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Questions and Answers 
 



Question 1. 

What restriction, if any, will be placed on the waste UDF’s ability to re-invest the 

initial commitment of the LGF into the UDF into further projects, when initial project 

investment/s is/are realised? 

 

Answer  The LGF will allow, at the option of the UDF, the recycling of its initial 

commitment to the waste UDF when initial project investments are 

realised so long as any re-investment into projects will allow for an 

exit from that investment to be made within the waste UDF’s life 

(currently assumed to be circa. ten years). Applicants are reminded 

that any re-investment of LGF monies into projects will not be bound 

by the European Regional Development Fund Regulations however 

they will still be required to meet the investment strategy of the waste 

UDF.  

 

 

Question 2. 

Is it permissible to leverage in commercial debt at the UDF level (as opposed to 

project level)? 

 

Answer The UDF investment should be provided pari passu with private co-

investment to Urban Projects.  The preference is for this to be 

achieved through pari passu co-investment at UDF level, with these 

blended funds being passed down by way or loans or equity to Urban 

Projects.  As the LGF expects to be an equity investor in the proposed 

UDF, leverage of commercial debt into the UDF would not be pari 

passu.  Therefore, while debt leverage is not excluded depending on 

the terms and conditions involved, it would be viewed as 

complementary funding (which may be more appropriate at Urban 

Project level) and would not in itself achieve the pari passu objective.   

 

 

Question 3. 

How does sourcing funding from the waste UDF align with the local authority Official 

Journal of the European Union (OJEU) procurement process? What is the process 

through which a local authority could procure project investment from the waste 

UDF? 

 

Answer It is understood that local authorities have the power to borrow.  The 

choice of lender is a matter for individual local authorities; the waste 

UDF is simply another potential source.  Individual local authorities will 

need to determine what procurement requirements apply, but we are 

not aware of provision of lending being a service which requires a 

formal OJEU procurement process.  

 

A local authority may be required to undertake an OJEU procurement 

process to secure contractors to deliver a waste project on their 

behalf. In this instance it would be the responsibility of those 

contractors and/or the local authority to approach the waste UDF with 

a business case proposing why the UDF should invest in the project. 

The investment decision will ultimately be the responsibility of the 

waste UDF manager and will consider, amongst other things, whether 



the project aligns with the investment strategy and will generate the 

requisite level of financial return for its investor/s. 

 

 

Question 4. 

What role will the London Green Fund play in the investment decisions of the waste 

UDF? 

 

Answer The EIB has requested that applicants present their own proposals 

regarding the role the London Green Fund (and any other co-

investors) will play in the investment decisions of the waste UDF. It is 

anticipated that the London Green Fund will exert the same level of 

control that a typical private sector investor would have, while 

recognising that the waste UDF will need to work within the European 

Regional Development Fund Regulations. While it is an imperative that 

the London Green Fund is not deemed to have outright control of the 

UDF, the London Green Fund will carry out certain checks to gain 

assurance on adherence to the UDFs agreed investment strategy.  

Further detail of the LGF’s likely involvement is provided on page 25 of 

the Call for EoI. 

 

 

Question 5. 

What role does the EIB envisage playing in the governance of the waste UDF? 

 

Answer 30% of the total score awarded to Stage 2 Business Plan submissions 

will be attributed to Governance and Legal Structure and it will be for 

applicants to outline their proposals. However, the EIB is anticipating 

that proposals will be market oriented and that the London Green Fund 

will be expected to participate in governance arrangements on the 

same basis as a typical private investor. 

 

 

Question 6. 

What is the EIB looking for in terms of performance fee structures? 

 

Answer Applicants are reminded that a weighting of 20% of the total score 

awarded to Stage 2 Business Plan submissions will be attributed to 

management fee proposals. The London Green Fund is looking for a 

management fee structure that is market oriented, and those 

applicants that present the most economically advantageous fee will 

score highest.   As part of this, performance based fees which provide 

appropriate incentives to meet the LGF’s key objectives are welcomed. 

 

 

Question 7. 

What investment criteria will be placed upon project investment? 

 

Answer The Call for Expressions of interest sets out the broad project 

investment criteria of the waste UDF (page 21). However, as indicated 

in the award criteria for Stage 2 Business Plans, 25% of the total 

marks will be awarded to applicants based on the robustness of their 

proposals regarding sourcing of projects to ensure all monies are 



invested by 31 December 2015, the output targets projects should 

generate and possible exit strategies that will ensure the London 

Green Fund’s investment is realised by the end of the waste UDF’s life 

(assumed to be ten years). 

 

 

Question 8. 

Will any project investment restrictions be placed upon the waste UDF? 

 

Answer  The project investment criteria of the waste UDF are set out on page 

21 of the Call for Expression of Interest. The London Green Fund does 

not intend to place restrictions on the scale of projects that the UDF 

may invest in. However applicants should be mindful of the London 

Green Fund’s requirement to ensure there is sufficient diversification 

amongst Urban Projects and that the UDF itself addresses the principle 

of additionality.  

