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Intervention Summary  
 
 

What support will the UK provide? 
1. Approval is sought to invest in the Renewable Energy Performance Platform (REPP). The total budget for the 

REPP would be up to £49m. This covers £48 million for project operations plus up to £1m for on-going 
independent monitoring and final evaluation.   
 

2. Approval of up to £48m to set-up the Renewable Energy Performance Platform (REPP), an implementation 
vehicle for the support of small scale (up to 25MW) renewable projects in Sub-Saharan Africa, providing seed 
donor funding.  

 
Investment would then be subject to: 

 Addressing approval panel caveats 

 Development of final project design and legal documentation  
 
3. Approval of up to £1m c. 2% of REPP project costs) to procure a third party to conduct evaluation of the 

projects considered for approval. Given the innovative nature of the project, it is vital that we learn from it to 
assess whether deployment of UK climate finance was effective and transformative.  

 
Why is UK support required? 
4. There is an urgent need to scale-up low-carbon investment to keep the world on a 2 degree pathway.  It is 

clear that this scale of investment could never come from public sources alone. The majority of the 
investment needed in developing countries will need to come from the private sector, but barriers exist that 
prevent the renewable energy projects from accessing private sector investment, specifically: 

 Risk: Financiers’ willingness to lend and the return that they expect to receive for their investment is 
heavily influenced by their assessment of the amount of risk the investment is exposed to – these risks 
can be actual or perceived. 

 Access to capital: Project developers can struggle to access capital with suitable loan tenors and rates that 
make the project viable. Causes for this include high collateral requirements and multi-bank negotiations. 

 Size-asymmetries: Providers of services (e.g. risk mitigation) and finance tend to prefer larger projects and 
investments over smaller ones because of the high transaction cost to profit ratio, however smaller 
projects often require or can benefit from the same services available to larger projects and their inability 
to access them hampers their completion. 

 Inexperienced or under-resourced project developers struggle to deliver quality projects at pace. Where 
they are able to bring the projects to financial close, the cost of development is likely to have been 
unnecessarily high because of the increased time required to perform due diligence etc. 

    
5. It is vital that we target the use of public resources to address these barriers and demonstrate that low 

carbon investment is sustainable and profitable.  This can be done by: 

 Mitigating the actual risks projects face in the developing world, such as political risk and off-taker risk, 
and reducing perceived risk by demonstrating that viable projects exist and can be delivered successfully. 

 Improving access to capital by using concessional finance, such as donor funds, to reduce the risk 
exposure of private finance and encourage them to enter new markets.  

 Intermediaries can help address the size asymmetries that limit access to finance and services such as risk 
mitigation by aggregating projects into one fund or assisting project developers to bring down transaction 
costs. 

 Technical Assistance can improve the efficiency of project delivery, improve the success rate of projects 
and help cement lasting change in project development in these markets. For project developers, early 
engagement is vital to ensuring that a project can address all the elements needed to get a project to 
financial close. 

 
6. Project developers and private finance are unlikely to overcome these barriers on their own in the short term. 

Detailed market analysis indicates that private investors see little rationale today for investing in renewable 
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energy technologies in high-risk countries with inadequate fiscal incentives and international institutional 
investors are still hesitant to invest in already commercial technologies due to risk-aversion – both real and 
perceived. 

 
7. The barriers are particularly acute for small-medium projects (up to 75MW) in Lower Income Countries and 

Lower-Middle Income Countries where smaller projects are not as well served by existing interventions. 
Analysis has indicated that access to the full range of financial instruments necessary is not available through 
other instruments. This was highlighted through engagement with the private sector, for example through 
the Global Innovation Lab process (whose members include private sector organisations such as BlackRock, 
Deutsche Bank and Bloomberg New Energy Finance) and Sustainable Energy for All (SE4All).  This validates the 
need for new types of intervention and their potential to have a transformational impact. 

 
What are the main programme activities? 
8. The Renewable Energy Performance Platform (REPP) was developed by the European Investment Bank (EIB) 

and the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) in response to the UN SE4All initiative. Design work 
was conducted by the Frankfurt School of Finance and Management and Innpact. We propose contributing 
£48m to REPP. This will allow REPP to build a strong portfolio of projects, balancing more challenging projects 
with easier ones across several technologies and countries to demonstrate the viability of a range of project 
types. A lower contribution would lead to a less varied portfolio, prioritising projects that need less support 
and reducing REPP’s ability to demonstrate successful delivery of first-of-a-kind projects. The ICF would be the 
sole funder of the platform itself, with other donors providing lending to the projects. Taking this role allows 
the ICF to negotiate with the REPP Agent (delivery partner) bilaterally, ensuring our requirements are fully 
reflected in the eventual design. 

 

9. REPP seeks to mobilise private sector development activity and investment at scale in small and medium scale 
renewable energy projects (initial focus 1 to 20MW) in sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). REPP will work 
predominantly with existing instruments by partnering with service and finance providers (REPP Partners) to 
bridge the gap between the Levelised Cost of Electricity (LCOE) and the prevailing tariff by tailoring a core 
three pillar strategy to each project:  
1. Improving access to existing risk mitigation instruments 
2. Improving access to long term lending  
3. Providing results-based financial support. 

 
10. Complementing the three pillars of support will be technical assistance (TA) to help project developers to 

make their projects bankable. The REPP Agent will also seek to align the processes of REPP Partners and 
engage governments on their existing regulatory support.  

 
What options were assessed to reach this recommendation? 
11. Three options were assessed for bridging the identified gaps.  These were: taking no further action under a 

“Do Nothing” option, investing in REPP, or scaling up/extending existing interventions such as GAP and 
GETFiT.  

 
12. There are already a number of interventions operating or planned for renewable energy and they can be 

expected to deliver good results. Even if existing interventions were extended, none of the existing 
interventions identified could bring all the elements together into a cradle-to-grave approach and bring in the 
private sector in the way REPP will aim to do.  

 
What are the expected results? 
13. To estimate expected results this Business Case utilises the financial modelling of the project provided by the 

delivery partners that are reasonably approximate to the activities we expect them to undertake. While REPP 
is a new project and needs to build/finalise a pipeline of projects, the portfolio included in the modelling 
meets the projects investment criteria and reflects a snapshot of an illustrative range of projects that could be 
invested in given the proposed total contributions. Based on the economic appraisal and the assumption that 
only 75% of all results are additional : 
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 A contribution of £48m to REPP will achieve the following results attributable to the UK: the abatement 
of 2.4 Mt CO2e at a attributed cost per tonne of £19.9/t, installation of 58 MW of clean energy (of which 
49% off-grid or isolated grid RE installations), providing energy access to almost 25m people and 
contributing towards the creation of 750 direct jobs. The total additional private finance leverage 
associated with the UK donor finance is estimated to be £1:£1.9 (or £66m). 

 
14. In addition, the investments will have significant local development and poverty reduction co-benefits such as 

air quality and health benefits from avoided diesel and biomass generation; wider indirect economic benefits 
from learning and demonstration of new technologies and increased mini-grid use which is expected to lead 
to productivity improvements through increased resource availability, supporting economic growth and jobs; 
as well as potentially decreased fuel bills as the consumer becomes independent of volatile fuel prices.  

 
What are the key risks to the success of the programme? 
15. We have identified a number of risks that are inherent to project development or that could occur during 

delivery. Overall the risks to both interventions have been deemed manageable, however they will still 
require monitoring to ensure the projects are delivered and have the transformational impact hoped for. 
 

16. Some aspects of the designs have not been finalised, these include the final legal structure of REPP. We 
believe there are solutions to these design questions that DECC can support and will aid in the projects 
successful delivery, however there is a risk at this stage that solutions are not easy to agree or implement and 
this may hamper delivery. 

 
17. The open platform approach relies on strong buy-in and co-ordination from a group of independent partners. 

If this is not realised, the risk is that the platform cannot function efficiently and delivery of projects is 
delayed, thus defeating the intention behind creating a central co-ordinating body. The REPP Agent is 
continuing to engage with the potential REPP Partners to design efficient processes and ensure strong 
engagement with REPP Partners. 
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Strategic Case 

Context 
1. There is an urgent need to scale-up low-carbon investment to keep the world on a 2 degree pathway.  

Approximately two thirds of the low carbon energy investment needed from 2014-2040 will be in developing 
countries, however, the International Energy Agency (IEA) estimates that this needs to rise from around 
$400bn in 2013 to around $1.5trillion per annum in 2040 (well beyond the $900bn per annum likely under the 
IEA’s current policies scenario).  

