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ABSTRACT

Background. Institutional investors evaluate investment capability and operating reliability through separate but connected
diligence workstreams. A credible strategy can still fail operational review when governance, cash movement, valuation,
service-provider oversight or resilience cannot be evidenced.

Objective. This paper develops an operational due-diligence readiness framework for private-market managers approaching
institutional investors.

Approach. The framework converts current ILPA and AIMA due-diligence materials and official regulatory observations into
a claim-to-evidence architecture, an indexed data room and a staged readiness programme.

Findings. Operational confidence is strongest when ownership and authority are unambiguous, critical processes contain
segregation and independent review, exceptions are recorded, service providers are actively overseen and every response traces
to current source evidence.

Implications. Managers should treat operational due diligence as a standing control discipline. The DDQ, data room,
management presentation and operating records should describe the same organisation and remain current throughout
fundraising.

Practical priorities

1. Map each material diligence claim to dated source evidence, an accountable owner and a reviewer.

2. Test cash, valuation, conflicts, cyber resilience and business continuity before investor diligence begins.
3. Maintain one controlled DDQ and data-room record throughout fundraising and investor follow-up.
JEL Classification: G23, G24, G28, M 14, M42

Keywords: operational due diligence, private funds, fund managers, ILPA DDQ, governance, valuation, custody,
cybersecurity, business continuity
Research paper only. This document provides general information and is not legal, tax, accounting, regulatory, valuation, investment, technology or

transaction advice. All worked frameworks and decision thresholds require fact-specific review. Current official materials and qualified professional
advice are essential.



1. OPERATIONAL DILIGENCE AS A SEPARATE DECISION

Operational due diligence asks whether the manager can protect assets, execute authorised processes and produce reliable
records throughout the fund life. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence
and timing can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party
authorised to make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source
facts, management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where
each conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to define the operational approval question separately from the investment case and
assign an accountable diligence lead. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a
common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

1.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Operational diligence as a separate decision

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Define the operational diligence scope; investor A strong investment
approval question request list; responsibility narrative can draw attention
separately from the matrix; decision calendar away from operating
investment case and assign weaknesses that require an
an accountable diligence independent conclusion.
lead.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 1. Operational diligence as a separate decision
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1.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is diligence scope; investor request list; responsibility matrix; decision calendar
Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced through
a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The reviewer
should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary or the
memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that a strong investment narrative can draw attention away from operating weaknesses that
require an independent conclusion. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse
state and identify the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope
and which legal, tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This
creates a practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender,
family or transaction.

‘What is being decided? Define the operational approval question separately from the investment case  Approve objective and authority.
and assign an accountable diligence lead.

What proves the case? diligence scope; investor request list; responsibility matrix; decision calendar ~ Reconcile and sign off.

What can fail? A strong investment narrative can draw attention away from operating Test downside and escalation.
weaknesses that require an independent conclusion.



2. BUILD THE CLAIM-TO-EVIDENCE ARCHITECTURE

Every answer should connect a manager claim to a current source record, named process owner, reviewer and exception
status. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can move on
different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it and the
date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management
representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion
originates.

The recommended workstream is to create a control register that links each DDQ response to policy, operating evidence,
review evidence and remediation. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a
common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

2.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Build the claim-to-evidence architecture

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Create a control register DDQ inventory; control Narrative answers can
that links each DDQ register; document index; appear complete while the
response to policy, owner attestations; underlying control has
operating evidence, review exception log never been performed or
evidence and remediation. independently reviewed.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 2. Build the claim-to-evidence architecture
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2.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is dDQ inventory; control register; document index; owner attestations; exception
log Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced
through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The
reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary
or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that narrative answers can appear complete while the underlying control has never been
performed or independently reviewed. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse
state and identify the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope
and which legal, tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This
creates a practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender,
family or transaction.

‘What is being decided? Create a control register that links each DDQ response to policy, operating Approve objective and authority.
evidence, review evidence and remediation.

‘What proves the case? DDAQ inventory; control register; document index; owner attestations; Reconcile and sign off.
exception log

What can fail? Narrative answers can appear complete while the underlying control has never = Test downside and escalation.
been performed or independently reviewed.



