emerging markets as
investors move their money to more stable developed markets. In the second half 2008, financial problems
caused by the global economic slowdown and an increase in the perceived risks associated with investing in
emerging economies dampened foreign investment in Ukraine, resulting in an outflow of capital and an
adverse effect on the Ukrainian economy. In addition, Ukraine may become subject to heightened
volatility due to regional economic, political or military conflicts. As a consequence, an investment in
Ukraine carries risks that are not typically associated with investing in more mature markets.

These risks may be compounded by incomplete, unreliable or unavailable economic and statistical
data on Ukraine, including elements of the information provided in this Offering Memorandum.

Official economic data and third party information may not be reliable

Although a range of government ministries, along with the NBU and the SCSU, produce statistics on
Ukraine and its economy, there can be no assurance that these statistics are as accurate or as reliable as
those compiled in more developed countries. Prospective investors should be aware that figures relating to
Ukraine’s gross domestic product (“GDP”) and many other aggregate figures cited in this document may
be subject to some degree of uncertainty and may not be fully in accordance with international standards.
Furthermore, standards of accuracy of statistical data may vary from ministry to ministry or from period to
period due to the application of different methodologies. In this document, data are presented as provided
by the relevant ministry to which the data is attributed, and no attempt has been made to reconcile such
data to the data compiled by other ministries or by other organisations, such as the International Monetary
Fund (the “IMF”). Since the first quarter of 2003, Ukraine has produced data in accordance with the
IMF’s Special Data Dissemination Standard. There can be no assurance, however, that this IMF standard
has been fully implemented or correctly applied. The existence of a sizeable unofficial or shadow economy
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may also affect the accuracy and reliability of statistical information. In addition, Ukraine has experienced
variable rates of inflation, including periods of hyperinflation. Unless indicated, the information and
figures presented in this document have not been restated to reflect such inflation and, as a result, period
to period comparisons may not be meaningful. Prospective investors should be aware that none of these
statistics has been independently verified. MHP accepts responsibility only for the correct extraction and
reproduction of such information.

Political and social conflicts or instability could create an uncertain operating environment

In recent years Ukraine has undergone substantial political transformation from a constituent republic
in a federal socialist state to an independent sovereign democracy. In parallel with this transformation,
Ukraine is transitioning from a centrally planned economy to a market economy. However, this process of
economic transition is not complete.

Historically, a lack of political consensus in the Verkhovna Rada, or Parliament, of Ukraine has made
it difficult for the Government to sustain a stable coalition of parliamentarians to secure the necessary
support to implement a variety of policies intended to foster liberalisation, privatisation and financial
stability.

The current Parliament was elected at the parliamentary elections held on 30 September 2007. In
December 2007, the new Parliament appointed Yuliya Tymoshenko as the Prime Minister of Ukraine and
endorsed the coalition Government formed by Blok Nasha Ukrayina—Narodna Samooborona (Our
Ukraine-People’s Self Defense Bloc) and Yuliya Tymoshenko’s Bloc. In September 2008, Our Ukraine-
People’s Self Defense Bloc announced its withdrawal from the majority coalition, and Speaker of
Parliament Arseniy Yatsenyuk officially announced the termination of the majority coalition. On 9 October
2008, the President issued a decree dissolving the Parliament and designating 7 December 2008 as the date
for new parliamentary elections. However, this decree was challenged in court and cancelled by a
subsequent decree by the President. In December 2008, the Parliament elected its new Speaker,
Volodymyr Lytvyn, and a new majority coalition was formed comprising three parliamentary factions: Our
Ukraine-People’s Self Defense Bloc, Yuliya Tymoshenko’s Bloc and the Volodymyr Lytvyn Bloc.

The first round of the recent presidential elections was held on 17 January 2010, however, no
candidate won 50% or more of the popular vote and the two highest polling candidates,
Victor Yanukovych, leader of Partiya Regioniv (the Party of Regions), and Yuliya Tymoshenko, leader of
Yuliya Tymoshenko’s Bloc, took part in the second round of elections. Following the results of the second
round held on 7 February 2010, Victor Yanukovych won the presidential race by a simple majority.
Although Yuliya Tymoshenko initially contested, Victor Yanukovych was inaugurated as President of
Ukraine on 25 February 2010.