 
2. It is also clear that this scale of investment cannot come from public sources alone; the vast bulk of the 

investment needed in developing countries will need to come from the private sector.   However, there is a 
financing gap.  There are many reasons for this gap: low carbon energy is often capital intensive compared to 
fossil fuels, not ‘business as usual’ for investors and regulators, particularly in lower income countries, and 
relies on a supportive regulatory environment. Low carbon investments in developing countries are also 
perceived as high risk by most investors.  

 
3. Therefore, it is vital that we use the available public resources to help address these barriers and demonstrate 

that low carbon investment can be sustainable and profitable.  The International Climate Fund (ICF) was set 
up in 2010 in recognition of the growing importance and urgency of tackling climate change, that poorest 
countries are often hit hardest and are least able to deal with the changes and their impact on growth and 
poverty reduction.  One of the principle aims of the ICF is to demonstrate that the low carbon transition is 
possible, replicable at scale and commercially viable whilst simultaneously contributing to economic growth.  

 
4. In recent years, many developing countries have established supportive regulatory frameworks for private 

investment in infrastructure and renewable energy projects; however, barriers persist that prevent projects in 
these countries accessing finance and reaching financial close. Conversely, there is a lack of viable renewable 
energy investments in these markets that are attractive and accessible to private investors. This is particularly 
acute for institutional investors and for small renewable projects (less than 25MW). Public investors and 
expertise are needed to bridge this gap and create a favourable environment for project developers and 
private investors to work together. 

 
5. A recent study by Vivid Economics1 for the ICF highlighted three well-documented gaps with respect to the 

types of public support provided to support climate investment in developing countries: 

 A shortage of support for early-stage investment opportunities that are a long way from financial close, 
especially for renewable energy projects 

 A shortage of support for small and medium sized projects (which may be broadly characterised as being 
in the USD 1m-USD 20m range) 

 An insufficient diversity of financial instruments to deliver necessary investments and manage their risks. 
 
6. The reasons for these gaps are set out below where the barriers to filling these gaps are explored in more 

detail. The strategic case will look at the barriers, the proposed interventions and their fit with the ICF 
strategy. 

 

Why there is a gap – the barriers to successful project completion 
7. There are many barriers to investment in renewable energy in developing countries, particularly for drawing 

in the private sector. These include, for example, lack of a strong political signal that renewable energy is a 
priority and lack of existing infrastructure supporting increased energy deployment. There are a number of 
interventions addressing the under-investment in renewable energy in the developing world. Climate scope 
for example helps address the information gaps by exploring and assessing the investment climate and 
policies for clean energy investments in 55 emerging markets. There are however remaining barriers 
preventing the private sector entering the space and preventing many projects being realised.  
 

                                                           
1
 Delivery options for the International Climate Fund, Vivid Economics 2014 
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8. The barriers are particularly acute for small-medium projects (up to 75MW) in Lower Income Countries and 
Lower-Middle Income Countries where smaller projects are not as well served by existing interventions. 
Analysis has indicated that access to the full range of financial instruments necessary is not available through 
other instruments. A cradle-to-grave approach is needed that supports projects throughout their life, 
providing finance and technical assistance at each stage. This was highlighted through engagement with the 
private sector, for example through the Global Innovation Lab process (whose members include private 
sector organisations such as BlackRock, Deutsche Bank and Bloomberg New Energy Finance) and Sustainable 
Energy for All (SE4All).  This validates the need for new types of intervention and their potential to have a 
transformational impact. 

 
9. Misjudgement of the risks viewed as acceptable by private sector lenders, the lack of risk mitigation and the 

inefficient allocation of risk prevents many projects reaching financial close because of the affect risk has on 
the provision and cost of private finance. Once risk is effectively managed, further barriers remain that 
prevent finance flowing, for example the mismatch between the finance needs of a project and the products 
financiers are offering. The problems of risk and finance access are exacerbated by size asymmetries between 
finance or service providers and renewable energy projects. These asymmetries prevent projects accessing 
the necessary resources available to larger projects. Underpinning these barriers is a lack of support to 
project developers themselves, restricting the development of new projects. This section will consider these 
barriers in more detail. 

 
Barrier 1: Risk – perceived and actual 
10. Financiers’ willingness to lend and the return that they expect to receive for their investment is heavily 

influenced by their assessment of the amount of risk the investment is exposed to. In markets and 
investments that a financier is familiar with, these risks are likely to be well understood and so can be priced 
accurately. These risks may still create a barrier to investment and must be mitigated. Where financiers are 
less familiar with either the type of investment (e.g. new technologies) or the market (e.g. emerging markets) 
the risks are more unknown and financiers will make a pessimistic assessment of risk to protect their 
investment. Financiers will therefore offer finance at excessive rates if they are prepared to lend at all.   

 
11. Risk of failure: In developing countries only one in every four projects reaches financial close in the absence 

of support, with a success rate of 25-33%. Project developers often lack the necessary experience in 
structuring financial deals and carrying out the due diligence required by financiers. Conversely, when fund 
managers are able to engage early in the process, these success rates can jump to 80%. 2 

 
12. Context risks outside the project’s control: Almost all energy projects in lower income countries (LICs) face 

various risks, perceived or actual, which are deemed as unbearable by private equity providers or commercial 
banks if not mitigated.  

 Off-taker risk: this is the most prevalent risk where local off-takers are utility companies who are not 
credit-worthy. Hence a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) signed with such counterparty is generally not 
considered bankable if there was no involvement from credible finance parties. 

 Political risk: although significant progress has been made in the last 10 years, some countries, 
particularly in Sub-Saharan African, are still considered too politically unstable by international financiers.  

 Regulatory risks: power infrastructure assets have PPAs which lasts 20-25 years. Therefore there is a risk 
that government might retract previously agreed tariffs before the end of the agreement and jeopardise 
the projects viability.  

 Currency risks: currencies of developing countries can be very volatile, for example where local 
governments have to deal with pervasive inflation problems and volatile foreign investors’ appetite.  

 
 

Barrier 2: Access to Finance/Access to the right investments 

                                                           
2
 Oliver and Stadelmann 2014. Climate Development and Finance Facility – Phase 2 Analysis Summary. Global Innovation Lab 

for Climate Finance 
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13. A major part of the success or failure of climate finance funds lies in the ability of the fund manager to deploy 
capital within the required timeframe3. Because renewable energy projects involve high capital expenditure at 
construction, high financing costs at this stage can have a disproportionate effect on a project’s financial 
viability. 

 
14. Attracting new investors: institutional investors such as pension funds and insurance companies have few 

investments in infrastructure debt and none in low-income or lower middle-income countries. Many existing 
infrastructure investment instruments in developing countries attract solely investment bank capital or local 
institutional investors due to their familiarity with country risks4. This limits the ability of a project to re-
finance costly construction debt. 

 
15. Rates of return and loan tenor: In low- and lower-middle income countries there is limited project finance 

and it usually requires high collateral. Where it exists, typical infrastructure finance terms are set at five to 
seven years tenor with high interest rates irrespective of whether the capital is equity or debt finance5. This 
relatively high cost of finance prices many renewable energy projects out of the market. On the other hand, in 
countries where concessional financing or risk mitigation (e.g. political risk insurance) arrangements are in 
place, more affordable, 12-15 year loans can be available. To make projects viable, longer loan tenors are 
required that allow a longer payback period that match the revenue generation profile of renewable projects 
combined with maximising equity returns (by distributing surplus cash earlier post completion). 

 
16. Complexity of multi-bank negotiations: Banks are often limited to taking on only 20-25% exposure to a 

specific project, a dynamic which can introduce other complexity and delays in project development, 
particularly in large projects where up to 8-10 different financiers may then be needed6.  

 
17. Lack of collateral: The main challenge for small-scale Renewable Energy debt financing is often lack of 

collateral. Non- or limited-recourse lending is suitable only for larger projects due to the high transaction 
costs incurred when carrying out due diligence, These costs often remain high regardless of project size. 
Furthermore, smaller projects are often owned by smaller sponsors who cannot use balance sheet financing 
to manage or reduce the project risks, in contrast to larger companies or utilities. They therefore struggle to 
provide the required collateral when negotiating the debt. In practice, small projects typically require project-
external and “sponsor-external” credit enhancement. High due diligence costs are one of the main 
development barriers for small projects. 

 
18. Currency risk: As mentioned above, currency risks are one of the main concerns for international investors. 

The cost of debt to prospective borrowers in local currency (LCY) is volatile and highly dependent on 
anticipated inflation and foreign currency exchange (FX) risk. The cost of hard-currency (USD, EUR, GBP) debt 
to prospective projects remains high and is sensitive to a wide range of circumstances (country/political risk, 
key commodity prices, natural events, etc.):  

 For example, most Sub Saharan countries do not have sovereign US$ bonds outstanding (no yield curve) 
and have limited depth in their banking sector/capital markets.  

