
Fund Finance 
2025
Ninth Edition

Contributing Editor:

Wes Misson
Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP

GLOBAL
LEGAL 
INSIGHTSGli 



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction 
	 Wes Misson 
	 Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP

Industry Viewpoints 
1	 Morganization: origins and evolution of private equity and fund finance 
	 Dr. Mick Young 
	 JPMorganChase

11	 The end of Fund Finance? 
	 Mike Mascia 
	 EverBank, N.A.

Expert Analysis Chapters 
16	 NAV and hybrid fund finance facilities 
	 Leon Stephenson 
	 Reed Smith

29	 Collateral damage: what not to overlook in subscription line and 
	 management fee line facility diligence 
	 Anthony Pirraglia, Peter Beardsley & Richard Facundo 
	 Loeb & Loeb LLP

41	 Derivatives at fund level 
	 Jonathan Gilmour, Joseph Wren, Nicholas Baines & Nick Morgan 
	 Travers Smith LLP

51	 Oh, what a sweet life it is with subscription facilities! 
	 Kathryn Cecil, Jons Lehmann & Jan Sysel 
	 Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP

60	 Fund finance in the secondaries context – liquidity breeds 
	 financing needs 
	 Katie McMenamin, Mimi C. Cheng & Edward Ford 
	 Simpson Thacher & Bartlett LLP

68	 NAV facilities – the investor’s perspective 
	 Patricia Lynch, Patricia Teixeira & Justin Gaudenzi 
	 Ropes & Gray LLP

75	 Enforcement: analysis of lender remedies under U.S. law in 
	 subscription-secured credit facilities 
	 Ellen G. McGinnis, Richard D. Anigian & Emily Fuller 
	 Haynes and Boone, LLP



94	 Use of preferred equity in private equity net asset value facilities 
	 Meyer C. Dworkin, David J. Kennedy & Kwesi Larbi-Siaw 
	 Davis Polk & Wardwell LLP

101	 Financing evergreen funds: the growth of individual investors in the 
	 private equity secondaries market 
	 Brian Foster, George Pelling, Michael Newell & John Donnelly 
	 Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft LLP

105	 Umbrella facilities: pros and cons for a sponsor 
	 Richard Fletcher & Yagmur Yarar 
	 Macfarlanes LLP

115	 Side letters: pitfalls and perils for a financing 
	 Thomas Smith, Margaret O’Neill & John W. Rife III 
	 Debevoise & Plimpton LLP

125	 Fund finance lending in Cayman, Luxembourg and Ireland: 
	 a practical checklist 
	 James Heinicke, David Nelson, Jad Nader & Laura Holtham 
	 Ogier

138	 Assessing lender risk in fund finance markets 
	 Robin Smith, Alistair Russell, Nick Ghazi & Holly Brown 
	 Carey Olsen

152	 Fund finance meets securitisation 
	 Richard Day, Blake Jones & Julia Tsybina 
	 Clifford Chance LLP

160	 Fund finance facilities: a cradle to grave timeline 
	 Bronwen Jones, Kevin-Paul Deveau & Brendan Gallen 
	 Reed Smith

169	 Rated subscription lines: welcoming a new era of fund finance 
	 Danny Peel, Charles Bischoff, Laura Smith & Adam Burk 
	 Travers Smith LLP

179	 Bespoke ABF and ABS liquidity structures of Cayman Islands funds 
	 Dr. Agnes Molnar & Richard Mansi 
	 Travers Thorp Alberga

189	 NAV and holdco back-levering financings – practicalities of collateral 
	 enforcement by asset class 
	 Sherri Snelson & Juliesa Edwards 
	 White & Case LLP

199	 Collateralised fund obligations 
	 Christopher P. Duerden, Caroline M. Lee, Anthony Lombardi & Lindsay Trapp 
	 Dechert LLP