On 3 March 2010 the then incumbent Prime Minister Yuliya Tymoshenko was voted out of the
Government following a vote of no confidence by the Parliament. On 11 March 2010, factions of the Party
of Regions, the Volodymyr Lytvyn Bloc, the Communist Party of Ukraine and several other deputies
formed a new parliamentary coalition consisting of 235 deputies. On the same day, the Parliament
appointed Mykola Azarov, a member of the Party of Regions, as the new Prime Minister of Ukraine and
endorsed the new members of the Government. Currently, the Government consists mainly of members of
the President’s Party of Regions, with a few positions being occupied by representatives of other political
parties.

In March 2010, two applications have been submitted to the Constitutional Court of Ukraine by two
groups of members of the Parliament, one of which requested an official interpretation, while the other
questioned the constitutionality of certain provisions of the Law of Ukraine “On regulations of the
Verkhovna Rada of Ukraine” (the “Parliament Regulations Law”) dated 10 February 2010 in the context
of the ability of individual deputies (as opposed to parliamentary factions) to take part in the formation of
the majority coalition in the Parliament. On 6 April 2010, the Constitutional Court of Ukraine ruled in its
decision that the provisions of the Parliament Regulations Law and the Constitution of Ukraine should be
interpreted as allowing individual deputies to join the majority coalition. This decision of the Court,
however, was issued in response to the request for an official interpretation of the provisions of the
Parliament Regulations Law, and the Court has not expressly opined on the constitutionality of such
provisions in its decision. Accordingly, no assurance can be given that the Court will not declare the
relevant provisions of the Parliament Regulations Law unconstitutional in response to the submission of
the second group of parliamentarians in future. Such outcome may result in further political upheaval and
instability in Ukraine.
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As at the date of this Offering Memorandum, relations between the President, the Government and
Parliament, as well as the procedures and rules governing the political process in Ukraine, including
formation and dissolution of a coalition and of factions, remain in a state of uncertainty and may be subject
to change through the normal process of political alliance-building or, if the required action is taken,
through constitutional amendments and decisions of the Constitutional Court of Ukraine.

Recent political developments have also highlighted potential inconsistencies between the
Constitution of Ukraine and various laws and presidential decrees. Furthermore, such developments have
raised questions regarding the judicial system’s independence from economic and political influences.

A number of factors could adversely affect political stability in Ukraine. These could include failure to
form or maintain a stable Government; lack of agreement within the factions and deputies that form a
governing coalition; court action taken by opposition parliamentarians against decrees and other actions of
the President or Government; or court action by the President against Parliamentary or Governmental
resolutions or actions. If political instability continues or heightens, it could have negative effects on the
Ukrainian economy and, as a result, materially adversely affect MHP’s business, results of operations,
financial condition and prospects.

Economic instability in Ukraine could harm the Group’s business, results of operations, financial condition and
prospects.

In recent years the Ukrainian economy has been characterised by a number of features that contribute
to economic instability, including a relatively weak banking system providing limited liquidity to Ukrainian
enterprises, tax evasion, significant capital flight and low (but rising) wages for a large portion of the
Ukrainian population.

Although Ukraine made significant progress in 2007 and 2008 in increasing its GDP prior to the
global economic downturn, increasing real wages and improving its trade balance, the political instability
and the global financial and economic crisis have compounded the more recent negative effects on key
economic indicators of the global economic downturn.

The Ukrainian economy grew at an average of approximately 7.0% each year between 2000 and 2007.
This growth was driven mainly by a rapid increase in foreign demand, rising commodity prices on external
markets and the availability of foreign financing. While positively affecting the pace of Ukrainian economic
growth in those years, these factors made the Ukrainian economy overly vulnerable to adverse external
shocks. Thus, as the global economic and financial situation started to deteriorate, Ukraine’s economy was
one of the most heavily affected by the downturn. The negative impact of these factors has been
compounded by weaknesses in the Ukrainian economy, which is sensitive to external and internal events.
In particular, although the Government has generally been committed to economic reform, the
implementation of reform has been impeded by lack of political consensus, controversies over privatisation
(including privatisation of land in the agricultural sector and privatisation of large industrial enterprises),
restructuring of the energy sector, and removal of exemptions and privileges for certain state owned
enterprises or for certain industry sectors.