3. ENTITY, OWNERSHIP AND AUTHORITY

Investors need a clear view of the manager, general partner, funds, affiliates, beneficial ownership and delegated authority.
This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can move on different
clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it and the date on
which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management representations,
analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to reconcile legal entities, ownership, boards, committees, reserved matters, mandates
and signing authorities. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a common set of
definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating performance or
slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document, counterparty or
financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as a management
choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

3.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Entity, ownership and authority

1)) ONY (G PROVE ESCALATE

Reconcile legal entities, organisation chart; Ambiguous entities or
ownership, boards, constitutional records; authority can obscure
committees, reserved registers; committee terms; accountability and create
matters, mandates and delegation matrix unenforceable approval
signing authorities. chains.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 3. Entity, ownership and authority
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3.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is organisation chart; constitutional records; registers; committee terms;
delegation matrix Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that ambiguous entities or authority can obscure accountability and create unenforceable
approval chains. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the
earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Reconcile legal entities, ownership, boards, committees, reserved matters, Approve objective and authority.
mandates and signing authorities.

‘What proves the case? organisation chart; constitutional records; registers; committee terms; Reconcile and sign off.
delegation matrix

What can fail? Ambiguous entities or authority can obscure accountability and create Test downside and escalation.
unenforceable approval chains.



4. GOVERNANCE AND SEGREGATION OF DUTIES

Critical decisions require documented authority, challenge, segregation and escalation proportionate to the manager's size
and complexity. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can
move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it
and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management
representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion
originates.

The recommended workstream is to map initiation, approval, execution, recording and review for every material operating
process. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a common set of definitions. A
base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating performance or slower
execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document, counterparty or financing event
arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as a management choice unless it
comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

4.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Governance and segregation of duties

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Map initiation, approval, governance calendar; Concentrated authority can

execution, recording and committee minutes; role allow one person to initiate,

review for every material matrix; approval logs; approve and conceal an
operating process. breach register unauthorised action.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 4. Governance and segregation of duties
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4.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is governance calendar; committee minutes; role matrix; approval logs; breach
register Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced
through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The
reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary
or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that concentrated authority can allow one person to initiate, approve and conceal an
unauthorised action. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify
the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal,
tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a
practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or
transaction.

‘What is being decided? Map initiation, approval, execution, recording and review for every material Approve objective and authority.
operating process.

What proves the case? governance calendar; committee minutes; role matrix; approval logs; breach Reconcile and sign off.
register
What can fail? Concentrated authority can allow one person to initiate, approve and conceal Test downside and escalation.

an unauthorised action.



5. FUND TERMS, FEES AND ALLOCATIONS

Operating records should demonstrate that expenses, fees, allocations and investor rights follow governing documents and
disclosed practices. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing
can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to
make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts,
management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each
conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to reconcile fund documents, side letters, allocation methods, fee calculations and
expense approvals to the accounting record. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and
a common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

5.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Fund terms, fees and allocations

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Reconcile fund documents, limited partnership Inconsistent expense or
side letters, allocation agreement; side-letter allocation treatment can
methods, fee calculations matrix; fee workbook; create conflicts, investor
and expense approvals to allocation policy; invoices harm and restatement risk.

the accounting record.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 5. Fund terms, fees and allocations
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5.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is limited partnership agreement; side-letter matrix; fee workbook; allocation
policy; invoices Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that inconsistent expense or allocation treatment can create conflicts, investor harm and
restatement risk. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the
earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Reconcile fund documents, side letters, allocation methods, fee calculations Approve objective and authority.
and expense approvals to the accounting record.

What proves the case? limited partnership agreement; side-letter matrix; fee workbook; allocation Reconcile and sign off.
policy; invoices

What can fail? Inconsistent expense or allocation treatment can create conflicts, investor harm = Test downside and escalation.
and restatement risk.