211	 Innovative rated note structures spur insurance investments in 
	 private equity 
	 Pierre Maugüé, Ramya Tiller & Christine Gilleland 
	 Debevoise & Plimpton LLP

220	 Financing secondary fund acquisitions 
	 Ron D. Franklin, Jinyoung Joo & Allison F. Saltstein 
	 Proskauer

228	 Any preference? Preferred equity as part of the financing toolkit 
	 Ravi Chopra, Robert Emerson & Ed Saunders 
	 Goodwin

237	 Fund manager M&A: finance considerations and trends 
	 Matthew Bivona, Corinne Musa & Trevor Vega 
	 Akin

244	 Understanding true leverage at the fund level: a European market and 
	 sector approach 
	 Michel Jimenez Lunz & Antoine Fortier Grethen 
	 SJL Jimenez Lunz

252	 Institutional investors: the final frontier of net asset value-based finance 
	 Charlotte Lewis-Williams, Ryan Moreno, Soumitro Mukerji & Mei Mei Wong 
	 DLA Piper

257	 The fund finance market in Asia 
	 James Webb  Travers Thorp Alberga 
	 Ian Roebuck  Baker McKenzie 
	 Benjamin Masson  Natixis Corporate & Investment Banking

267	 Securing success: key considerations for account security in fund 
	 finance transactions 
	 Benjamin Berman, Jeremiah Wagner, Donald Cooley & Dan Marcus 
	 Latham & Watkins

274	 Private credit trends impacting fund finance 
	 Sarah Kessler, Daniel Durschlag, Mark Proctor & Allison Tam 
	 Willkie Farr & Gallagher LLP

282	 Financing for continuation funds: a practical guide to market trends, 
	 opportunities and issue spotting 
	 Fiona Cumming & Parisa Clovis 
	 A&O Shearman



Jurisdiction Chapters 
289	 Australia 
	 Tom Highnam, Rita Pang, Jialu Xu & Nick Swart 
	 Allens

300	 Bermuda 
	 Matthew Ebbs-Brewer & Arielle DeSilva 
	 Appleby

308	 British Virgin Islands 
	 Andrew Jowett & Johanna Murphy 
	 Appleby

317	 Canada 
	 Michael Henriques, John J. Oberdorf III, Kenneth D. Kraft & Tim T. Bezeredi 
	 Dentons Canada LLP

324	 Cayman Islands 
	 Simon Raftopoulos & Georgina Pullinger 
	 Appleby

333	 England & Wales 
	 Michael Hubbard, Samantha Hutchinson, Nathan Parker & Sukhvir Basran 
	 King & Spalding International LLP

