
Margaret Falsey 
Committee of Public Accounts Secretariat 
Leinster House 
Dublin 2 

6 December, 2016 

Dear Ms FalseyJ 

National Asset 
Management Agency 

Thank you for your second letter of 2 December 2016 to which you appended a list of further 

information required following NAMA's recent appearance before the Committee. You will 

note that we have already responded to the first letter of 2 December 2016. 

The information sought is attached overleaf. I would ask that you bring the correspondence to 

the attention of the Committee's members on our behalf. 

I trust that this information will be of assistance to the Committee. 

Yours sincerely, 
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INFORMATION SOUGHT BY THE PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 

(as sought in PAC letter of 2 December 2016) 

1. A note including documentation on the deteriorating relationship with the Northern

Ireland debtors.

RESPONSE: 

This information was previously provided to the Committee by NAMA in the Agency’s 

response of 24 October 2016 (Q.8), and was again referred to in NAMA’s response to the 

Committee of 14 November 2016 (Ref: NAMA 70, CAG 32, NMB 35). The information is 

reproduced below for the Committee’s convenience.  

In its engagement with debtors, NAMA’s key considerations are the commercial viability and 

competence of the debtors, and the extent to which they are willing and capable of meeting 

realistic asset management disposal and debt management milestones. There also has to be a 

strong element of trust and goodwill: sworn statements of debtor assets and liabilities must 

be accurate and complete, and appropriate cash controls must be in place to ensure that 

income is funnelled towards debt repayment. 

NAMA carries out continuous credit grading of its debtors to ensure that they are working to 

agreed strategies and are reaching their agreed milestones. This credit grading is supported 

by an analysis of the Credit Grading Profile of the NAMA loan book. NAMA assigned a risk 

rating to each connection on a credit grading matrix based on certain criteria. The key criteria 

was predominantly based on (a) the projected financial outcome (level of recovery of our 

debt) and (b) the overall level of cooperation largely measured by their performance in terms 

of meeting milestones. 

The most co-operative debtors receive a grading of 1, while debtors with the worst credit 

rating have a credit grading of 3. 



Comparing the levels of co-operation by debtors within the Project Eagle portfolio with the 

rest of the NAMA portfolio, just 15% of Eagle debtors were graded as Cooperating (Grade 1), 

compared with 28% on the rest of the NAMA portfolio. Also, based on the limited number of 

sales achieved, falling asset values and increasing impairments, the percentage of Eagle 

debtors which attracted a credit grading of either 3B or 3C (enforced or likely to be enforced) 

was 76%. 

These credit gradings of 3B or 3C relate to debtors whose NAMA case managers projected the 

worst financial outcome and by definition those that were projecting a loss greater than 20% 

below original expected recovery targets. In addition, debtors with these gradings also had 

evidence of significant milestone slippage (e.g. missed sales, assets not being pledged to 

NAMA, difficulty in supplying documentation, etc). 

This 76% poorer credit grading for Northern Ireland debtors compares with just 36% poorer 

credit grading for the rest of the NAMA portfolio and clearly demonstrates the extent of the 

challenge that NAMA was facing with these debtors. 

For legal reasons, we cannot identify particular debtors or disclose their confidential 

information but the following examples illustrate the nature of the difficulties encountered: 

• Significant delays in gaining information from a NAMA debtor in relation to an asset

transfer to an offshore trust valued at €2.3m. This hampered NAMA’s efforts to reverse

this asset transfer and significant legal resources and costs were expended by NAMA in

an effort to reverse the transfer.

• Significant delays in relation to the sale of a hotel valued at almost stg£6m, which led

to the delay of the sales process. As a result, the property was not sold prior to the sale

of the Northern Ireland portfolio.

• The completion of a lease with a major supermarket chain to anchor a proposed UK

regional development fell through due to conditions on the lease not being met by the

debtor, resulting in a significant decline in the valuation of the asset.



• NAMA had to commence pre-enforcement planning in early 2014 in the case of a

debtor who was refusing to step aside from management of his assets.

• Delays by a debtor in finalising funding to complete an apartment block in Eastern

Europe, which would have realised proceeds of €0.73m to NAMA.

• Resistance by a debtor in relation to NAMA obtaining security over unencumbered

assets and asset disposal surpluses.

• Debtor refusal to agree to the consensual sale of a major asset unless NAMA agreed a

debt forgiveness strategy.

This issue was also referred to by Mr John Collison, Head of Residential Delivery, in his 

Opening Statement to the Committee on 25 October 2016.   Mr Collison’s remarks are 

reproduced below for the Committee’s convenience. 

“NAMA’s engagement with Northern Ireland debtors had been difficult. Progress on 

sales had been poor – only £112m of NI asset sales and loan redemptions had been 

achieved between 2010 and 2013. Whilst the enforcement rate - 39% - was the same as 

for the overall portfolio, it was clear that, if Eagle did not go ahead, there were a 

number of probable additional enforcements in the pipeline. 