 

Applicants should also be aware of the EU Structural Funds Regulations 

regarding Major Projects. Additional reporting obligations to the 

Agency and approval from the Commission will be required of the 

waste UDF where total project costs exceed €25m equivalent. This 

threshold may trigger additional reporting obligations and delays for 

the waste UDF irrespective of what proportion of these costs the waste 

UDF commits funding to support. 

 

The UDF is expected to put in place investment restrictions to ensure 

that, as far as possible, the London Green Fund’s investment into the 

waste UDF and the underlying project risks it is exposed to is 

mitigated through project portfolio diversification (e.g. maximum 

amount committed to any one Urban Project / contracting party). This 

may also improve the additionality of the waste UDF through increased 

leverage. 

 

Page 20 of the Call for EoI outlines certain areas where commercial 

finance gaps are being experienced in the market and it is expected 

that the UDF will take appropriate cognisance of these when 

formulating its investment strategy. 

 

 

Question 9. 

What are the geographic restrictions placed on the project investments the UDF can 

make? 

 

Answer  As set out in the Call for EoI, investments from the UDF should, where 

possible be in Urban Projects located in opportunity, intensification or 

regeneration areas of Greater London as set out in the London Plan. 

However, this may be relaxed if the impact of the Urban Project 

against the Output Targets of the UDF, the Mayor’s Municipal Waste 

Management Strategy and/or wider London Operational Programme 

objectives can be clearly demonstrated.  

 

It should also be noted that, to the extent appropriate governance and 

management arrangements can be put in place by the UDF manager, 



co-investment may come from sources such as other funds which 

operate on a wider geographical basis than London.  

 

 

Question 10. 

How many waste UDF managers is the EIB looking to appoint?  

 

Answer  Only one fund manager is being sought for the waste UDF. However, 

as set out in the Call for Expression of Interest, this does not preclude 

applicants for the waste UDF bidding for subsequent London Green 

Fund UDF procurements. 

 

 

Question 11. 

Is it possible for the waste UDF manager not to be FSA regulated? 

 

Answer  No. The applicant (which is expected to be the UDF manager) is 

required to be regulated by the Financial Services Authority (FSA) in 

the UK as a Financial Services Firm under the Financial Services and 

Markets Act 2000 (FSMA). The applicant (and any such operator 

/manager as relevant) must ensure it has all appropriate permissions 

under FSMA to carry out all FSMA regulated activities required of it as 

the UDF manager. The applicant must also warrant that an investment 

grade credit rated custodian bank will be used for deposits and 

transfers of any funds provided by, or to be returned to, the London 

Green Fund. 

 

 

Question 12. 

Please clarify what documentation is required, if any, under Annex 3 Section III a. of 

the Call for Expression of Interest where none of the statements at a) to f) apply to 

the applicant.  

 

Answer  If the evidence sought on points a) to f) is not available, then a 

declaration signed by the applicant will be sufficient.  

 

  

Question 13. 

Under Annex 2, 11. the applicant is requested to provide an explanation of its 

experience of and approach to working with its proposed team of sub-

contractors/consortium members (if applicable).  Where the applicant is not part of a 

consortium but intends to use a range of independent firms to carry out 

market/technical/financial due diligence relating to specific investments from the 

Waste UDF, is information regarding such independent firms required as if they were 

"sub-contractors/consortium members". 

 

Answer  Yes, please provide information on these parties to the extent they will 

be providing substantive/material relevant services to the fund 

manager in the execution of its duties under the proposed 

arrangements. 

 

 

 



 

Question 14. 

In Annex 1 – 1.1 the document states that “Expressions of Interest may be 

submitted by a consortium that, if awarded the contract, may assume a legal form 

by incorporation, partnership or otherwise which would enable the members of the 

consortium to contract as a single entity. Where such a consortium exists the 

applicant shall be responsible towards the EIB and shall act as the interface between 

the EIB and the members of the consortium.”   

 

Please confirm that if a consortium is formed, but not FSA registered it is able to 

submit an application, subject to the requirement of a “power of attorney or a 

cooperation agreement authorising the attorney to submit the EoI and the Offer and 

to represent the consortium at all stages of the selection procedure on behalf of the 

partners jointly applying for the contract”.   

 

Answer  Yes, this is possible, although it is expected that the fund manager in 

any consortium (which may or may not yet have been formed into a 

new legal entity) would already be FSA regulated. 

 

 

Question 15. 

Where such a consortium exists, the applicant (a single entity and member of the 

consortium) can submit the application form on behalf of other members of the 

consortium.  The applicant must be FSA registered and will act on behalf of the 

consortium members during the selection procedure – please confirm. 

 

Answer  Yes and yes. 

 

 

Question 16. 

We have made the assumption that all members of the consortium must be FSA 

registered in order for the consortium to have any chance of success – please 

confirm that this is correct? 

 

Answer  No, all members of the consortium need not be FSA registered.  As 

noted in Q4, Annex 2 of the Call for EoI, the applicant (fund manager) 

should be regulated by the FSA and have all appropriate permissions 

under the FMSA to carry out any regulated activities.  However, other 

consortium members or sub-contractors supplying non-regulated 

services (which may include, for example, market advice or technical 

due diligence) need not be FSA regulated.   