6. CASH CONTROLS, BANKING AND TREASURY

Cash movement is a high-consequence process that requires controlled instructions, independent approval and verified
beneficiary details. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing
can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to
make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts,
management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each
conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to document the end-to-end payment process and test a sample from instruction through
bank execution and ledger posting. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a
common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

6.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Cash controls, banking and treasury

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Document the end-to-end bank mandates; authorised Weak access or beneficiary
payment process and test a signatory list; callback log; verification can permit
sample from instruction payment evidence; bank error, fraud or an
through bank execution and reconciliation unauthorised transfer.

ledger posting.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 6. Cash controls, banking and treasury
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6.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is bank mandates; authorised signatory list; callback log; payment evidence; bank
reconciliation Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that weak access or beneficiary verification can permit error, fraud or an unauthorised
transfer. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the earliest
observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Document the end-to-end payment process and test a sample from instruction ~ Approve objective and authority.
through bank execution and ledger posting.

‘What proves the case? bank mandates; authorised signatory list; callback log; payment evidence; Reconcile and sign off.
bank reconciliation

What can fail? Weak access or beneficiary verification can permit error, fraud or an Test downside and escalation.
unauthorised transfer.



7. VALUATION GOVERNANCE

Valuation should operate through a documented methodology, current inputs, conflict management, independent
challenge and consistent investor reporting. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights,
operating evidence and timing can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being
made, the party authorised to make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should
distinguish source facts, management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a
reviewer can see where each conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to map each asset class to its methodology, data sources, approval route, overrides and
exception handling. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a common set of
definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating performance or
slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document, counterparty or
financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as a management
choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

7.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Valuation governance

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Map each asset class to its valuation policy; model Unsupported inputs or
methodology, data sources, inventory; source data; undocumented overrides
approval route, overrides committee minutes; can distort NAV, fees,
and exception handling. override log performance and investor

decisions.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 7. Valuation governance
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7.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is valuation policy; model inventory; source data; committee minutes; override
log Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced
through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The
reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary
or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that unsupported inputs or undocumented overrides can distort NAV, fees, performance and
investor decisions. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify
the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal,
tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a
practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or
transaction.

‘What is being decided? Map each asset class to its methodology, data sources, approval route, Approve objective and authority.
overrides and exception handling.

‘What proves the case? valuation policy; model inventory; source data; committee minutes; override Reconcile and sign off.
log
What can fail? Unsupported inputs or undocumented overrides can distort NAV, fees, Test downside and escalation.

performance and investor decisions.



8. ADMINISTRATION AND NAV OVERSIGHT

Delegating administration does not remove the manager's responsibility to review outputs, exceptions and service quality.
This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can move on different
clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it and the date on
which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management representations,
analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to define the administrator's deliverables, the manager's review controls and the
evidence retained for each reporting cycle. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a
common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

8.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Administration and NAYV oversight

1)) ONY (G PROVE ESCALATE

Define the administrator's administration agreement; A manager can rely on a

deliverables, the manager's NAV checklist; service provider without
review controls and the reconciliations; review demonstrating meaningful

evidence retained for each sign-off; error log oversight of the delivered

reporting cycle. record.

CONTROL DESIGN > OPERATING EVIDENCE > INVESTOR DECISION

Figure 8. Administration and NAYV oversight
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8.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is administration agreement; NAV checklist; reconciliations; review sign-off;
error log Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that a manager can rely on a service provider without demonstrating meaningful oversight of
the delivered record. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify
the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal,
tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a
practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or
transaction.

‘What is being decided? Define the administrator's deliverables, the manager's review controls and the ~ Approve objective and authority.
evidence retained for each reporting cycle.

‘What proves the case? administration agreement; NAV checklist; reconciliations; review sign-off; Reconcile and sign off.
error log
What can fail? A manager can rely on a service provider without demonstrating meaningful Test downside and escalation.

oversight of the delivered record.



9. SERVICE-PROVIDER SELECTION AND MONITORING

Administrators, auditors, depositaries, custodians, banks, technology vendors and compliance advisers form part of the
operating control environment. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence
and timing can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party
authorised to make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source
facts, management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where
each conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to apply risk-based selection, contracting, onboarding, performance review, incident
escalation and exit planning to critical providers. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates
and a common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker
operating performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval,
document, counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be
recorded as a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

9.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.

Service-provider selection and monitoring

DESIGN PROVE ESCALATE

Apply risk-based selection, due-diligence files; Concentration, weak
contracting, onboarding, contracts; service-level contracts or untested
performance review, reports; review minutes; replacement routes can
incident escalation and exit contingency plan amplify a provider failure.
planning to critical

providers.
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Figure 9. Service-provider selection and monitoring
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9.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is due-diligence files; contracts; service-level reports; review minutes;
contingency plan Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that concentration, weak contracts or untested replacement routes can amplify a provider
failure. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the earliest
observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Apply risk-based selection, contracting, onboarding, performance review, Approve objective and authority.
incident escalation and exit planning to critical providers.