340	 France 
	 Philippe Max & Meryll Aloro 
	 Dentons

347	 Guernsey 
	 Jeremy Berchem & Leona Maharaj 
	 Appleby

356	 Hong Kong 
	 James Ford, Patrick Wong & Natalie Ashford 
	 A&O Shearman

368	 Ireland 
	 Kevin Lynch, Ian Dillon, David O’Shea & Ben Rayner 
	 Arthur Cox LLP

384	 Italy 
	 Alessandro Fosco Fagotto, Edoardo Galeotti, Valerio Lemma & Giorgio Peli 
	 Dentons

393	 Jersey 
	 James Gaudin, Paul Worsnop, Simon Felton & Daniel Healy 
	 Appleby



398	 Luxembourg 
	 Vassiliyan Zanev, Marc Meyers & Maude Royer 
	 Loyens & Loeff Luxembourg SARL

409	 Mauritius 
	 Malcolm Moller 
	 Appleby

416	 Netherlands 
	 Gianluca Kreuze, Michaël Maters & Ruben den Hollander 
	 Loyens & Loeff N.V.

425	 Scotland 
	 Andrew Christie, Dawn Reoch & Ruaridh Cole 
	 Burness Paull LLP

432	 Singapore 
	 Jean Woo, Danny Tan, Tao Koon Chiam & Hanyin Huang 
	 Ashurst LLP

440	 Spain 
	 Jabier Badiola Bergara & Adelaida Torres Rovi 
	 Dentons

448	 USA 
	 Jan Sysel, Duncan McKay & Yvonne Ho 
	 Fried, Frank, Harris, Shriver & Jacobson LLP



Side letters: pitfalls and perils for a 
financing

Thomas Smith

GLI – Fund Finance 2025, Ninth Edition 115 www.globallegalinsights.com

Debevoise & Plimpton LLP

Margaret O’Neill
John W. Rife III

Overview

Subscription-line (or capital call) facilities (referred to in this chapter as “sub-lines”) are, generally 
speaking, loan agreements provided at fund level, with recourse given to the lender over the right to call 
uncalled capital of investors in the applicable fund (and related rights).  The type of fund-level financing 
products offered by lenders is continually evolving.  One constant is the need to ensure that a fund’s 
governing documents do not prohibit or restrict the financing that the fund wishes to raise.

The terms of an investor’s investment in a fund are usually governed by three main types of documents.  
First, a limited partnership agreement (“LPA”) containing the primary terms applicable to all investors 
in the fund.  Second, a subscription document through which an investor subscribes for an interest in the 
fund, makes certain representations and agrees to adhere to the terms of the LPA.  Third, each investor 
may negotiate a side letter (on a bilateral basis) with the fund’s general partner (“GP”) or manager.  A 
side letter supplements the terms of the LPA applicable to the specific investor (without modifying the 
application of the LPA to other investors in the fund).  The provisions of a side letter may take into account 
specific regulatory or tax considerations of an investor or supplement the commercial terms applicable to 
the investor’s investment.

It is critical that the terms of the fund documents accommodate any contemplated fund-level financing.  
For sub-lines, investors constitute the ultimate source of repayment for lenders if the fund defaults such 
debt.  Lenders will therefore diligence the fund documents to check (among other things) restrictions 
on borrowing and enforceability of investor obligations to the fund.  Issues in the fund documents may 
preclude the uncalled capital commitment of one or more investors counting towards the amount that a 
fund can borrow under a sub-line (the “borrowing base”).  Worse still, restrictions in the fund documents 
may even preclude a fund from raising finance at all.

This chapter focuses on the final element of the fund documents framework − side letters.  Investors 
increasingly negotiate side letters in connection with their investment in a fund, and the scope of side 
letter provisions requested by investors is continually developing – generally we are seeing more extensive 
negotiation of side letters by investors and a broader range of side letter provisions.  As a result, a fund with 
a large number of investors will almost certainly have a wide array of side letter requirements to navigate.  
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The terms of those side letters may individually, or collectively, affect a sub-line.  Consideration of the terms 
of side letters is critical to sponsors, lenders and their counsel when contemplating fund-level financing.

We consider in this chapter some of the key issues arising in side letters that may impact sub-lines, and 
suggest practical solutions to specific issues.

Background to side letter considerations

Disclosure

Lenders generally request copies of all side letters so that they can diligence whether the terms of the side 
letters impact the proposed financing.  There are certain (limited) exceptions to this approach.

First, some sponsors are unwilling to provide side letters to a fund’s lenders given the sensitive nature of 
side letter terms and the sponsor’s relationship with the fund’s investors.  In some cases, lenders may be 
prepared to allow disclosure of side letters to their counsel only, or be comfortable with a summary of the 
terms of the side letters prepared by borrower counsel.  In limited cases, lenders may accept non-disclosure 
of side letters and instead rely on a repeating representation from the borrower that there are no side letter 
terms that are materially adverse to the lenders’ interests under the finance documents (other than the 
terms disclosed).  The borrower must therefore disclose any such materially adverse terms (but only those 
terms) to ensure that there is no misrepresentation.

Second, one or more side letters may be subject to investor-specific confidentiality restrictions on disclosure 
(see below for an analysis of the consequences of such confidentiality restrictions for the financing).