 

 

Question 17. 

In Annex 1 – 1.1  - The name of the Applicant is intended to be called “ABC Limited” 

– which will represent a consortium whose members are both FSA registered firms.  

Annex 1 indicates that “In case of the EoI being submitted by a consortium, a power 

of attorney or a cooperation agreement authorising the attorney to submit the EoI 

and the Offer (in the form of a Business Plan) and to represent the consortium at all 

stages of the selection procedure on behalf of the partners jointly applying for the 

contract.”   

 



Are you able to give more details to “a power of attorney or a cooperation 

agreement”?   

 

Can an individual person (as part of the Consortium team) be granted Power of 

Attorney by the other Consortium members? i.e. act as the applicant  

 

If so, are you able to provide some wording that enables PoA to be granted by other 

consortium members?   

 

Answer  Wording will not be provided for PoAs/co-operation agreement - all we 

are looking for is evidence that the consortium members are 

committed to the offer and to the provision of services thereunder, 

should the offer be successful. PoA could be in favour of the lead 

applicant organisation or in favour of the physical person signing the 

declaration (although it is not envisaged that this person is the 

applicant, rather they would be the person authorised to submit the 

EoI) 

 

 

Question 18. 

In Annex 2 – Section 11 – “Their track record in investing in waste infrastructure 

projects. This should include detailing the split between proprietary and advisor 

project sourcing.”  Please provide further detail on what this means in particular 

“proprietary and advisor project sourcing”. 

 

Answer  We wish to understand whether previous project investments in the 

waste sector were identified by an in-house team, or whether / to 

what extent external advisors were used in the identification of 

projects. 

 

 

Question 19. 

References to securing co-financing at the waste UDF level and at the Urban Project 

level. These references are in the following sections:  

 

Annex 3, I.d  

 

"Secure additional co-financing at the waste UDF level of at least an equal amount 

invested by the Green London Fund on a pari passu basis from the private sector 

and, to the extent possible, also secure additional financing at Urban Project level." 

 

Annex 3, II. 2.b  

 

"The London Green Fund is seeking its investment in the waste UDF to be, no more 

than 50% of the total investment made available by the UDF manager to eligible 

Urban Projects (see 3 below). This could be achieved by securing private sector co-

investors into the waste UDF itself, or from other infrastructure/investment funds 

managed by the applicant, that will commit to investing in Urban Projects on a pari 

passu basis with the London Green Fund's investment." 

 

Annex 3.III.c  

 



"The review and approval process may require the UDF to, inter alia 

demonstrate.....that it has the necessary private sector co-financing on pari passu 

terms in place either at the UDF or Urban Project level to support the drawdown of 

funds from the London Green Fund for the particular Urban Project." 

 

Appendix A. 3 Sourcing of Co-finance  

 

"The applicant should explain how co-financing and additional financing where 

appropriate will be provided to Urban Projects. 

 

The preferred approach to be provided by upfront commitments from other private 

investors in the UDF alongside the London Green Fund.... 

 

Applicants proposing co-financing at Urban Project rather than UDF level from 

another infrastructure/investment fund managed by the applicant should explain how 

this would be achieved, outline how pari passu terms and conditions would be 

ensured and describe the level of certainty around the availability of co-financing at 

this level. The rights attaching to UDF fund co-invested on a pari passu basis at 

Urban Project level should be highlighted, together with the identity of 

potential/secured co-investors, the quantum of any funds committed and how this 

will be state aid compliant." 

 

Question: please clarify whether you will consider appointing a fund manager who 

will secure co-investment on a case-by-case basis, per Urban Project, and who will 

not have any co-financing in the UDF fund itself or available from other funds under 

the manager's control? 

 

Answer  Yes, we would consider this.  Our preference however is for co-

investment to be as certain as possible, in order to provide us with 

confidence that leverage of London Green Fund investment will be 

achieved, control of the UDF will not vest in EIB/LDA and that 

investment will be made in a state aid compliant manner.  A proposal 

that provides no prospect of co-investment at UDF level and no 

evidence of any co-investment yet being identified at Urban Project 

level would be scored less favourably under section 3 of the Award 

Criteria than one which demonstrates robust evidence of state aid 

compliant co-investment at, for example, both UDF and Urban Project 

level.  This does not mean, however, that any such proposal would 

necessarily be ruled out. 

 

 

Question 20. 

Timing of investment  

 

Investment into Urban Projects must be fully invested and expended as Eligible 

Expenditure by 31 December 2015 (Annex 3, II. 3.e). 

 

Question: as the waste UDF should have a fixed life, of ideally around 10 years 

(Annex 3, II.4.a), what arrangement is proposed for fees for managing the 

investments after 31 December 2015? 

 

Answer  Applicants that progress to stage 2 will be expected to put forward 

their proposals for management fees in their business plans and some 



flexibility has been allowed in this regard.  It is expected that a 

solution for post 2015 fee arrangements can be identified, and to aid 

this, stage 2 proposals will be expected to highlight the extent to 

which applicants, if at all, intend to charge management fees directly 

to the London Green Fund after 31 December 2015 rather than 

deducting these from UDF income. 

 