This is supported by an analysis of the Credit Grading profile of our loan book. NAMA 

assigned a risk rating to each debtor connection on a credit grading matrix based on 

certain criteria. The key criteria were mainly based on (a) the projected financial 

outcome (level of recovery of our debt) and (b) the overall level of cooperation, largely 

measured by debtor performance in meeting milestones. 

Comparing the levels of co-operation by debtors within the Project Eagle portfolio with 

the rest of the NAMA portfolio, just 15% of Eagle debtors were graded as Cooperating, 

compared with 28% on the rest of the NAMA portfolio. 



Also, based on the limited number of sales achieved, falling asset values and increasing 

impairments, the percentage of Eagle debtors which attracted a credit grading of either 

3B or 3C was 76%. These are the lowest debtor credit gradings in NAMA’s risk matrix. 

These gradings relate to debtors whose case managers projected the worst financial 

outcome and by definition those that were projecting a loss greater than 20% below 

original expected recovery targets. In addition, debtors with these gradings also 

displayed evidence of significant milestone slippage (e.g. missed sales, assets not being 

pledged to NAMA, difficulty in supplying documentation, etc). This 76% credit grading 

for Northern Ireland debtors compares with just 36% for the rest of the NAMA portfolio 

and clearly demonstrates the scale of the challenge we were facing with these debtors.” 

2. A note on the advisors that PIMCO, Cerberus and Fortress employed and the access that

each had to the virtual data room.

RESPONSE: 

This information was previously provided to the Committee by NAMA in the Agency’s 

response of 28 November 2016 (Q. 13). The information is reproduced below for the 

Committee’s convenience.  

The table below lists all advisors used by PIMCO, Cerberus and Fortress, as notified to NAMA, 

during the bidding period. 

Bidder Advisors 
PIMCO New River Retail 

Cushman & Wakefield 
Brown Rudnick 

Cerberus Linklaters 
Deloitte 
LNR / Hatfield Phillips 
Lunson Mitchenall 
Allsops 



Lambert Smith Hampton 
A&L Goodbody 
Brodies 
Nomura International 
Ely Capital 

Fortress Development Securities 
Slaughter & May 
Matheson 
EC Harris 
Cushman & Wakefield 
Burness Paull 
Hengeler Mueller 
Millar McCall Wylie 
QuisLex 

NAMA was informed by Lazard and Cerberus that New River Retail would act for Cerberus, 

having previously acted for PIMCO until mid-March 2014. For clarification, New River Retail 

was not granted access to the Project Eagle virtual data room.  

Also, NAMA was advised by Cerberus on 3 April 2014 that they had retained Brown Rudnick 

as a strategic advisor and that Brown Rudnick had subcontracted part of their work to 

Tughans. Tughans never had access to the data room and Brown Rudnick did not access the 

data room after they ceased acting for PIMCO. This is documented in Appendix 5 of NAMA’s 

response to the Committee on 3 November 2016. 

3. As per figure 4.9 in the C&AG's Report, a breakdown of the figures for the period 2012 to

2014.

RESPONSE: 

The tables below detail a breakdown of Figure 4.9 from the C&AG’s report. These tables set 

out the purchaser share of commercial real estate loan portfolios of €1 billion or more (by par 



value) for each year in the period 2012 – 2015. This information is sourced from Cushman & 

Wakefield and supplemented by other publically available information. 

UK / Ireland commercial real estate loans of €1 billion or more 
(par value) by purchaser share 

Purchaser(s) 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Cerberus 0% 0% 42% 40% 
Lonestar 0% 24% 29% 28% 
Goldman Sachs 36% 0% 19% 17% 
Apollo / Deutsche 37% 0% 5% 15% 
Blackstone 0% 0% 5% 0% 
Fortress 0% 0% 0% 0% 
PIMCO 27% 0% 0% 0% 
Others (Note 1) 0% 76% 0% 0% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Note 1: Most of these were either special purchases or sales of performing loan portfolios 
and therefore not directly comparable with sales of non-performing portfolios. 

Source: Cushman & Wakefield, publically available information 

All European commercial real estate loans of €1 billion or more (par value) by 
purchaser share 

Purchaser(s) 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Cerberus 0% 10% 36% 31% 
Lonestar 0% 13% 40% 24% 
Goldman Sachs 29% 0% 16% 13% 
Apollo / Deutsche 37% 0% 4% 16% 
Blackstone 0% 0% 4% 0% 
Fortress 0% 8% 0% 5% 
PIMCO 27% 0% 0% 5% 
Others (Note 1) 7% 69% 0% 6% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 

Note 1: Most of these were either special purchases or sales of performing loan portfolios 
and therefore not directly comparable with sales of non-performing portfolios. 
Source: Cushman & Wakefield, publically available information 



4. A copy of Lazards correspondence consenting to Cerberus and Fortress to make contact or

meet with NAMA from the time they entered the sales process. (One of the stipulations in the

letter from Lazards to bidders on 14 February 2014 was that all communications with NAMA

had to be with the consent of Lazards).