Impact of investor requirements

There is a third perspective to consider in a fund financing in addition to that of lender and borrower – the 
perspective of investors.  Investors’ views will impact side letter terms and, consequently, the ability of 
the fund and lender to put financing in place.

Investor views continue to evolve.  The Institutional Limited Partners Association (a trade association 
for institutional LP fund investors) released guidance in June 2017 (“ILPA Guidelines”) recommending 
(among other things) increased disclosure to investors with respect to the terms and impact of sub-lines.  
In response to the issuance of the ILPA Guidelines, the Fund Finance Association (a non-profit industry 
association in the fund finance market) issued its own analysis and recommendations on the ILPA 
Guidelines in December 2017 (“FFA Analysis”), emphasising that the ILPA Guidelines should encourage 
and foster greater dialogue and awareness but should not be viewed as “absolute principles”.  A fulsome 
discussion of the ILPA Guidelines and FFA Analysis is beyond the scope of this chapter; however, the views 
of interested parties will continue to shape the scope of side letter provisions requested by investors and 
their related impact on fund financings.

Focus on side letter provisions

Lenders place great importance on detailed review of the fund organisational documents, including side 
letters.  That due diligence review focuses primarily on the terms that could impact the lender’s right to 
call capital from the fund’s investors and enforce its security.  Any restrictions on an investor’s funding 
obligations will be a material lender concern.

Timing

The key to ensuring that the terms of side letters do not adversely impact a financing is to keep the sub-line 
in mind at the time of side letter negotiation.  Sub-lines are generally entered into after a fund has had at 
least one closing (i.e., after the initial subscription for interests by investors).  Side letters are therefore 
not always negotiated at the same time as the sub-line.  Best practice is to involve finance counsel from 
the outset of a fundraising process to ensure that side letter provisions take into account future financing 
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needs and avoid issues down the line, keeping in mind (if possible) any specific lender requirements and 
the likely size of the specific investor at the time the sub-line will be entered into (lenders will have an 
increased focus on larger investors and may require an investor letter from such investors).

Limitations on debt incurrence

The fund must be able to incur the debt contemplated by its proposed fund-level financing.  This is an 
LPA (rather than side letter) point, but is sufficiently fundamental to warrant comment!  The LPA should 
expressly permit the incurrence of debt and the giving of any related guarantees and security.  The LPA 
may contain limitations negotiated with investors in respect of the size of the sub-line (for example, up 
to a percentage of fund size), the purposes for which the sub-line can be used, and the duration for which 
borrowings may remain outstanding.

Practical considerations

These are key limitations around the use and structuring of the sub-line.  With greater investor focus on LPA 
debt limitations, the scope of permitted debt incurrence is an increasingly important negotiation point.

In that context, the ILPA Guidelines recommended that investors request reasonable thresholds around 
the use of sub-lines (indicating, as an example, a limit on the size of a sub-line to around 15−25% of 
uncalled capital).  In response, the FFA Analysis stated that a fundamental concern of the FFA was that a 
“one size fits all” approach to debt incurrence is not appropriate.  Funds do not all have the same structure, 
investment focus or commercial strategy.  For example, funds that may need to complete multiple deals 
in quick succession should ensure flexibility to draw sufficient amounts under the sub-line.  Inclusion of a 
cap on debt incurrence that is too low could impair the fund’s ability to complete one or more investments 
in the desired timeframe, potentially placing it at a competitive disadvantage.

This developing dialogue with investors emphasises the need to consider financing from the outset of the 
fund’s life.  This will avoid inadvertently restricting the viability of a sub-line.