 Local banks generally price their loans based on local hard-currency liquidity available: 5-year USD 
liquidity often trading above 8.0-9.0% p.a.  

 
Barrier 3: Size asymmetries – small investments in large fora 
19. Providers of services and finance tend to prefer larger projects and investments over smaller ones because 

the transaction costs for projects do not scale linearly according to the size of the project. For service 
providers and financiers, a few large projects are therefore likely to be more profitable than many smaller 
projects. Despite this, smaller projects often require or can benefit from the same services available to larger 
projects and their inability to access them hampers their completion. 

 

                                                           
3 

IFC, 2014 
4
 Rouse 2014, OECD 2014a 

5
 OECD 2014a, Preqin 2014 

6
 Aldwych 2014, Kundi 2014 
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20. Risk mitigation structures are typically available to larger-scale projects because private sector players 
demand a significant return for effort and larger projects can more easily bear higher transaction costs. In 
more developed jurisdictions such as the US and Europe, similar structures are available for much smaller 
projects.  This is not the case in some low and lower-middle income countries because:  

 Multinational companies tend to focus on large projects (>20MW) because of the proportionally higher 
transaction costs of small projects. 

 Small projects are usually developed by smaller developers who do not have the knowledge or the 
capacity to access these products. 

 The cost and time needed to obtain such products are too high compared to the development budget 
allocated to small projects. 

 Risk mitigation instruments are used in to cover risks more commonly encountered in developing 
countries, such as political risks. They have been designed to meet the needs of larger projects. Their 
criteria and requirements do not easily apply to smaller projects. 

 
21. Institutional investors such as pension funds and insurance companies are generally active in infrastructure 

in OECD countries (e.g the pension funds of Australia and Canada are large, very active players, in both the 
general infrastructure and green infrastructure space). However this is not the case in Emerging Markets 
(EM) and even less so in Renewable Energy in EM.7 Institutional investors are typically unwilling to fund 
individual infrastructure projects in the developing world because the transaction costs per project and the 
risks (perceived and actual) associated with individual projects are too high. The most notable green 
infrastructure investment by OECD-based institutional investors to date have focused on equity funds in 
emerging markets such as Brazil, China, Mexico, Chile and South Africa, rather than in lower income 
developing countries.8  

 
Barrier 4: Lack of support to developers 
22. Inexperienced or under-resourced project developers struggle to deliver quality projects at pace. Where they 

are able to bring the projects to financial close, the cost of development is likely to have been unnecessarily 
high because of the increased time required to perform due diligence etc. 

 
23. As mentioned above, Project Developers in the developing world often lack the full suite of expertise 

needed to navigate both international finance and local markets. While local developers may understand the 
market, local technical and infrastructure constraints and the particular legal, regulatory and political issues, 
they often have less experience with international standards and best practice and with international finance 
and service provision. Project developers may require assistance to get project legal documentation to a level 
required by commercial banks or Development Finance Institutions (DFIs).  

 
24. Conversely, prospective international project developers may lack the local expertise needed to successfully 

deliver a project in the target market, including for example successful negotiation of power purchase 
agreements (PPAs) and engaging local civil society.  

 
25. Alongside developers, local commercial banks often require training around the financing of renewable 

energy projects, and can therefore struggle to provide support or finance to project developers. 
 
  

                                                           
7
 Nelson and Pierpont 2013 

8
 The Danish Climate Investment Fund has to date invested in Maldives, China and Brazil. See also Inderst, G. and Stewart F. 

2014. Institutional Investment in Infrastructure in Emerging Markets and Developing Economies. Public-Private Infrastructure 
Advisory Facility (PPIAF), Washington D.C. for an overview of country destinations. 
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Bridging the gap – bringing down the barriers 
26. To overcome these barriers and tap into the huge potential for renewable energy, innovative solutions are 

required that reduce the risks, bring in private investors, cultivate project developers and respond to the 
needs of individual projects. As barriers arise throughout the life of a project, the solutions need to provide 
cradle-to-grave support that can be delivered by a single entity. This will mitigate the risk that support is 
incomplete and ensure that it is provided in a coordinated and timely way. 

 
27. When the investment risks are reduced, many of the barriers to accessing finance fall away. Reducing the 

time and cost of development and leveraging the necessary experience and expertise improves the success 
rate of projects, improving their bankability. Risk mitigation instruments and diversification of the project 
portfolio reduce investors’ exposure to risks outside an individual project’s control, reducing the return 
investors require.  

 
28. Other finance barriers persist, despite the reduced risk of the projects, and require further mitigation. For 

example, the time lost to the complexity of multi-bank financing can be reduced by bringing together a 
consortium of investors able to take a project from development to steady-state operation. An experienced 
intermediary can also open up new sources of finance such as institutional investors that would previously 
have been unavailable to projects on account of their size, geography or technology. 

 
29. Intermediaries can also address the size asymmetries that limit access to finance and services such as risk 

mitigation. Aggregating larger projects into a portfolio can bring in institutional investors for refinancing who 
would consider the individual projects too small and the risk too concentrated. For smaller projects, 
aggregation of similar projects by an intermediary can facilitate access to risk mitigation instruments that 
would be out of reach for the individual projects due to the high transaction costs for developers and risk 
mitigation providers. 

 
30. Underpinning the project support with technical assistance to project developers and, where needed, to 

other stakeholders such as governments and service providers will improve the efficiency of project delivery, 
improve the success rate of projects and help cement lasting change in project development in these 
markets. For project developers, early engagement is vital to ensuring that a project can address all the 
elements needed to get a project to financial close. Leveraging expertise in the due diligence requirements of 
private investors and risk mitigation providers is essential to securing buy-in. 

 
31. However, different project sizes require different approaches.  The table below summarises the barriers in 

place, the mitigations and the proposed actions necessary to address them for larger and smaller renewable 
energy projects. 

 

Barrier Mitigation Approach 

Small-medium projects (up to 25MW) 

Elevated perception and reality 
of risks make available capital 
prohibitively expensive 

Reduce tangible project risks and 
address perceptions of risk to 
lower the cost of capital 

Improve access to the risk mitigation 
instruments more commonly available to 
larger projects by adapting the processes 
designed for large projects.  

Limited access to finance and 
protracted timelines to agree 
terms prevent projects reaching 
financial close and subsequently 
refinancing 

Open up additional sources of 
finance and improve accessibility 

Match-make projects with suitable local, 
international or public finance. 
Negotiate a pool of finance specifically 
for small projects to increase available 
finance, standardise due diligence and 
term sheets 

Size asymmetries prevent 
projects accessing cheaper 
finance and, for smaller 
projects, risk mitigation 
instruments 

Aggregate projects to create an 
attractive proposition and reduce 
transaction costs 

Create an aggregated portfolio of similar 
projects during development to access 
risk mitigation instruments.  
Standardise modus operandi and due 
diligence. 
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Work with governments to test and 
improve existing regulatory frameworks 
to ensure they are adaptable to smaller 
projects  

Project developers lack the 
expertise or resources needed 
to deliver projects  

Provide support throughout the 
life of the project to overcome 
knowledge and capacity gaps, 
expediting project development 
and improving developers’ 
capability 

Engage early with developers, providing 
ongoing tailored support and 
supplementing this, where necessary, 
with support to other parties such as 
finance providers.  

 

The Proposed Intervention 

The Renewable Energy Performance Platform (REPP) 
32. The initial concept for REPP came from EIB and UNEP; organisations with extensive experience in delivering 

renewable energy investments. UNEP and EIB are launching this initiative and funding the feasibility analysis 
as part of the EIB/UNEP action plan to SE4All – a global programme driven by the UN to address gaps in 
renewable energy deployment and energy access. Studies were carried out by one of the founders of the 
Frankfurt School of Finance and Management, from the team who developed the GET FiT scheme in Uganda. 
REPP was developed in response to barriers identified on the ground, including the barriers smaller scale 
renewable energy projects face in getting off the ground outlined above.   

 
33. As such, REPP will target small-scale greenfield renewable energy projects in the range of 1 to 25MW 

capacity, providing cradle-to-grave financial and technical support. It will focus on solar, hydro, wind, 
biomass-based power generation projects, as well as mini-grids for local power distribution.  REPP’s unique 
approach is to tailor the type of support and funding available to assist the project to gradually close the gap 
between the Levelised Cost of Electricity and the prevailing tariff.    