RESPONSE: 

No such consent was necessary in this instance as these meetings did not relate to Project 

Eagle. As was outlined in NAMA’s response to the Committee of 28 November 2016, and by 

the NAMA Chairman and Chief Executive during their appearance before the Committee on 24 

November 2016,  these meetings were agreed to by NAMA on the strict condition that they 

were courtesy calls and that there would to be no discussion of Project Eagle.  The meetings 

proceeded on that basis.  

5. A note explaining the £33.1m in paragraph 1of Appendix A (Page 99) in C&AG report and as

mentioned in the Board minutes in Appendix B (Page 128). What was the outcome of this

situation in relation to this money?

RESPONSE: 

The up-to-date position was outlined by the NAMA Chief Executive to the Committee during 

his appearance on 24 November 2016. The relevant excerpts are available on Pages 54 and 99 

of the hearing transcript. 

6. A copy of the correspondence that went to potential bidders indicating the reserve price.



RESPONSE: 

The initial reserve price of £1.3 billion for the Project Eagle loan portfolio was agreed by the NAMA 

Board as outlined by the Board minutes of 8 January 2014. This was verbally communicated by the 

Project Eagle loan sale advisor Lazard to interested parties.

An email sent to the Project Eagle loan sale advisor, Lazard from NAMA, on 20 March 2014 (15:55), 

outlined that the revised floor price for the loan portfolio was £1.23bn and requested that 

interested parties be advised of this fact.  

Lazard responded by email on 21 March 2014 (10:19), confirming that this had been communicated 

by email to the bidders.  

A copy of these records is available at Appendix 1. 



Appendix 1 

(Email correspondence between NAMA and Lazard relating to reserve price) 



From: Cian Kealy
To: "; ; "project iolar@lazard.com"
Cc: Ray Mangan; Alan Stewart; Michael Foley; Declan Ballance; "Horrocks, Chris"; "Maltby, James";

"McLoughlin, Paul"; Evin McCarthy; John Collison
Subject: Adjustment to floor price
Date: 20 March 2014 15:54:48

Max/Phil

In light of recent Eagle RE sale completions, can you please advise the Investors that the revised
floor price is £1.23b.

Thanks
Cian

Cian Kealy
Senior Manager – Asset Recovery
National Asset Management Agency
Treasury Building
Grand Canal Street
Dublin 2
T:  +
M: +
E:  



From: 

To: Cjan Kealy 
Cc: Alan Stewart "Horrocks Chris"; :i:,e;;;Banance: Evia McCarthy; "Maltby James"; John Col!isoO' t::l.icba.el

fQJev; "Mel ouoblio Pilul"; ohilio �--•ii I project iolac@lazard corn; Ray Mangan 
Subject: Re: Adjustment to floor price 
Date: 21 March 2014 10:19:06 
Attachments: AJIQQQQt gjf 

Cian, 

I can confirm this has been communicated by email to the bidders. 

Regards, 

Max 

Max von Hurter 

Director 

111 
50 Stratton Street, 
London, W1J 8LL 

+44
+44
+44

phone 
mobile 
fax 

From: Gian Kealy< 
To: Philip Chapman/CFD/Lazard@LAZARD LONDON, Max von Hurter/CFD/Lazard@LAZARD LONDON, Project lolar 
Cc: Ra Man an ..... Alan Stewart "Michael Foley" 1 ••••••• Declan 
Ballance "'Maltb , James· 

Date: 20/03/2014 15:55 
Subject: Adjustment to floor price 

Max/Phil 

Evin McCarthy 

In light of recent Eagle RE sale completions, can you please advise the Investors that the revised floor price is 

£1.23b. 

Thanks 

Cian 

Cian Kealy 

Senior Manager - Asset Recovery 

National Asset Management Agency 

Treasury Building 

Grand Canal Street 

Dublin 2 



T:  +
M: +
E: 

*************************************************************
This message, including any attachments, is intended for the addressee only.
It may be confidential or legally privileged. If you have received this message in 
error, you should not disclose, copy or use any part of it - please delete it from 
your computer and contact ITSecurity@ntma.ie

************************************************************* 

The information in this e-mail and any attachments is confidential and may be legally privileged. It is
intended solely for the addressee or addressees. If you are not an intended recipient, please delete
the message and any attachments and notify the sender of misdelivery: any use or disclosure of the
contents of either is unauthorised and may be unlawful. All liability for viruses is excluded to the fullest
extent permitted by law. Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender,
except where the sender states them, with requisite authority, to be those of a specific LAZARD
company or partnership

Lazard & Co., Limited, 50 Stratton Street, London W1J 8LL.  Registration Number: 162175   Place of
Registration: England
Lazard & Co., Limited is authorised and regulated by the Financial Conduct Authority
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