What proves the case? due-diligence files; contracts; service-level reports; review minutes; Reconcile and sign off.
contingency plan

What can fail? Concentration, weak contracts or untested replacement routes can amplify a Test downside and escalation.
provider failure.



10. COMPLIANCE, CONDUCT AND CONFLICTS

A credible programme identifies applicable obligations, tests conduct, records conflicts and escalates breaches through
authorised governance. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and
timing can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised
to make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts,
management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each
conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to connect the compliance calendar to surveillance, attestations, personal dealing, gifts,
complaints and conflicts records. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a common
set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

10.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.



10.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is compliance manual; obligations register; testing plan; conflict log; breach
reports Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced
through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The
reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary
or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that policies can remain disconnected from actual activity, leaving recurring exceptions
unidentified. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the
earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Connect the compliance calendar to surveillance, attestations, personal Approve objective and authority.
dealing, gifts, complaints and conflicts records.

What proves the case? compliance manual; obligations register; testing plan; conflict log; breach Reconcile and sign off.
reports
What can fail? Policies can remain disconnected from actual activity, leaving recurring Test downside and escalation.

exceptions unidentified.



11. CYBERSECURITY, PRIVACY AND ACCESS

Investors require evidence that sensitive data, systems and privileged access are protected and incidents can be contained
and reported. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can
move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it
and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management
representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion
originates.

The recommended workstream is to inventory critical systems and data, restrict privileged access, monitor vendors and
test incident response. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a common set of
definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating performance or
slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document, counterparty or
financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as a management
choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

11.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.



11.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is system inventory; access review; security assessment; incident log; response
exercise Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that shared credentials, stale access or unmanaged vendors can expose fund and investor
information. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the
earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Inventory critical systems and data, restrict privileged access, monitor vendors = Approve objective and authority.
and test incident response.

‘What proves the case? system inventory; access review; security assessment; incident log; response Reconcile and sign off.
exercise

What can fail? Shared credentials, stale access or unmanaged vendors can expose fund and Test downside and escalation.
investor information.



12. BUSINESS CONTINUITY AND KEY-PERSON RESILIENCE

Continuity planning should show how critical decisions, data, communications and payments continue during a severe
disruption. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can move
on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it and
the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management
representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion
originates.

The recommended workstream is to define recovery priorities, alternates, dependencies and communication routes, then
record a practical test and remediation. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a
common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

12.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.



12.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is business-impact analysis; continuity plan; recovery test; call tree; succession
record Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced
through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The
reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary
or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that a written plan can fail when critical access, knowledge or approval remains concentrated
in one unavailable person. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and
identify the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which
legal, tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a
practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or
transaction.

‘What is being decided? Define recovery priorities, alternates, dependencies and communication routes, ~Approve objective and authority.
then record a practical test and remediation.

‘What proves the case? business-impact analysis; continuity plan; recovery test; call tree; succession Reconcile and sign off.
record
What can fail? A written plan can fail when critical access, knowledge or approval remains Test downside and escalation.

concentrated in one unavailable person.



13. REGULATORY REPORTING AND RECORDS

Regulatory filings and books and records provide an external test of the manager's reporting discipline and data lineage.
This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can move on different
clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it and the date on
which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management representations,
analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to reconcile each filing to its source system, preparer, reviewer, submission evidence
and correction process. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a common set of
definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating performance or
slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document, counterparty or
financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as a management
choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

13.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.



13.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is filing calendar; workpapers; submission receipts; review sign-off; correction
log Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced
through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The
reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary
or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that repeated late, inaccurate or unsupported filings can indicate wider data-governance
weakness. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and identify the earliest
observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which legal, tax,
regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a practical
boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or transaction.

What is being decided? Reconcile each filing to its source system, preparer, reviewer, submission Approve objective and authority.
evidence and correction process.