As a result, according to the SCSU, the rate of inflation for the past two years was 12.3% in 2009 and
22.3% in 2008. The rate of inflation for February 2010 was 3.7%. In the fourth quarter of 2008, Ukraine’s
GDP declined by 8.0% as compared to the same period in 2007. In 2009, Ukrainian GDP decreased by
20.2% in the first quarter of the year, 17.8% in the second quarter of the year, 16.0% in the third quarter
of the year and as a preliminary estimate by the SCSU, 6.8% in the fourth quarter of the year, each as
compared to the corresponding periods in 2008. In September 2009, the Government approved its forecast
for Ukraine’s economic and social development for 2010. This forecast estimated Ukraine’s GDP growth
to be 3.7% in 2010 while the rate of inflation is expected to be 9.7% in 2010.

The negative trends in the Ukrainian economy may continue while commodity prices on the external
market remain low and access to foreign credit is limited, unless Ukraine undertakes certain important
economic and financial structural reforms. Failure to achieve the political consensus necessary to support
and implement such reforms could adversely affect the country’s macroeconomic indices and economic
growth. Furthermore, future political instability in the executive or legislative branches could hamper
efforts to implement necessary reforms. There can be no assurance that the political initiatives necessary to
achieve these or any other reforms described elsewhere in this Offering Memorandum will continue, will
not be reversed or will achieve their intended aims. Rejection or reversal of reform policies favouring
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privatisation, industrial restructuring and administrative reform may have negative effects on the economy,
generally, and, as a result, on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

In addition, the current global financial crisis has led to the collapse or bailout of some Ukrainian
banks and to significant liquidity constraints for others. The crisis has prompted the government to inject
substantial funds into the banking system amid reports of difficulties among Ukrainian banks and other
financial institutions. The continuation or worsening of the financial crisis, further insolvencies of
Ukrainian banks, and the failure to adopt and implement a system of banking regulation that achieves an
increased degree of soundness and stability in the nation’s banks could have a material adverse effect on
the Ukrainian economy.

The Ukrainian currency is subject to volatility and depreciation

In view of the high dollarisation of the Ukrainian economy and increased activity of Ukrainian
borrowers on external markets in 2005-2007, Ukraine has become increasingly exposed to the risk of
hryvnia exchange rate fluctuations. Since September 2008, the interbank U.S. dollar/hryvnia exchange rate
has fluctuated significantly. In 2008, the hryvnia depreciated against the dollar by 52.5% and against the
Euro by 46.3% as compared to year-end 2007, and further depreciated against these currencies in 2009 by
3.7% and 5.5%, respectively. The NBU sought to address the hryvnia instability by taking administrative
measures (including certain foreign exchange market restrictions), and used approximately
U.S.$15.3 billion of its foreign exchange reserves to support the Ukrainian currency in the last quarter of
2008 and in 2009. The official exchange rate was UAH 7.93 to U.S.$1.00 as at 31 March 2010. The
fluctuations in the U.S. dollar and Euro/hryvnia exchange rate have negatively affected the ability of
Ukrainian borrowers to repay their indebtedness to Ukrainian banks (more than 50% of the domestic
loans are denominated in foreign currency) as well as to external lenders.

The Ukrainian currency may depreciate further in the near future, given the absence of significant
currency inflow from exports and foreign investment, limited foreign currency reserves, as well as the need
for borrowers to repay a substantial amount of short-term external private debt (estimated by the NBU to
be approximately U.S.$19.7 billion as at 1 January 2010) as well as requirements to pay a substantial
amount of foreign currency for energy supplies from Russian and the rest of the CIS. Any further currency
fluctuations may negatively affect the Ukrainian economy and the Group’s business.