 
34. The REPP Agent will be a consortium of Camco and GreenStream. The REPP Agent’s role will be to consider 

the viability of the each project and the type of support it will need to close the gap. The Agent will then assist 
the project developers to access the necessary support, which will then be provided under three pillars: 

 Pillar one – risk mitigation instruments,  

 Pillar two – loans (including from the GCPF9), and  

 Pillar three – results based payments 
 
35. Support from these pillars will be applied sequentially in the order set out above. Not all projects will require 

all three instruments. The pillars are sequenced to reduce the risk as far as possible first, then to provide 
loans at a rate that reflects the reduced project risk and finally to use results based finance to bridge any 
remaining viability gap for otherwise technically and financially sound projects.   

 
36. The Platform is designed to flex, allowing more REPP partners10 and their financial instruments to join in 

response to evolving market needs and/or policy directions from the donors.   
 

                                                           
9
 While the UK has already made and investment into GCPF, the REPP partnership is considered to be additional to BAU for 

the following reasons: 1) while the small-scale RE in SSA is within the investment policies of GCPF, currently there are no 
projects targeting this sector in the GCPF portfolio due to the commercial viability constraint. 2) by facilitating access to risk 
mitigation instruments, REPP will enable GCPF to penetrate this sector. 3) EIB and the EU-ITF has already approved additional 
funding commensurate to REPP needs for GCPF A, B and first-loss C-shares for the GCPF foreseen to be earmarked for this 
sector.  The UK intends to ensure the final commitment arrangement between GCPF and other donors formalises the 
acknowledgement by GCPF of the REPP structure and its intention to work together where they see added value. 
10

 REPP Partners are the institutions aiming to work through the platform to support small/medium scale projects, including 
risk mitigation providers (ATI, WB, OPIC, TCX, and potentially MIGA, AfDB etc.), lenders (Global Climate Partnership Fund and 
private sector lenders like RMB) and policy support instruments (EUEI PDF). All Partners share both a common interest in 
addressing small/medium scale projects and a common frustration with their inability to do so effectively on their own today. 
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37. To streamline the process for project developers and investors there will also be a role for the REPP Agent to: 

 Group smaller projects, allowing multiple applications to be processed as a single transaction. This will 
allow smaller projects to access to instruments usually only available to larger projects.   

 Work with REPP partners to simplify their application processes and harmonise their due diligence 
requirements from developers. 

 Provide technical assistance to project developers, to assist them in developing high quality projects 
which will meet the requirements of the  REPP Partners and to engage governments on their existing 
regulatory support  

 
38. DECC funding would be used to fund the technical assistance, the REPP Agent’s fees and offers made through 

pillar three - results based payments. Technical assistance will predominantly cover the deal specific 
technical, legal and financial advisory. To access donor funding through pillar three, projects will have already 
exhausted other potential sources of funding, meaning there will be good evidence that this funding is 
additional.   
 

39. The diagram below demonstrates how REPP would work.  Further detail on the model, including the three 
pillars, and the TA facility can be found in Annex 1. 

 

 
 
 

Targeting the intervention – identifying markets that need and can support them  
 
40. The support offered by REPP will focus on small projects.  As such there will be a large number of individual 

projects helped and each will require a greater amount of hands on support. The Platform will therefore 
initially focus its operations only in Sub Saharan Africa. This also reflects REPP’s aim to prove the concept in 
markets still developing IPPs where adoption of the regulatory framework needs further development and 
streamlining. Annex 1 contains further information on the selection process of the pipeline countries.  On 
market conditions, three groups of countries have been identified that would be able to support and benefit 
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from REPP in different ways according to criteria including their level of openness to the private sector and to 
the development of the renewable energy market (for example the level of liberalisation, existing regulations, 
enforcement and IPPs.  The least mature markets will mainly require TA support, especially for Governments, 
while slightly more mature markets would benefit from a greater demonstration of a track record in 
renewable energy projects, and therefore more elements of the REPP.  Further details of the proposed 
countries and the three groups are included in Annex 1. 

Alignment to ICF strategy and project portfolio ICF strategy 

ICF Strategy  

41. The ICF is intended to help mitigate anthropogenic climate change and reduce global poverty by decoupling 
carbon emissions from growth in developing countries. The ICF aims to achieve this by catalysing 
transformational change, leaving a lasting legacy and putting countries onto a low carbon pathway. The 
deployment of renewable energy in developing countries is a cornerstone for realising this aim. 

  
42. The REPP is well aligned to the ICF strategy in seeking to leverage and scale up private sector investment in 

renewable energy and to take an innovative approach to bringing on new projects. It is based on creating new 
partnerships with the private sector for RE projects, both in terms of leveraging private finance (by its specific 
‘tipping the balance’ support to get projects off of the ground) and building an enabling and responsive policy 
and market environment for private sector investment where public support can be decreased over time.  

 
43. The REPP will also facilitate the potential of smaller RE projects to address the specific challenges of remote 

(off-grid/unstable grid) areas in Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). The Platform will both increase clean energy access 
for the energy poor and help target countries avoid the potential for future high carbon lock in.  

Alignment with ICF portfolio 

44. A recent Vivid Economics Study11 on delivery options for the ICF identified  shortages of support for early-
stage investment opportunities that are a long way from financial close (especially RE projects), and shortages 
of support for small and medium size projects (especially in SSA); as well as insufficient diversity of financial 
instruments as gaps in the ICF portfolio. This view was borne out by a recent Independent Commission for Aid 
Impact review.12 This proposal provides a strong implementation strategy for dealing with these gaps.   

 
45. There will be some overlap in the regions in which these two projects are working as well as ICF and other 

donor programmes. For example: 

 Funds offering preferential loans (including GAP, EAIF, IRENA, Power Africa) 

 Schemes offering policy dialogue and technical assistance (e.g. SE4All) 

 Preferential tariffs and results based finance (e.g. GET FiT) 

 Other donor based technical assistance 

 (Subsidized) IFI direct lending and /or dedicated credit lines 

 Carbon finance (including CDM and voluntary carbon standards such as Gold Standard and VCS) 
 
46. We believe that there is a significant opportunity for the REPP to complement the suite of existing ICF 

Programmes in those regions.  We also consider the delivery partner to be well placed to navigate the donor 
landscape and ensure that REPP is additional. However, a condition of any UK funding into REPP would be 
that we were able to assess and if required carve out or limit funding that goes to projects already receiving 
UK funding from another programme.   

 
 

47. Because REPP aggregates existing products available to larger projects and uses them in a smaller RE finance 
arena, REPP is complementary to existing initiatives.  Further, despite the existence of these initiatives, 

                                                           
11

 http://www.vivideconomics.com/publications/delivery-options-for-the-international-climate-fund 
12

 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/66150/International_Climate_Fund__ICF_
_Implementation_Plan_technical_paper.pdf 
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significant barriers remain to the implementation of small-scale renewable energy projects in Sub Saharan 
Africa demonstrating the need for further intervention in this area. 

 
48. REPP can also be considered a complementary initiative to GET FiT. GET FiT takes a top-down approach 

through intensive government dialogues and bundles projects to levelise the results-based finance. By 
comparison REPP is supporting a number of first mover projects, thus strengthening the business case for 
small scale renewable energy generation projects and potentially later motivating governments to tackle the 
issue at a higher level by sharing lessons learned, key success factors and challenges as well as by engaging in 
policy dialogue. Hence REPP can be seen as bottom-up approach. 
 

49. The introduction of the Green Investment Bank pilot and the Green Climate Fund (GCF) may serve to reduce 
the number of interventions over time, however the role for donor finance envisaged in these two 
interventions does not immediately chime with the mandate of the GIB pilot (focusing on investments that 
are likely to make a return, rather than providing donor finance) or the scale of the GCF. It is likely that 
interventions such as REPP will continue to have a role to play. 

 

Transformational impact of intervention 
50. The ICF Theory of Change (shown below) outlines the characteristics an intervention must contain to cause 

transformational change. For transformational change to take place, the intervention must affect at least one 
characteristic at each level: drivers, mechanism and enablers; as well as the overarching buy-in of political will 
and local ownership.  

 
 
51. Innovation: The REPP will be innovative, demonstrating a new approach to delivering renewable energy 

projects in emerging markets. REPP is taking an innovative approach to risk mitigation for small projects in 
developing countries by aligning processes and due diligence requirements and providing an aggregation and 
matchmaking service. This will allow smaller projects to use services they would previously have been unable 
to access. 

 
52. Leverage/create incentives for others to act: The REPP seek to draw in private sector finance, increasing the 

private sector’s knowledge of and confidence in renewable energy investments. Donor support will leverage 
private finance and create a proven model for other private finance to follow. 

 
53. Replicable: The REPP is demonstrating models that can be replicated widely in suitable markets and by 

suitable delivery agents. REPP actively seeks local actors who can be given the capacity to continue REPP’s 
work acting as a project aggregator and an intermediary between small projects and risk mitigation providers 
or financiers.  