What proves the case? filing calendar; workpapers; submission receipts; review sign-off; correction Reconcile and sign off.
log
What can fail? Repeated late, inaccurate or unsupported filings can indicate wider Test downside and escalation.

data-governance weakness.



14. DDQ AND DATA-ROOM CONTROL

The DDQ, data room, presentations and meetings should draw from one approved evidence base and use consistent
definitions. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing can move
on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to make it and
the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts, management
representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each conclusion
originates.

The recommended workstream is to maintain a numbered room, response library, permissions model, update log and
controlled investor Q&A process. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates and a
common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker operating
performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval, document,
counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be recorded as
a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

14.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.



14.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is master DDQ; data-room index; access log; version history; Q&A register Each
item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is produced through a
model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output version. The reviewer
should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an uncited summary or the
memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that parallel responses can create contradictions, stale disclosures and uncontrolled release of
confidential information. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse state and
identify the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope and which
legal, tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This creates a
practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender, family or
transaction.

‘What is being decided? Maintain a numbered room, response library, permissions model, update log Approve objective and authority.
and controlled investor Q&A process.

What proves the case? master DDQ; data-room index; access log; version history; Q&A register Reconcile and sign off.

What can fail? Parallel responses can create contradictions, stale disclosures and uncontrolled = Test downside and escalation.
release of confidential information.



15. THE 180-DAY READINESS PROGRAMME

Readiness improves through sequenced discovery, remediation, control testing, document production, simulation and
executive sign-off. This matters in the odd kill zone because the economics, legal rights, operating evidence and timing
can move on different clocks. A useful analysis therefore begins with the decision being made, the party authorised to
make it and the date on which the evidence is expected to be current. The work should distinguish source facts,
management representations, analytical assumptions and professional judgement so that a reviewer can see where each
conclusion originates.

The recommended workstream is to run six monthly gates covering scope, evidence mapping, priority remediation,
testing, investor simulation and final approval. The team should translate that instruction into named owners, dated gates
and a common set of definitions. A base case should describe the expected path; a downside case should test weaker
operating performance or slower execution; and a delay case should test what happens when a required approval,
document, counterparty or financing event arrives later than planned. Any decision threshold used in the model should be
recorded as a management choice unless it comes directly from a cited rule or contract.

15.1 Decision framework

The decision framework has four layers. First, define the commercial objective and non-negotiable constraints. Second,
assemble the minimum source record and reconcile it to the numbers used in the analysis. Third, compare executable
alternatives under consistent assumptions, including cost, control, liquidity, timing and downside. Fourth, approve the
route, its conditions and the fallback. This sequence keeps a transaction from moving ahead on an attractive headline
while unresolved implementation questions remain outside the decision paper.



15.2 Evidence and controls

The minimum evidence for this module is gap assessment; remediation plan; test results; mock-DDQ record; readiness
certificate Each item should have an owner, effective date, source location and review status. Where information is
produced through a model or transformation, the file should preserve the original input, calculation logic and output
version. The reviewer should be able to reproduce the material conclusion without relying on a presentation slide, an
uncited summary or the memory of the person who prepared it.

Control quality can be tested through three questions. Does the source support the stated fact? Does the calculation use the
approved definition? Does the proposed action remain within the authority and risk limits already granted? An exception
to any of these tests should enter a dated register with a named resolver and a stop, proceed or conditional-proceed
decision. Completion means that the evidence and decision have been accepted by the accountable owner; document
production alone is an intermediate output.

The principal failure mode is that late document production can conceal unresolved control failures and leave no time to
prove remediation before fundraising. The response is to make the vulnerable assumption visible, test a plausible adverse
state and identify the earliest observable warning indicator. The analysis should also state what remains outside its scope
and which legal, tax, regulatory, accounting, valuation, technical or investment conclusions require qualified advice. This
creates a practical boundary between a research framework and a conclusion for a particular company, investor, lender,
family or transaction.

‘What is being decided? Run six monthly gates covering scope, evidence mapping, priority Approve objective and authority.
remediation, testing, investor simulation and final approval.

‘What proves the case? gap assessment; remediation plan; test results; mock-DDQ record; readiness Reconcile and sign off.
certificate
What can fail? Late document production can conceal unresolved control failures and leave Test downside and escalation.

no time to prove remediation before fundraising.
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