Prohibition of direct obligations to lenders

The sub-line security package typically consists of security over the right to call capital of investors 
and security over bank accounts into which capital calls are paid.  Capital call security allows a lender, 
on acceleration of the sub-line, to step into the GP or manager’s shoes and issue drawdown notices to 
investors (and often have the right to issue drawdown notices either in the name of the GP or manager 
or in the lender’s own name).  Any side letter provisions stating that an investor has direct obligations 
only to fund parties, or otherwise expressly excluding any direct obligations to a lender, could (but do not 
necessarily) undermine the lender’s ability to enforce its security.

Practical considerations

The drafting of the specific side letter provision matters hugely.  The devil is in the detail.  There are also 
supplemental regulatory matters to consider (see below).

First, the GP or manager can assign to a lender as part of the capital call security only those rights given 
to the GP or manager under the fund documents.  The capital call security will not otherwise generally 
purport to give the lender direct rights against the investors.  Some investors are concerned about grants 
to a third party of broad rights generally against the investor (rather than specific assignment of capital 
call rights).  If this is the investor concern, the side letter restriction should be worded to make clear that 
it does not prohibit the lender from calling capital on enforcement, while accommodating the investor’s 
broader concern.

Second, as a regulatory matter, in certain jurisdictions, capital commitments (either of all investors or 
only of certain investors that are subject to specific regulatory requirements) may only be paid into bank 
accounts of the fund.  If so, the side letter restriction should be worded to accommodate both investor 
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concerns and regulatory requirements, while still allowing the lender to call capital (albeit into a bank 
account of the fund).

Additionally, if an investor is required to provide an investor letter in connection with the sub-line (if, for 
example, it is the sole investor in a separately managed account or it is a large investor in a commingled 
fund), this would likely need to be carved out of any side letter provision stating that an investor has direct 
obligations only to fund parties and not to a lender.

Administrative requirements of investors

As an administrative matter, certain investors may request that the fund agree to a formal drawdown 
process.  Investors are normally only concerned with practicalities.  For example, investors may ask the 
fund to use headed notepaper for drawdown notices or provide a certified list of authorised signatories 
or require that drawdown notices include information described in the ILPA Guidelines.  On their face, 
these requirements seem unobjectionable.  However, although unintended, such procedural mechanics 
may prevent a lender from calling capital on acceleration of a sub-line.

Practical considerations

If the fund addresses the issue during side letter negotiation, the investor may be prepared to adjust the 
procedural requirements in the side letter to expressly contemplate capital calls by the lender.

Alternatively, it may be possible to structure a solution in the finance documents.  For example, the fund 
could provide the lender with undated drawdown notices (on headed notepaper, if necessary) signed by 
the relevant fund party and addressed to the investor for the lender to use on enforcement.  The fund 
could also provide a specimen signature list to the investor, which includes an employee of the lender as 
an authorised signatory of the manager or GP.

Sponsor co-operation with lenders

Some investors may request that, where the GP or manager has assigned its right to call capital to a lender 
and that lender has enforced such security by issuing drawdown notices to investors, the GP or manager 
must provide written confirmation to the investors that those drawdown notices have been validly issued 
in accordance with the fund documents.

Practical considerations

This type of side letter provision presents a clear issue to lenders: in an enforcement scenario, the lender 
cannot rely on GP or manager co-operation.  It is therefore important to ensure that failure by the GP 
or manager to provide such confirmation does not preclude the investor from its obligation to fund in 
response to drawdown notices issued by the lender.

Excuse rights

Many investors, for internal policy reasons, negotiate the right to be excused from specific categories of 
investments.  For example, investors may wish to be excluded from participating in investments in alcohol, 
firearms and tobacco, or in geographies or industries to which the investor is politically or commercially 
sensitive.  The investor has no contractual obligation to honour a drawdown notice with respect to any 
investment (or, typically, to repay sub-line debt that was used to make such investment) for which it has 
an excuse right.