 
54. Sustainable: As financiers’ confidence in the market improves, the need for donor funds to take a first loss 

position should diminish and the private sector should be prepared to take on a greater role. This has proved 
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to be more difficult than initially expected in other interventions and is seen as a longer term aim. In the 
shorter term, the smaller proportion of donor funding needed should allow more projects to be completed 
because of the increased private investment. REPP’s local capacity building work will allow the platform to 
become self-sustaining over time and its work with governments to improve the regulatory framework for 
small projects should foster a long-term, positive environment. 

 
55. Political will and local ownership: REPP will engage governments to hone legislation, ensuring it is fit for 

purpose and will also work with local finance institutions. 
 
56. In conclusion, REPP demonstrates the necessary characteristics to drive transformational change. 
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Theory of Change  
 

O
u

tp
u

ts
 

A
ct

io
n

s 
In

p
u

ts
 

REPP Theory of Change 

€Xm for the Implementation 
platform, including $Xm ICF funds 

Existing risk mitigation  
instruments 

Establish the Implementation Platform 

Pipeline of potential 
projects and developers 

Bring RE projects to Financial Close 

Renewable 
energy being 
generated 

Work with target country 
governments to review 
and improve the existing 
regulatory regimes 

More experienced and 
confident project developers 
and private finance investors 

Efficient, established 
platform that can be 
replicated in suitable new 
markets 

Climate and social benefits: Reduced GHG 
emissions, increased energy security and energy 
access 

Small scale renewable energy contributes at scale to low carbon development and poverty reduction in Sub-Saharan 
Africa Im

p
ac

t 
O

u
tc

o
m

e
s 

€Xm for the Lending platform 
from the GCPF and private 
finance 

EIB, UNEP, 
Camco expertise 
in RE 

Establish the Lending 
Platform 

Work with risk mitigation 
providers to standardise 
and streamline their 
procedures and processes 

Facilitate 
lending to 
Project 
developers 

Assist project 
developers to source 
appropriate risk 
mitigation 
instruments 

Provide results 
based financing 
when necessary 

Standardised and aligned 
risk mitigation procedures 
and processes 

More effective  
regulators that better 
facilitate RE 
investments 

Develop local 
actors capable of 
taking over REPP’s 

 

Local actors  
upskilled to 
continue the 
REPP 

Improved viability of RE leads to more private sector 
investment in SSA  

REPP is replicated in new 
markets 



 18 

Conditions needed to exit market 
57. The REPP is intended to contribute to transforming the markets is it operating in and, ultimately to make itself 

redundant in those markets at which point it will withdraw. To ensure private finance is not crowded out of 
functioning markets and donor finance is not utilised unnecessarily, sunset conditions are needed that will 
indicate that the necessary changes in the market have taken place for the interventions to either wind up or 
move on.  Annex 2 sets out the sunset conditions in more detail.  These will need to be monitored as part of 
the ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the interventions.  

International Development Act  
58. The REPP meets the requirements of the International Development Act. There is clear evidence that tackling 

climate change will support economic development and improved welfare in developing countries.  The 
recently published High Level Panel report on Post-2015 Development called for the new post-2015 goals to 
leave no one behind. It sets out the ambition that after 2015 we should move from reducing to ending 
extreme poverty, in all its forms, ensuring that no person is denied basic economic opportunities and human 
rights. Securing lasting development benefits for 8 billion people by 2030 will face many challenges and the 
High Level Panel noted that, ‘above all, climate change, will determine whether or not we can deliver on our 
[post 2015] ambitions’.  

59. Low carbon development is about harnessing opportunities that can promote economic growth and slow the 
pace of climate change.  Market failures and barriers to action prevent people from adapting to climate 
change and investing in low carbon technologies.  There is therefore a strong rationale for public intervention 
to create an enabling environment to encourage private investment in low carbon technologies. 

Gender Equality  

60. To meet the requirements of the gender equality provisions that have been added to the International 
Development Act 2002, we have considered the possible gender impact of the project.  

 
61. REPP: The social burden in communities with low electrification rates falls disproportionately on rural women 

and their children so REPP is likely to benefit women and girls, although it would be difficult to create a 
meaningful disaggregation of this benefit. 

 
62. Additionally, DECC will look for opportunities to promote the interests of women and girls in the development 

of both interventions. This could include, for example, quotas on female representation on projects or the 
establishment of apprenticeships for women. 

Conclusion 
63. In light of the barriers identified above, the DECC vision and objectives of the ICF, this Business Case considers 

the case for investing in REPP as a programme that will deliver: 

 The development of more experienced and confident project developers and private finance investors 

 Demonstration that interventions that can be replicated in suitable new markets 

 Demonstration of the potential of RE in host markets 

 An increase in renewable energy projects that are completed and generating power.  
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Appraisal Case 
64. The Appraisal Case covers the options that were considered to address the barriers identified above in the 

Strategic Case. It also includes an assessment of the value for money of the preferred option, setting out how 
the design provides economy, efficiency and effectiveness in utilising donor funds to have a transformational 
impact on renewable energy deployment. 

Options analysis 
65. Three options have been considered to achieve the four strategic objectives set out in the Strategic Case: 

reducing risk, increasing access to private finance, mitigating size asymmetries and providing cradle-to-grave 
support. The options analysis has considered these objectives against ensuring value for money and efficient 
delivery. 

 
66. The critical success criteria against which the options have been considered are: 

CSC Description 

1 Timing:  
Intervention inception in line with ICF spending profile and target. 

2 HMG capacity:  
Intervention can be implemented within HMG staff capacity constraints 

3 Scale  
Sufficient projects delivered to generate enough momentum to demonstrate change and fundamentally 
change perceptions of risk and viability 

4 Transformational potential.  
Over time, risks (perceived and actual) are mitigated, financial institutions will offer more finance at lower 
cost and the landscape for project development will have improved. 

5 Sustainability. 
Once ICF financing has ended, investment beneficiaries will continue to deliver energy savings and emission 
reductions 

6 Track Record 
Delivery partners with a strong track record of implementation of this sort of programme in a similar 
context. 

7 Addressing identified barriers 
Intervention delivers a cradle-to-grave solution to overcoming the barriers identified in the strategic case 

 
Option 1: Do nothing 
67. In the “Do Nothing” option, the UK would not provide funding to interventions trying to tackle the specific 

market barriers identified in the strategic case. It is difficult to model this scenario, i.e. to determine the likely 
growth of RE related investments in developing countries in the business-as-usual scenario. However from a 
detailed market analysis13 it is clear that private investors see little rationale today for investing in RE 
technologies in high-risk countries with inadequate fiscal incentives and international institutional investors 
are still hesitant to invest in already commercial technologies due to risk-aversion – both real and perceived 
risk.  Consequentially, the high cost of capital - costs of medium-term debt range from 6% in the Philippines to 
23% in Uganda in 2013 with an average range of 13-15% (World Bank 2015) in the ICF priority countries - 
limits the number of demonstrational projects and prevents market transformation.   

 
68. There are a number of renewable energy interventions operating globally and regionally at present and more 

are due to come on stream, for example the Green Climate Fund. It is possible that the additionality of the 
proposed interventions is overstated and that a combination of existing interventions adequately fills the gap. 
Option 5 will look more closely at some of the other interventions in this space and whether they could be 
scaled up, but this option assumes that no more resources are directed to existing interventions and their 
remits are not extended.  

 

                                                           
13

 Documented in the REPP Financing Proposal, Annex 1 
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69. The “Business As Usual” option is an ever changing situation. Some countries such as Uganda and Kenya now 
attract some level of private investment in the small scale renewable space for example. The renewable 
energy sector has changed significantly over the last 2 years: for example Kenya Power and Lighting Company 
(KPLC) is now perceived as a bankable off-taker by some commercial banks and private equity funds. There is 
a proliferation of public sector led interventions and questions have been raised about whether any 
additional interventions are needed, most notably in Kenya. However even in this comparably crowded space, 
the rate of project delivery is insufficient to meet power demands, let alone meaningfully address the 
challenge of climate change, and accordingly there is ample room for innovative new projects. To the best of 
our knowledge there are no initiatives currently that: 

 Apply risk mitigation instruments specifically to improve the financial viability of small-scale renewable 
energy projects and energy access in Kenya 

 Use ex-post results-based financing for projects.14 
 
70. Many other countries are not yet attracting private investment and there is significant potential for new 

initiatives to deliver investment above BAU.  
 
71. Additionally, the scale of the challenge is vast and it is not expected that the existing interventions can deliver 

all the renewable energy needed across SSA, South East Asia and Latin America. REPP is targeting 150MW of 
new capacity in SSA so they are not expected to crowd out any private investment or other interventions. 

