
Private Capital Advisory Insights 
Exit Without Selling: 
How Continuation Vehicles and CV2 are taking share from Sponsor-to-Sponsor Deals

Sponsor-to-sponsor sales have long been private equity's cleanest M&A exit: third-party price discovery, a true change of control, and 
immediate cash back to LPs. That logic has not gone away despite the rise and use of Continuation Vehicles (CVs).

CVs began as a workaround for assets that were performing but not yet ready, or simply not able, to exit.  But CVs are no longer the 
market's emergency exit, they are becoming a repeatable ownership tool being used on firms' best businesses, even as sponsor-to-
sponsor M&A reopens. 
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Source: PitchBook as of 31 March 2026.

The liquidity plumbing is deeper, and the capital base is broadening
CVs are riding a much bigger wave than one clever fund structure. RJ PCA market intelligence shows GP-led volume grew from about 
$33bn in 2020 to roughly $73bn in 2024, with CVs representing about 70% to 86% of GP-led activity over that period. RJ estimates the 
global secondaries market reached a record $202bn in 2025, underscoring that the buyer universe behind these processes is no longer 
niche.

The composition is changing, too. Secondaries strategies represented 15% of global private equity fundraising in Q1-Q3 2025[1], nearly 
double the five-year average. Meanwhile, ever-larger vehicles, and a rising use of third-party buyers or sponsor flagship funds on the 
buy side to help validate pricing and alignment. That matters because a deeper market does not just finance more CVs, it makes them 
more credible as an exit option.

Source: RJ PCA market intelligence for historical GP-led volume, and CV share.



CVs have crossed from workaround to exit lane 
Industry data shows continuation funds at 19% of sponsor-backed exits in 2025, up from 13% in 2024 and 12% in 2023, with CV volume 
at $63bn in 2024 and $41bn in H1 2025 alone. For a structure once associated with hard-to-exit situations, that now looks much more 
like a standing exit lane than an occasional workaround.

The point is not that CVs have replaced sponsor-to-sponsor deals. It is that both channels are now open, and sponsors are still 
choosing CVs for certain high-conviction assets. In other words, CVs are being treated as an active portfolio-management choice.

Increasingly, the argument is less about rescue capital and more about whether the next leg of value creation is better captured inside 
the franchise than sold away to another sponsor.  That is a subtle but important shift. Each CV now asks LPs to make a fresh 
underwriting decision on a compressed clock, while each GP process becomes a repeated test of alignment, valuation discipline, and 
disclosure quality. The debate has evolved into what kind of exit market CVs are creating.

Source: KPMG, Value creation in private equity (2025), as of June 2025.

The LP election is getting harder: price is no longer the whole memo
This is where the story gets more interesting. The CV debate is often framed as a price question, but for many LPs the harder call is 
duration. A conventional sponsor-to-sponsor sale ends the underwriting memo. A roll decision extends it, often with a new capital 
plan, revised governance, and a different set of counterparties. That helps explain why LP appetite can remain selective even when the 
asset quality is high.

As process norms harden, headline NAV matters less on its own. LPs increasingly want to know who set the price, what alternatives 
were tested, whether a third party is anchoring the buy side, how fees and carry are reset, and what has to happen operationally for 
the next hold period to earn its keep. In that sense, the valuation debate is evolving from “is the price fair?” to “is the next chapter 
sufficiently differentiated to justify another hold?”

Source:  Hamilton Lane Cobalt, Global Buyout in USD as of 30 September 2025.



CV2 makes process matter more: ILPA's template raises the bar
With the emergence of the first CV2 situations, what once sounded like market folklore now looks more like a real branch of the 
product set. CV2 transactions are still in their relative infancy, but their rise matters because it turns a one-time liquidity solution into a 
repeatable ownership model. The LP question becomes less about whether an asset deserves one extension, and more about what the 
credible end-state is: sale, IPO, strategic minority, or a genuinely long-duration structure. 

That is also why ILPA's Continuation Fund Disclosure Template, released in January 2026, matters beyond paperwork. ILPA says the 
template is meant to summarise and standardise the key information LPs need to begin their internal roll/sell analysis more efficiently. 
For repeat deals, that raises the bar and LPs will increasingly want real delta disclosure: what changed since the first CV, what value 
remains, how economics and governance have evolved, and what milestones would justify yet another extension.

What this means now and what makes 2026 interesting
For LPs, the practical consequence is that continuation vehicles now need to be underwritten less like a procedural liquidity option 
and more like a condensed recommitment decision. The headline valuation still matters, but it is no longer enough on its own. As CVs 
become more common, and as some assets approach a second continuation process, LPs are being asked to assess duration, 
governance, capital needs, manager alignment, and opportunity cost all at once. In that sense, the real question is no longer simply 
whether to take cash or roll, but whether the next vehicle offers a sufficiently credible path to value creation and eventual liquidity to 
justify extending exposure again.

For GPs, that raises the bar in a different way. Once CVs were viewed as occasional problem-solving tools, the market could be more 
forgiving of idiosyncratic process. That is harder to sustain now that the structure is mainstream and increasingly used for high-quality 
assets that could plausibly clear in a sponsor-to-sponsor sale. A GP choosing the CV route therefore has to explain not only why the 
asset is worth holding, but why this structure is the best value-maximizing path at this moment, and why the economics, governance, 
and disclosure package are strong enough to earn renewed LP trust. In repeat transactions especially, market credibility will 
increasingly depend on showing that alignment improves with each step rather than merely extending the clock.

The next phase of the market will say less about whether CVs are here to stay, that question looks largely settled, and more about how 
selective and durable this exit channel proves to be. The important signals will be whether sponsor-to-sponsor activity broadens 
beyond a relatively concentrated set of high-profile deals, whether LP rollover behavior starts to diverge more meaningfully by 
institution and portfolio context, whether pricing begins to separate true trophy assets from the rest of the field, and whether CV2 
processes move from novelty to accepted practice without exhausting investor patience. If ILPA-style disclosure becomes standard, 
then good process may stop being a differentiator and start becoming table stakes, which would leave the market focusing more 
sharply on the harder question underneath it all: which assets genuinely deserve another hold period, and which are simply being 
given one.
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