Practical considerations

Excuse rights are relatively common.  For many investors, such rights are a core requirement without 
which the investor will not obtain internal approval to invest.  Generally, these rights are not negotiated 
away but are instead accommodated within the financing structure.
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How would excuse rights be accommodated in a sub-line?  Lenders generally require that excused 
investors do not count as part of the fund’s borrowing base.  The fund should ensure that the lender only 
excludes the investor from the borrowing base in respect of the portion of that investor’s remaining capital 
commitments attributable to the excused investment, and only for the period for which the borrowing for 
that investment is outstanding.

Some lenders, particularly in the European and Asian fund finance markets, may also ask that an event of 
default is triggered if the amount of excused capital contributions at any one time, in aggregate, exceeds a 
cap (e.g., 15% or 20% of uncalled capital).  The fund may wish to negotiate this.  Excuse rights, by their nature, 
are investor-specific and do not indicate an issue with creditworthiness of investors generally, or their 
appetite to fund capital calls.  The fund may therefore view an event of default as too onerous a consequence.

Confidentiality restrictions

Lenders need certain basic information on each investor before they are able to undertake credit analysis on 
that investor.  Certain types of investors (often sovereign wealth funds) insist on provisions that prohibit 
disclosure of such information, even to lenders.  Side letter restrictions that prevent the disclosure of such 
information are likely to lead to a lender excluding the investor from the borrowing base.  For example, if 
the name and/or contact details of the investor cannot be provided, the lender will not be able to enforce 
its security against that investor.

Confidentiality provisions also raise additional concerns for lenders that may not be fully addressed by 
exclusion of the confidential investor from the borrowing base.  Fund documents typically require capital 
calls to be made from all investors, which the lender would be unable to do if the identity of one or more 
investors is unknown.  In addition, lenders are required to carry out certain “know your customer” checks, 
which can be an issue for lenders if confidential investors make up a significant portion of the investor base.

Practical considerations

It is worth considering the exact scope of an investor’s confidentiality requirements when negotiating side 
letters.  The investor may be willing to accommodate exceptions to a blanket restriction on disclosure.  For 
example, an investor may be comfortable with disclosure of its name and contact details to counterparties 
to the fund (such as a lender), provided the recipient is bound to keep the information confidential and/or 
the investor is notified of any such disclosure.

Where disclosure of an investor’s name is restricted, the sponsor should ensure that it is permitted to 
provide redacted copies of such investor’s fund documents (for diligence purposes).  The investor may be 
willing to agree to disclosure of the investor’s name if there is an event of default under the sub-line to 
enable the lender to serve a drawdown notice on the investor.  Alternatively, the sponsor may agree with the 
lender to call capital from the investor on an event of default, in light of the inability of the lender to do so.

Refusal to acknowledge third-party notifications

Investors may ask for express confirmation in a side letter that they will not have to sign any documentation 
in connection with a sub-line.  These provisions can be problematic if prospective lenders insist on 
receiving investor letters, investor legal opinions or other additional documents from one or more 
investors as a condition to providing a sub-line.

Practical considerations

Funds should build into the LPA provisions that will facilitate the incurrence of sub-lines − for example, a 
waiver by the investors of any rights of set-off or any defences they may have in relation to their obligation 
to fund capital calls.  The LPA should also incorporate certain basic investor representations, covenants 
and acknowledgments for the benefit of the lenders.  If the LPA terms accommodate these points, lenders 
generally should not require investors to sign a supplemental investor letter in connection with their 
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provision of a sub-line.  One exception to this is in the case of separately managed accounts, where, 
notwithstanding the LPA terms, lenders are likely to require a supplemental investor letter from the single 
investor (a lender may also require, either as a condition to the financing or as a condition to counting the 
investor in the borrowing base, an investor letter from large investors in a commingled fund).

However, a risk may remain even if the LPA contains terms that the sponsor considers will satisfy lender 
expectations.  If the side letter is entered into before the fund procures financing, the fund will not know 
for certain at the point of negotiating side letters whether such a restriction could be an issue.  The fund 
could soften any absolute restriction by instead agreeing to use commercially reasonable efforts to ensure 
that the investor is not required to sign documents in connection with a sub-line.