Social instability could have political and economic consequences and affect the value of investments in Ukraine

The failure of the Ukrainian Government and many private enterprises to pay full salaries on a
regular basis and the failure of salaries and benefits in Ukraine generally to keep pace with the rapidly
increasing cost of living have previously led, and could again lead in the future, to labour and social unrest.
Labour and social unrest may have political, social and economic consequences, such as increased support
for a renewal of centralised authority, increased nationalism, with restrictions on foreign ownership in the
Ukrainian economy, and possibly violence. Any of these events could adversely affect the Group’s
business, financial condition and operational results.

Ukraine’s physical infrastructure is in a poor condition, which may lead to disruptions in the Group’s business or
an increase in its costs

Ukraine’s physical infrastructure, including its power generation and transmission and communication
systems and building stock, largely dates back to Soviet times and has not been adequately funded and
maintained over the past decade. Road conditions throughout Ukraine are relatively poor in comparison
with more developed countries. The Ukrainian government has been implementing plans to develop the
nation’s rail, electricity and telephone systems, which may result in increased charges and tariffs whilst
failing to generate the anticipated capital investment needed to repair, maintain and improve these
systems. The deterioration of Ukraine’s physical infrastructure has an adverse effect on the national
economy, disrupts the transportation of goods and supplies, adds costs to doing business in Ukraine and
can interrupt business operations. Any further deterioration in Ukraine’s physical infrastructure could
have a materially adverse effect on the Group’s business, financial condition and operational results.

Inability to obtain financing from external sources could affect Ukraine’s ability to meet financing expectations in
its budget

Ukraine’s internal debt market remains illiquid and underdeveloped as compared with markets in
most western countries. In the wake of the emerging market crisis in the autumn of 1998 and until the
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second half of 2002, loans from multinational organisations such as the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (“EBRD”), the World Bank, the European Union and the IMF comprised Ukraine’s
only significant sources of external financing.

From 2003 until 2008, the international capital markets were Ukraine’s main source of external
financing but they ceased to be available from mid-2008 due to the global economic and financial crisis. As
a result, Ukraine sought IMF financing. In November 2008, the IMF approved a two-year Stand-By
Arrangement (“SBA”) with Ukraine for approximately U.S.$16.4 billion to assist the Ukrainian
Government in restoring financial and economic stability. The drawdowns of IMF financing are contingent
upon Ukraine’s satisfaction of requirements including:

* reducing the budget deficit by imposing additional taxes and taking other non-tax measures;
* introducing a comprehensive approach to budget and fiscal sector management;

» strengthening the independence of the NBU as the principal regulator in the banking sector and
developing and implementing a comprehensive bank refinancing and restructuring programme; and

* bringing domestic natural gas prices in line with international market prices.

According to the official IMF statements issued upon the second review of Ukraine’s economic
performance under the SBA in July 2009, which was followed by the release of the U.S.$3.3 billion third
tranche of the IMF financing, Ukraine’s authorities have succeeded in cutting down on non-priority
expenditures and have taken a number of measures to restore viability of the natural gas sector. At the
same time, IMF stressed that further fiscal measures and structural reforms should be implemented to
ensure fiscal sustainability and restore confidence in the banking system. As at the date of this Offering
Memorandum, the total disbursements under the SBA amounted to approximately U.S.$10.6 billion.

If the international capital markets or syndicated loan markets continue to be unavailable to Ukraine,
it would have to further rely to a significant extent on official or multilateral borrowings to finance part of
the budget deficit, fund its payment obligations under domestic and international borrowings and support
foreign exchange reserves. Additionally, Ukraine has indicated that, as part of its debt management policy,
it plans to develop the internal debt market and to reduce its reliance on external debt financing. However,
reliance on internal debt and unavailability of external financing may place additional pressure on
Ukraine’s ability to meet its payment obligations.

External borrowings from multilateral organisations such as the IMF, the EBRD, the World Bank or
the EU may be conditional on Ukraine’s satisfaction of certain requirements, which may include, amongst
other things, implementation of strategic, institutional and structural reforms; reduction of overdue tax
arrears; absence of increase of budgetary arrears; improvement of sovereign debt credit ratings; and
reduction of overdue indebtedness for electricity and gas. If Ukraine is unable to resort to the international
capital markets or syndicated loan markets, a failure by official creditors and of multilateral organisations
to grant adequate financing could put pressure on Ukraine’s budget and foreign exchange reserves.