 
72. Under this option, the barriers identified above continue to hamper the deployment of renewable energy in 

developing countries and the risk of locking in high carbon growth increases. While existing projects address 
some of the barriers, none are able to simultaneously address all the barriers identified though the 
combination of actions brought together in these cradle-to-grave interventions. Without REPP, we can expect 
business as usual to continue and the inflow of private sector finance and the mitigation of risk to remain at 
low levels. 

 
Option 2: Invest in REPP 
73. Conversely, the ICF could choose to prioritise the development benefits of small scale renewables through 

investing in REPP and not pursue larger scale projects. From market analysis it is clear that investors see little 
rationale today for investing in small renewable energy in Africa, so this intervention has potentially strong 
additionality. It is possible that some of the desired private investment might occur anyway without REPP, but 
not at the same scale of market uptake that otherwise is envisaged.  

 
74. REPP is seeking an ICF investment of £48m. In theory, investment above this level could allow REPP to extend 

into new geographical areas, transforming the market for small renewables in a wider number of countries or 
even continents. In time, it is hoped that this increase in scale will occur, however it is important to trial this 
approach and review its success before scaling up.  

 
75. While delivering greater development benefits, this option would not tackle the barriers preventing large 

scale private investment in medium to large renewable energy projects and investment by institutional 
investors who would be unlikely to ever consider smaller projects.  

 
Option 3: Scale up investment in existing ICF projects 
76. As mentioned under Option 1, “Do Nothing”, there are a number of interventions operating in the renewable 

energy space, including ones funded by the ICF. While at present they do not fill all of the gaps in investment 
identified in the strategic case, it may be that by scaling up some of the interventions the gaps could be filled 
without creating new interventions. The existing interventions most likely to be able to fill the gap set out in 
the table below.  

 

Bilateral GetFiT – helps fast track renewable energy generation projects between 1-20MW promoted by 
private developers. Currently operating Uganda, the intention is to expand to cover East Africa. 

                                                           
14

 The World Bank’s Pilot Auction facility seeks to do this but the scope of this is currently limited to methane reducing 
projects so we do not expect this to be a significant source of duplication 
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Ci-Dev –  made of two parts: the Readiness Fund finances capacity building to develop 
standardised baselines and technical assistance for energy access; and the Carbon Fund which 
provides performance-based payments for carbon 
Green mini grid programme –  supports project preparation and facilitates private investment 
in RE mini-grids between the size of 100 kW and 1MW and micro-grids below 100 kW in Kenya 
and Tanzania. 

Multilateral SREP – a multilateral development led small scale renewable energy intervention piloting and 
demonstrating the economic, social, and environmental viability of low carbon development 
pathways building off of national policies and existing energy initiatives.  

Private 
equity 
focused 

GEEREF - as a Fund-of-Funds that invests in private equity funds that specialise in providing 
equity finance to small and medium-sized clean energy projects in developing countries. 

 
77. A review of these projects indicates that, although they are all valuable, they cannot fill the gap on their own 

as currently conceived, even with additional funds to scale up their delivery.  
 

Alternatives to REPP 
78. GET FiT: The approach of GET FiT is top-down, requiring an intensive government dialogue and focusing on 

bundles of projects. In contrast, REPP would be supporting a number of first mover projects, thus 
strengthening the business case for small- to medium-scale renewable energy generation projects and 
subsequently motivating governments to tackle the issue on a higher level by sharing lessons learned and key 
success factors and challenges. REPP can therefore be described as a bottom-up approach which may help 
pave the way for GET FiT. At present, GET FiT is limited to Uganda and so does not have the reach envisaged 
for REPP, however the intention is to extend GET FiT over time and scooping studies are being carried out 
with this aim. Moreover, GET FiT only provides top-up payments and only to grid-connected IPPs, whereas 
REPP will only look at this form of financing as a last resort measure after having facilitated access to credit 
enhancements, risk mitigation instruments and debt financing as a structuring agent and also funding isolated 
or off-grid RE projects. WE will monitor the two interventions closely to align them where relevant. The 
interaction between REPP and GET FiT is covered in Annex 4 as part of the comparison with other projects. 
 

79. Ci-Dev: Ci-Dev provides results based finance for carbon credits through the World Bank's Carbon Finance 
Unit. The intervention prioritises small scale renewables that increase energy access in least developed 
countries. It will help improve the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) systems which may cause more 
private finance to come in should the carbon price rise, but it does not directly engage the private sector. It 
also does not have a cradle-to-grave approach to project support. 
 

80. GMGs: GMGs will provide funding for market development TA, the expansion of existing credit lines and 
capital support programmes for specifically micro- and mini-grid projects. The Business Case rules out the use 
of results-based payments alone as a form of support, as it would be insufficient and inefficient instrument to 
shift GMGs markets at this point due to lack of affordable longer tenor financing in Kenya and Tanzania for 
the novel technologies.  
 

81. SREP: SREP deploys concessional development finance, but the Fund has struggled to engage private 
participants because of the burdensome clearance processes of its private sector set-aside programme. At 
present it is also unlikely that SREP could absorb more funding.  
 

82. GEEREF: GEEREF, advised, by the EIB group, has committed funding to DI Frontier, a private equity fund 
providing equity only financing to small-scale renewable energy (wind, solar and solar heating, hydro, 
biomass, waste to energy, geothermal) in addition to fuel switch and energy efficiency projects in Eastern 
and Southern Africa, particularly Kenya, Rwanda, South Africa, Tanzania and Uganda. The PE fund may 
participate actively in the development of projects but only provides equity finance. Considering the similar 
scale and geographic scope there is a potential for REPP to partner up with this fund to structure deals, 
facilitates the access to partner instruments and align due diligence.  
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83. Conclusion: REPP will make a vital contribution to leveraging private finance into currently underserved 
markets. The individual elements of the intervention can be found in other interventions; however the 
provision of cradle-to-grave support across the range of project sizes makes the intervention more valuable 
than the sum of their individual parts. In addition, although there are multiple initiatives operating in this 
space there remains a big challenge to deliver the levels of private investment needed, and the existing 
package of initiatives is insufficient to fully meet this need. 

 

84. REPP and GCPF are expected to work closely together with GCPF entering into direct debt transactions with 
REPP supported projects. EIB and the EU-ITF have already approved an additional investment into GCPF to 
allow it to have a stronger focus on direct RE investments in Sub-Saharan Africa. The EIB-EC with GCPF 
Commitment Agreements is currently under negotiation and the Financial Case contains further information. 

 
85. Annex 4 outlines a selection of additional projects operating in this space and looks at how they will interact 

with REPP. 

Critical Success Criteria Assessment 
86. The table below summarises how the five options will address the critical success criteria (0 -5, 0 is low and 5 

is high) outlined above:  
 

CSC Option 1 
Do Nothing 

Option 2 
REPP  

Option 3 Existing 
Projects 

Timing 0 5 3 

HMG capacity 5 3 2 

Scale  0 2 3 

Transformational potential 0 3 2 

Sustainability 0 5 4 

Track Record 0 4 4 

Addressing Barriers 0 4 2 

Total (max 35) 5 26 20 

 
87. “Do Nothing” scores highly on HMG Capacity as it requires no further action, but it is likely that further action 

would need to be taken in the future to close the gap so this high score is considered a temporary gain. 
Otherwise, the Do Nothing option scores poorly, failing to break down the identified barriers that persist in 
spite of existing, quality interventions and creating no lasting transformation. It also fails to contribute to the 
ICF’s spending target and HMG’s desire to demonstrate investment ahead of the Paris COP and so scores 
poorly on Timing.  

 
88. Scaling up Existing projects also scores poorly, although better than the Do Nothing option. This reflects that 

significant HMG resource would be needed to scale up a suite of existing interventions and negotiate their 
expansion with other existing donors and delivery partners. It scores poorly on sustainability because it is 
assumed that the specific projects supported in REPP may not be supported in this option. There are 
effective interventions operating in the wider space that could be adapted to help bridge the gaps, but that 
they are not able to completely close the gap and an amalgamation of interventions would be unable to 
provide cradle-to-grave support effectively. 

 
89. The scoring supports the recommendation to support REPP. 
 

Value For Money appraisal (VFM) 
90. The approach used to assess value for money is in line with DFID’s 3E’s approach which looks at economy, 

efficiency, effectiveness and cost-effectiveness. 

 Economy: Are we or our agents buying inputs of the appropriate quality at the right price?  

 Efficiency: How well do we or our agents convert inputs into outputs? 
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 Effectiveness: How well are the outputs from an intervention achieving the desired outcomes? 

 Cost-effectiveness: How much impact does an intervention achieve relative to the inputs that we or our 
agents invest in it? 

