
 

 
 
 
Ms Margaret Falsey 
Committee Secretariat  
Committee of Public Accounts  
Leinster House 
Dublin 2 
 
 
8 November 2018 
 
 
Ref: PAC32-I-1115 
 

Dear Ms Falsey, 

 

I refer to your letter dated 23 October 2018 in which you requested additional information regarding 

Project Nantes. 

 

As regards the first and second queries raised in the letter, NAMA wishes to point out that Project 

Nantes was only one of a number of separate transactions involving the debtor connection. Overall, 

the connection’s par debt was €489m on acquisition by NAMA. This included some €260m of debt 

categorised as equity-backed loans which had been advanced to the connection by the participating 

institutions i.e. these loans were secured not by property collateral but by intangible assets (such as 

personal guarantees) which had no tangible value. NAMA did not pay the participating institutions 

any consideration for these €260m equity-backed loans. Thus, only €229m of the €489m par debt 

acquired was secured by tangible property assets with a realisable market value.  

 

The debtor connection agreed to initiate a programme of asset sales and debt refinancing so as to 

maximise recovery for NAMA. As part of that programme, NAMA set a recovery target for the 

connection. Ultimately, total proceeds of approximately €200m were realised from loan, property 

and other loan security realisations. As part of the disposal programme, a loan sale of debt with a 

par value of €352m, designated Project Nantes, realised proceeds of €26.6m. This transaction 

included €241m (€260m at acquisition) in equity-backed loans (for which NAMA had not paid 

consideration) and €111m par debt secured by assets. Therefore, the €26.6m realised for Project 
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Nantes related to par debt loans of €111m (part of the original acquired property-secured par debt 

of €229m).  

 

Thus, in total, proceeds of approximately €200m were realised from the asset sales and loan 

sale/refinancing, equating to a recovery of 87% of the original acquired property-secured par debt of 

€229m. The proceeds realised were well in excess of the recovery target set by NAMA for the 

connection and the acquisition value paid by NAMA to the participating institutions.    

 

As regards the third query raised in the Committee’s letter, I can advise that NAMA has been 

investigating this matter.  As part of this, NAMA undertook a review of the written confirmations 

and warranties in respect of section 172(3) of the NAMA Act 2009, which were provided by the 

borrowers and purchaser at the time of the loan sale in 2012. These confirm that the borrower and 

purchaser were compliant with the requirements of section 172(3) of the NAMA Act 

2009.  Following enquiries raised by NAMA, it has been established that the party who has been 

identified as a director of the purchaser entity was not a NAMA debtor. 

 

NAMA wishes to be helpful to the Committee but is required by law to operate by reference to the 

prohibitions on disclosure of confidential debtor information set out in sections 99 and 202 of the 

NAMA Act. For that reason, NAMA considers that it is constrained from disclosing details relating to 

the assets securing the connection’s debt or details relating to the confidential arrangement reached 

with the connection.  

 

I trust that this information will be of assistance to the Committee. I would ask that you bring this 

correspondence to the attention of the Committee members on our behalf. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Mary Lawlor 

National Asset Management Agency 