Similarly, investors may also resist providing financial information to the fund and any sub-line lender.  
Lenders and investors often get comfortable with limiting the scope of financial information on an 
investor to publicly available financial information or, in some cases, only to information that is required 
by the lender in order to assess the creditworthiness of an investor.

Restrictions on jurisdiction of enforcement

Investors may seek to limit the jurisdictions in which a fund can pursue claims against them.  This may be 
problematic for lenders.  Lenders expect flexibility to bring claims in any jurisdiction in the event that they 
enforce rights to call capital and the investor defaults with respect to payment of such capital.

Practical considerations

Investors that are most sensitive to the jurisdiction of proceedings tend to be sovereign investors, 
including U.S. state pension plans.  Principles of sovereign immunity or statutes applicable to any such 
investor may prohibit the investor from submitting to the jurisdiction of courts outside of its home 
jurisdiction.  Accordingly, this investor request is usually non-negotiable.  The prohibition on bringing a 
claim against the investor other than in its jurisdiction of organisation limits the enforcement rights of 
lenders.  However, certain lenders may accept the limitations (and nonetheless include the investor in the 
borrowing base) on the basis of the credit quality of the investor.

Sovereign immunity

Certain entities, including sovereign wealth funds and public pension plans, may benefit from sovereign 
immunity in relation to contractual claims and/or other lawsuits.  Funds may seek a waiver of sovereign 
immunity by investors.  Many sovereign investors will not agree to a waiver and may require a side letter 
provision that overrides the waiver and reserves such immunity.  In some instances, investors will also seek 
express acknowledgment of the scope of their immunities.  This can create an enforcement risk for a lender.

Practical considerations

There is limited scope to negotiate a side letter provision reserving sovereign immunity.  It is important to 
understand the scope of the immunity and whether there are exceptions (such as for commercial contracts) 
to the immunity that preserve the ability for a claim to be effectively brought against the investor.  At a 
minimum, the side letter of an investor that benefits from sovereign immunity should clarify that the 
reservation of immunity does not limit the investor’s obligations to the fund (including making capital 
contributions when called).  Whether or not a sovereign investor is included in the borrowing base will 
depend on the specific credit analysis of the lenders to the fund.

Transfers to affiliates

Some investors seek enhanced flexibility in connection with the transfer of their interests to an affiliate 
and may require that the GP or the manager agrees to consent to any such transfer.
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Practical considerations

Lenders will consider whether the affiliate transferee is as creditworthy as the transferor.  The affiliate 
transferee may not be given as favourable treatment by lenders in the borrowing base or may be excluded 
entirely.  Funds can mitigate this risk by limiting the affiliate transfer provision to allow transfers only to 
affiliates of creditworthiness acceptable to the GP or manager.

Funds may wish to negotiate that, under the sub-line, lenders do not have a consent right to investor 
transfers, or at least no consent right to transfers to affiliates.  Historically, many lenders required a 
consent right to investor transfers above an agreed threshold, although transfers between affiliates 
were often carved out from the restriction.  The primary rationale for such restriction is that an investor 
transfer may impact the creditworthiness of the lenders’ ultimate source of repayment.

Recently, there has been some movement away from such restrictions as a result of objections by investors.  
The ILPA Guidelines publicly highlighted to investors that lender consent rights would inhibit investors’ 
ability to transfer.  Consequently, sub-line terms on investor transfers are evolving.  Increasingly, 
sub-lines allow investor transfers as long as the transfer does not cause a breach of the borrowing base 
(with the fund able to control whether a breach occurs, because it can repay debt to ensure compliance 
with borrowing base requirements).