Ukraine’s economy depends heavily on its trade flows with Russia and certain other CIS countries and any major
change in relations with Russia could have adverse effects on the economy

Ukraine’s economy depends heavily on its trade flows with Russia and the rest of the CIS, largely
because Ukraine imports a large proportion of its energy requirements, especially from Russia (or from
countries that transport energy-related exports through Russia). In addition, a large share of Ukraine’s
services receipts comprise transit charges for oil, gas and ammonia from Russia.

Ukraine therefore considers its relations with Russia to be of strategic importance. However, relations
between Ukraine and Russia continue to remain strained due to factors including:

* disagreements over the prices and methods of payment for gas delivered by the Russian gas supplier
OJSC Gazprom (“Gazprom”) to, or for transportation through, Ukraine;

* unresolved issues relating to the stationing of the Russian Black Sea Fleet (Chernomorskyi Flot) in
the territory of Ukraine; and

* a Russian ban on imports of meat and milk products from Ukraine and anti-dumping investigations
conducted by Russian authorities in relation to certain Ukrainian goods.

Russia has recently and in the past, threatened to cut off the supply of oil and gas to Ukraine
transported through Russia in order to apply pressure on Ukraine to settle outstanding gas debts and
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maintain the low transit fees for Russian oil and gas through Ukrainian pipelines to European consumers.
In line with its threats, Gazprom substantially decreased natural gas supplies to Ukraine in early January
2009, reportedly due to the failure by National Joint-Stock Company “Naftogas of Ukraine” (“Naftogas”),
the Ukrainian state-owned oil and gas company, to timely repay all outstanding debts owed to Gazprom
for natural gas supplied to Ukraine for domestic consumption in 2008. Following negotiations between the
governments of Russia and Ukraine and the signing of agreements between Naftogas and Gazprom setting
out the terms of further natural gas supplies and transit through the territory of Ukraine, Gazprom on
20 January 2009 resumed natural gas supplies to Ukraine and Western Europe.

Prices for natural gas supplied by Gazprom for domestic consumption in Ukraine increased in each of
2006, 2007 and 2008 from U.S.$50 per 1,000 cubic metres as of 1 January 2005 to U.S.$179.5 per 1,000
cubic metres as of 1 January 2008. Pursuant to the recent agreements signed between Naftogas and
Gazprom on 19 January 2009 for natural gas supplies and transit in 2009 through 2019, a price for natural
gas supplied to Ukraine for domestic consumption and a tariff for the transit of natural gas through the
territory of Ukraine is to be determined pursuant to formulas set out in the agreements. The average
annual price for natural gas supplied for domestic consumption in Ukraine in 2009 was approximately
U.S.$228.0 per 1,000 cubic metres. Recent press reports indicate that Ukraine and Russia have
provisionally agreed to resolve various outstanding issues, including lowering of gas prices and the
extension to the permission to station the Russian Black Sea Fleet.

Currently, approximately 20% of Ukrainian exports of goods go to Russia, while much of Russia’s
exports of energy resources to the EU are delivered via Ukraine. Russia’s increases in the price for natural
gas have adversely affected the pace of economic growth of Ukraine due to the considerable dependence
of the Ukrainian economy on imports of energy resources from Russia. Furthermore, although the gas
price increases have increased pressure for reforms in the energy sector and the modernisation of major
energy-consuming industries of Ukraine through the implementation of energy-efficient technologies and
the modernisation of production facilities, there can be no assurance that these reforms will be
implemented successfully.

Political relations between Russia and Ukraine, which have become further strained in 2009, may
adversely affect economic relations between the two countries. In August 2009, the presidents of the
Russian Federation and Ukraine exchanged letters with regard to the most crucial issues affecting
Ukraine-Russia relations, such as Ukraine’s intention to join the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation
(“NATO”) and to cooperate more closely with the EU, Ukraine’s support of Georgia in the recent conflict
between Georgia and Russia, and efforts taken by the Ukrainian Government to revise the history of
relations between Ukraine and Russia.