 

Economy 

 
91. CAMCO’s REPP agent fees have been already set out in the EIB procurement exercise of the REPP agent.  

REPP fees are split between fixed (£2m over 5 years) and a variable performance fee (currently £1.6m over 5 
years). The fixed fees represent 0.8% of the total amount of funding under management. The variable fees 
are made of £68,000 for each project reaching financial close and £8,000 per year for each project under 
management. The variable fees based on the indicative pipeline and deal schedule developed by CAMCO 
represent a further 0.75% of the total amount of funding under management. Total fees are forecasted as 
£3.6m over 5 years (see table below), or 1.5% p.a. of the ICF investment. Nonetheless, there is still potential 
to structure a form of success fee for REPP services at financial close or at the start of commercial operation 
to recoup part of the advisory expenses and replenish donor funds spent on fees. This will be explored during 
the detailed implementation design.      
 

92. The fixed and variable fees will cover the operating costs of the REPP agent which will be responsible for the 
following tasks and duties: advisory (project origination, relationship management, structuring bankable 
projects), intermediary (with providers of risk mitigation instruments, senior and junior loans, equity), 
technical assistance (project tendering, legal/tech/E&S advisory, coordination and overseeing the due 
diligence process, on-going monitoring) in addition to the administrative and back-office functions of the 
REPP Implementations Vehicle. The variable fees incentivise the REPP agent in helping projects reach 
financial close while covering for the operating costs of managing the investment.  

 

93. In addition, to the REPP agent fees the current budget also includes an estimate for the operating expenses 
of the REPP fiduciary structure, which includes provisions for the incorporation costs of the legal entity of the 
Platform and its direct operating cost (e.g. accounting services, annual audit, external legal advice, custodian 
bank, insurance).  
 

94. The REPP fees and forecasted fees are set out below: 
 Fees charged  Forecasted amount

15
  

 

Fixed fee 

0.8% of the total amount under management per year £2m over 5 years for the £43.9 ICF funds deployed 
as capital  

Variable 
fee 

£68,000 for each project reaching financial close and 
£8,000 per year for each project under management 

Currently estimated as £1.6m over 5 years  

Admin 
costs 

Estimate includes incorporation costs for the legal entity 
of the Platform and direct operating cost of the legal 
entity  

Currently estimated as £1.1m over 5 years 

 
95. When evaluating the economy of REPP a comparison of costs against some of the ICF’s other investments 

can be made to determine an acceptable range within which the projects would be viewed as economical. It 
should be noted that this comparison is approximate as ICF’s existing investments have varying objectives, 
are structured in different ways, and deliver outputs through different means. 

 
96. REPP expect all of their investments to be direct investments in projects, and are planning to conduct 

extensive project-level due-diligence given the risks associated with low carbon development projects in 
developing countries and the impact potential fraudulent activity / health and safety incidents could have. 
The other factors to consider are the size and geographic spread of the aforementioned projects. In order to 

                                                           
15

 Figures are based on the EUR denominated financial offer letter provided by CAMCO.  
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prove the business model, both projects are required to invest in a wide geographical spread of countries 
and mix of technologies increasing management related costs. The table below summarises the respective 
comparators, based on the above parameters: 

 

REPP 

GAP GAP uses a variety of financial tools to bring renewable energy projects to financial close in SSA. The 
management fees for the UK’s $95m into Green Africa Power (GAP) are 1.44% per annum. 

SCF (as a proxy for 
SREP) 

DECC and DFID have invested over £870m into the Strategic Climate Fund (SCF). For the SREP, 
cumulative admin, management and MDB project implementation fees total 3.8% ($61.3m) of 
cumulative funding decisions to date ($2,253m).  SREP is different to REPP as it mainly works through 
MDBs which allows the Trust Fund to have a narrow Secretariat with limited operating functions. 
Moreover, it is not as focused on the development of private sector projects.  

GetFIT GET FiT supports the development and completion of small-scale, private sector, renewable energy 
projects that feed in to the national grid. The programme provides a top up to the existing Renewable 
Energy Feed-in-Tariff (REFiT), facilitates the provision of World Bank guarantees to cover risks, and 
supports capacity building of the Ugandan Energy Regulatory Authority (ERA). Approximately 3% of 
GetFIT’s total programme value of €91m is set asides for management fees.  

 

97. For REPP, the currently indicated overall 0.8% fixed fee and 0.7% variable fee is lower than the 2% 
commitment management fee and 20% carry typically seen in the fund management industry and very much 
covers the same scope of activities. It also compares favourably to the similarly scoped GetFiT project and is 
therefore considered reasonable. The additional budget provision included for the set-up and operation of 
the REPP legal entity is only indicative at the moment and reflects conservative costs assumptions associated 
with the fiduciary structure, the design of which is still under negotiation (see discussion on legal framework 
in the Management case). These costs will be separately benchmarked against UK legal costs once the 
structure is decided.  

Efficiency  

98. The discussion below looks at three aspects of efficiency: 1) efficiency in project development, 2) efficiency in 
delivering projects, and 3) efficiency in minimising market distortions.  

 
Efficiency in project development and the provision of TA  
 
99. REPP will offer a Technical Assistance facility mostly to provide support to selected developers during the 

development phase in order to facilitate financial close. The facility will be designed with the aim that the 
majority of the funding provided for technical assistance and due diligence will be recovered  and recycled 
into new projects through either repayments at the financial close with a set multiple or through the 
conversion into mezzanine loans at the same time. Only projects which are deemed bankable by the REPP 
Investment Committee will be supported by the TA facility. A failure or non-payment rate of 33% was 
assumed in the central case for the modelling of the TA facility, with the revenue split 50% from exit 
multiples (1.5x) and 50% from mezzanine loans (interest rate of 8%).   

 
100. Some of REPP’s early successes will be projects which are close to financial close (and therefore do not need 

TA) but need help getting access to the risk mitigations instruments. However, based on the assumptions 
above and bottom-up cost estimates16, a Technical Assistance facility with an initial capital allocation of 
£6.3m would be needed to unlock the funding for 17 small-scale renewable energy projects and it would 
result in a capital preservation of 96% allowing further funding available for project TA following losses. 
Depending on the assumptions used, the recovery rate would vary between 39% and 128%. 

                                                           
16

 For the REPP financial modelling minimum technical assistance cost per project is assumed to be $200k per project, with an 
incremental cost equal to $40k per MW installed. Management fees are covered through the REPP agent fees discussed 
above. 
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Efficiency in delivering outputs through optimised level of support 
 
101. REPP will support small scale RE projects to achieve financial viability in countries where equity return 

expectations are high due to high perceived project risk (for example political, off-taker, regulatory and 
foreign exchange risks), access to long-term debt financing is limited or not available because of the 
inadequate experience of commercial banks to evaluate projects, and the financial incentives provided 
through FIT levels alone are inadequate to make projects bankable and commercially viable at the moment.  

 
102. In the first instance, therefore the main aim of the project will be to facilitate the access of small scale RE 

developers to various risk mitigation measures, currently only available to large scale developers, to reduce 
their LCOE through a reduction of their WACC. While construction equity is provided at around 7-11% in 
stable RE environments in developed countries, margins requirements easily add up to above 20% in less 
stable environments.  

 
103. Should the projects still be financially unviable, in order to meet the outstanding gap between project LCOE 

and the country appropriate FIT level, REPP will facilitate access to long-term debt financing to the project 
developers (private or public). The use of risk mitigation instruments should allow for crowding in private 
finance, the lengthening of tenors and reduction of rates offered by local commercial banks who are 
currently either hesitant to fund small scale RE projects because of limited capacities in the developer 
community to prepare bankable documents or are unable to provide such financing due to being crowded 
out by the concessional finance provided by DFIs. REPP will therefore work with commercial banks alongside 
the GCPF, for example pan-African banks such as Rand Merchant Bank, Ecobank, Standard Bank and other 
local banks in the countries of implementation to facilitate deals. Further if needed, the REPP Lending 
Platform, supported by the GCPF, will be able to provide mezzanine lending on below local market rates 
where the local banking market cannot provide long-term tenors and/or can only supply senior debt 
financing.17 
 

104. REPP will leverage the impact of donor funds through its principle of applying the instruments in stages 
according to individual project need, i.e. gradually bridging the gap between LCOE and FIT level by risk 
mitigation and long-term lending instruments before the last-resort option of grant finance. REPP will only 
provide donor money in the form of results-based payments after a project-based additionality check carried 
out by the REPP agent has confirmed that the project is not financially viable without such support. Grant 
financing mechanisms will follow a performance-based and time-bound approach, thereby ensuring inherent 
donor VfM. Besides cash payments per kWh produced or upon achievement of certain milestones, e.g. 
commercial operation date, REPP will consider a forward acquisition of carbon savings, potentially as CERs 
which would be retired and not used for compliance purposes. The payment of PPA top-ups might be 
frontloaded to create attractive senior debt pieces for local lenders. If a frontloading of the top-up is not 
sufficient, e.g. because the base PPA is insufficient, REPP will consider also a forfeiting of 20 years PPA 
payments. This means that REPP will top-up base PPA in the initial years and the project will pay back the 
top-up amount in the later years. Such a structure should be seen as a lending instrument which will be 
structured in a way to avoid moral hazard and maintain the results based focus. 