Overcall provisions and concentration limits

LPAs typically include shortfall funding provisions.  In the event that an investor defaults or is excused 
from an investment, the fund may call the shortfall from the other investors.  Typically, only investors that 
have participated in the funding of an investment benefit from the returns that investment may generate.  
Investors may seek, either in the LPA or in a side letter, to limit the maximum amount they may be required 
to fund with respect to any investment in excess of the amount that would have been required had all 
investors participated in the relevant investment.  Such overcall limitations can reduce the likelihood of 
a lender being fully repaid, as the contractual “overcall” protection against one investor failing to fund is 
weakened.

Concentration limits, which cap an investor’s commitment to the fund at a specified percentage of 
aggregate commitments, similarly serve to restrict the amount of commitments available to repay 
indebtedness under a sub-line.

Practical considerations

The interests of the lenders are generally aligned with those of the fund with respect to these provisions, 
so there are no additional side letter points for a fund to negotiate with the sub-line in mind.  Overcall 
and concentration limits will negatively impact a lender’s credit analysis.  However, lenders may get 
comfortable if the limitations are not too far-reaching and there is sufficient headroom above which the 
borrowing base exceeds the size of the facility.

Pay-to-play provisions (and other withdrawal rights)

As a result of regulations governing corrupt practices involving the use of placement agents, many public 
pension funds and other governmental investors insist on side letter provisions requiring the fund to 
represent that it has not used a placement agent, or paid any compensation to such investor’s employees 
or related parties, in obtaining such investor’s commitment.  The consequences of a breach of such 
representation may include the unilateral right of such investor to withdraw from the fund.

In addition, LPAs often include limited rights for investors subject to the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 (“ERISA”) to withdraw from the fund if continued participation in the fund will give 
rise to issues for the fund or the investor under ERISA.
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Practical considerations

Pay-to-play provisions are generally required by applicable law, so there is limited room for negotiation.  
However, the potential withdrawal of an included investor will be a major concern for potential lenders, 
and funds should take potential lender concerns into account in negotiating the side letter.  One potential 
mitigant is to provide that the withdrawal right, or termination of an obligation to fund capital calls, does 
not apply to capital calls made in respect of debt incurred prior to such withdrawal or termination.

With respect to withdrawing investors, lenders will exclude such investors from the borrowing base.  
Lenders may also request that an event of default occurs if the aggregate of withdrawn commitments 
exceeds a threshold percentage of uncalled capital.

MFN provisions

Most-favoured nation (“MFN”) provisions may allow investors to elect the benefit of terms negotiated 
in side letters with other investors (or, often, only other investors with a capital commitment equal to 
or less than the capital commitment of the electing investor).  Only certain side letter provisions will be 
“MFN-electable”.  For example, the benefit of investor-specific requirements (such as sovereign immunity 
or internal policy requirements) cannot generally be elected by other investors that do not have the same 
requirements.

Practical considerations

If investors elect to take the benefit of side letter terms of other investors under MFN provisions, the adverse 
consequences for a lender of side letter terms that are detrimental to a financing structure are potentially 
multiplied.  The issue highlights the importance of ensuring that side letters do not contain terms adverse 
to a lender, as MFN provisions could exacerbate the consequences.  The point remains relevant when 
negotiating a side letter with an investor that will be excluded from the borrowing base, as provisions in 
such an investor’s side letter may be electable by investors that are included in the borrowing base through 
operation of the MFN.  Funds may seek to mitigate this issue by carving out side letter provisions that could 
impact a financing from the scope of side letter provisions that are available for election under the MFN.

Conclusion

Sponsors and their counsel must consider financing flexibility when negotiating side letters.  Investors 
often request side letter provisions that could reduce a fund’s sub-line borrowing base, limit the scope of a 
fund’s financing flexibility, or entirely prevent a fund from raising fund-level financing.

Looking forward, we expect lenders to continue to focus their diligence on the side letter provisions.  
Anticipating and dealing with potential problems during the side letter negotiation process is critical to 
ensure that a fund avoids major problems with the financing down the line.  Plan ahead for the pitfalls 
and perils!
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