Although following the recent election of President Yanukovych, Ukraine’s relations with Russia are
generally expected to improve, if bilateral trade relations were to deteriorate, if Russia were to stop
transiting a large portion of its oil and gas through Ukraine or if Russia halted supplies of natural gas to
Ukraine, Ukraine’s balance of payments and foreign currency reserves could be materially and adversely
affected. Any further adverse changes in Ukraine’s relations with Russia, in particular any such changes
adversely affecting supplies of energy resources from Russia to Ukraine or Ukraine’s revenues derived
from transit charges for Russian oil and gas, may have negative effects on the Ukrainian economy as a
whole and thus on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.

Any deterioration in Ukraine’s relationships with western governments and institutions may have a material
adverse effect on the Ukrainian economy and the Group’s business, financial condition and operational results

Taking into account its geographical position and history, Ukraine’s closest relationships are with the
Russian Federation and Poland. Significant relations have also been developed with EU countries
(including Germany, Hungary, Slovakia and Romania) and CIS countries (including Belarus), as well as
Georgia and Turkey.

Ukraine continues to pursue the objectives of achieving a closer relationship with NATO and the EU,
and joined the WTO on 16 May 2008. With effect from 30 December 2005, Ukraine was given market
economy status by the EU, though without any immediate prospect of EU membership for Ukraine. Any
eventual accession of Ukraine to NATO may require a national referendum held after Ukraine has
fulfilled all pre-accession formalities. Any major changes in Ukraine’s relations with Western governments
and institutions, in particular any such changes adversely affecting the ability of Ukrainian manufacturers
to access or to fully compete in world export markets, could have negative effects on the Ukrainian
economy as a whole and thus on MHP’s business, results of operations, financial condition and prospects.
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A failure to develop relations with the EU might have negative effects on the Ukrainian economy and the Group’s
business, financial condition and operational results

Ukraine continues to develop its economic relationship with the EU. In 2008, the EU was the largest
external trade partner of Ukraine importing goods and services from Ukraine amounting to
U.S.$22.2 billion (28.2% of Ukraine’s total exports of goods and services), and exporting goods and
services to Ukraine amounting to U.S.$32.7 billion (35.5% of Ukraine’s total imports of goods and
services). In the nine months ended 30 September 2009, against the background of the global economic
downturn, the EU remained the largest external trade partner of Ukraine with its share in the total foreign
trade turnover of Ukraine amounting to about 31.0% (exports of goods and services from Ukraine to the
EU amounted to approximately U.S.$8.6 billion, and imports of goods and services from the EU to
Ukraine amounted to approximately U.S.$13.0 billion).

European Union imports from Ukraine are to a large extent liberalised, apart from certain steel
products, the import of which is subject to European Union quantitative restrictions, and metal scrap, on
which Ukraine levies export duties. A significant proportion of Ukrainian goods entering the European
Union market benefits from the General System of Preferences.

In return for effective implementation of political, economic and institutional reforms, Ukraine and
other neighbouring countries should be offered the prospect of gradual integration with the EU’s internal
market, accompanied by further trade liberalisation. Ukraine’s accession to the WTO created the
necessary preconditions for the launch of formal negotiations for introduction of a free trade area (“FTA”)
with the EU. In ten rounds of negotiations on the FTA held between Ukraine and the EU from 2008 to
March 2010, the parties achieved progress in harmonisation of, among others, the following areas: trade in
goods (including in relation to instruments of trade protection, tariffs, technical barriers in trade, sanitary
and customs issues), intellectual property, rules relating to origin of goods, sustainable development and
trade, trade in services, and public procurement.

Given that MHP is considering exporting its products to the EU, MHP would benefit from a strong
relationship between the EU and Ukraine. Should Ukraine fail to develop its relations with the European
Union or should such developments be protracted, it may have negative effects on the Ukrainian economy
and, consequently, adversely affect the Group’s business, financial condition and operational results and
impose risks associated with MHP’s further development and growth plans.

Dependence on external sources of financing may have a material adverse effect on the Ukrainian economy

Ukraine’s internal debt market remains illiquid and underdeveloped as compared to markets in most
western countries. In the wake of the emerging market crisis in the autumn of 1998 and until the second
half of 2002, loans from multinational organisati