                                                           
17

 The degree to which the GCFP lending at 8% is concessional can only be evaluated in relation to the prevailing country 
specific market rates. Lower for countries like Kenya, Uganda and Tanzania with active RE markets and the presence of South 
African commercial banks but higher in places like Nigeria. REPP is intended to prepare bankable projects that fall within the 
investment policies of the GCPF.  

Assumed failure 
rate 

Number of projects financed 
that reach Financial close 

Capital recovery terms Facility capital 
Recovery 

Worst case - 60% 
7 

Multiple of 0.5x, debt term of 5% at 15 years 
tenor 

39% 

Central case - 33% 11 Multiple of 1.5x, debt term of 8% at 5 years tenor 96% 

Best case - 20% 14 Multiple of 2x, debt term of 10% at 3 years tenor 128% 
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105. The figure below is an illustrative example of how REPP facilitating access to a combination of several pre-

existing risk mitigation instruments brings the LCOE of a 9 MW Rwandan hydro project down to a much more 
viable figure.  Each additional instrument added lowers the LCOE and thus the benefit of applying a certain 
instrument outweighs its cost. For this project, the financial LCOE prior to REPP is calculated at 18.3 
USDc/kWh.  The tariff for this project however, is 12.7 USDc/kWh, which is 30.6% lower.  Application of a 
political risk insurance (PRI) reduces the LCOE gap by 0.5 USDc/kWh equivalent to a 10% gap reduction.  
Application of a TCX currency hedge further de-risks the investment and lowers the LCOE gap by a further 
17%.  Finally, both the PRI and TCX instruments facilitate the private sector placement of a senior debt 
tranche with additional subordinated GCPF lending.  Specifically, the new, optimal financing structure closes 
40% of the funding gap. The combined effect of all instruments and GCPF shaves off another 0.7 USDc/kWh. 
In order to fully close the funding gap and facilitate the financial viability of the project, REPP could provide 
results based financing of 0.9 USDc/kWh so as to ensure an LCOE equal to the project tariff of 12.7 
USDc/kWh. 

 

Figure 4: Illustrative REPP LCOE Impact for Rwanda Hydro project. 

106. On a portfolio level, the modelled average WACC of the REPP portfolio is significantly lower with REPP 
support.  Without the REPP platform, the total portfolio WACC is estimated to be 15.2% versus the 9.3% as a 
result of REPP support.  The platform achieves significant reductions in the WACC through reductions in the 
cost of equity (from 24%to 16% on average) and the cost of debt (from 12% to 8% on average) as well as a 
more effective capital structure.  In addition to the downwards shift in cost of individual financing tranches 
which the REPP platform entails, the capital structure of the pipeline would also be optimized.  REPP support 
entails primarily less reliance on expensive quasi-equity debt and more reliance on less expensive 
subordinated and senior debt.  Whereas the equity funding proportion remains largely the same, significant 
WACC reductions are achieved by reducing the equity cost of capital. 

 

Minimising market distortion and additionality 

107. REPP will offer products for renewable energy projects that are complementary to existing initiatives and 
tailored to the needs of individual projects and the country in which they are located.  Indeed, one of the 
strengths – and a major differentiator – of the REPP is that it performs a structuring and arrangement role for 
small projects that would otherwise be unable to access such a service, drawing together a wide range of 
existing instruments to create a bankable project financial structure.   
 

108. REPP was created to attract private sector finance to the small renewable energy space in Sub-Saharan 
Africa.  Therefore the priority for the REPP Agent will be to first engage with local commercial banks to 
provide senior debt. Currently, however, the interest rates and tenors offered by commercial banks are 
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respectively too high and too short thereby significantly decreasing the viability and increasing the cost of 
financing. This in turn increases the need for result based financing. 

 
109. For some projects, and in the instance where loans from private banks are not available, an additional GCPF 

loan will be needed to reduce the cost of financing further. For other projects increased Result Based 
Financing will be used to move away from DFI funding and enable funding from local commercial banks to be 
used, demonstrating the viability of private sector funding being used to finance these types of project. This 
balance between the use of GCPF loans and result-based financing will be driven by the limited amount of 
grant funding available to the REPP agent. Therefore prior to any project funding decision a detailed cost-
benefit analysis will be carried out to look at the relative merits of private versus public financing routes and 
the project’s impact on the overall REPP funding resources and the overall of bringing a total installed 
capacity of 150 MW of renewable energy projects to financial close as efficiently as possible. See Annex 1 for 
more detailed information on the project approval process. 

 
110. Over time, the financial structure will change as African commercial banks develop a better understanding of 

the sector, and accordingly interest rates are reduced and tenors increased. Loans from the GCPF will be 
needed less over time and we envisage that local commercial banks will become REPP Partners. 

 
Carbon market principles 
111. REPP will go beyond the current scope of the Clean Development Mechanism (CDM) by supporting new 

technologies, or demonstrational technologies deployed at larger scale in their respective recipient 
countries. Moreover, currently carbon finance alone would be an insufficient incentive to deploy low carbon 
technologies at scale in the target countries identified due to the high demand uncertainty and the low 
market price of carbon. Should carbon markets recover post-Paris and future demand for CDM credits 
increase, the optimised level of support provided to the REPP projects could be reevaluated. However, it is 
unlikely that projects already receiving donor support could qualify for CDM credits given the mechanism’s 
strict additionality criteria.   
 

112. The ICF Carbon Credit principles are currently under review and any changes made before funding 
agreements are signed will be reflected in the design. As currently constructed, any credits generated that 
are associated with ICF funding would need to be retired and not used for compliance (including credits 
generated after ICF funding has ended). A proportion of the credits equal to the ICF contribution could be 
retired if DECC required that as part of the funding agreement. 

 

Effectiveness and cost-effectiveness 

113. This section provides an indicative assessment of the value for money of investing up to £48m into REPP 
from a UK-ICF perspective.   

 
114. The underlying economic appraisals of REPP is based on the financial modelling of the projects provided by 

CAMCO/Innpact/EIB/UNEP/Frankfurt School respectively. These have been reviewed by ICC analysts for 
quality assurance purposes. The economic appraisal is designed to model a range of investments in different 
countries and technologies and allow the user to vary key assumptions to carry out scenario and sensitivity 
testing. The model is driven by an indicative portfolio of projects to be invested in, and produce expected 
outputs in terms of tCO2e saved, MW installed, leverage achieved, and cost metrics such as cost per tonne of 
CO2e and Net Present Value (NPV). The model has been developed in keeping with DECC Modelling Integrity 
Team guidance, have undergone the standard ICF QA process and are considered fit for purpose.  The 
Technical Annex, see Annex 3, give more information on the modelling and an assessment of the strength of 
the evidence of each element of the modelling. Overall the evidence is assessed as moderate given the exact 
project portfolio is not known at this time but the input data is, on average, judged to be reliable. 

 
115. The net present values presented in the appraisals below are only partial. Monetised benefits include 

resources savings from displaced fossil energy generation, private welfare benefits associated with additional 
energy supply that meets unmet demand; CO2e savings through switch to renewable energy generation. 
Individual projects are expected to have wider non-monetised benefits – the exact nature of which will 
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depend on the specific project, but may include local development and poverty reduction benefits from 
improved energy access, air quality and health benefits from avoided diesel and biomass generation; wider 
economic benefits from productivity improvements through increased resource availability, and indirect 
economic benefits such as improved employment, job creation and amelioration of gender impacts.   

 
REPP 
116. The current project portfolio of 17 projects included in the REPP financial model is informed by data provided 

by CAMCO based on its prospective deal sourcing and is intended to present a realistic view of the kind of 
projects that would be candidates for the REPP platform given the total funding of £48m. Sensitivity analysis 
has been carried out to test the results are robust to varying key inputs such as the carbon price and 
additionality.  
 

117. The selected projects are actually under development and have been chosen based on the team’s 
professional judgment and extensive experience with RE projects in sub-Saharan Africa.18 The tables below 
give an overview of the projects considered: 

 

Capacity by technology (MW)   

Hydro 29 19% 

Biomass 29 19% 

Solar-grid 50 33% 

Solar-off-grid 32 21% 

Wind 10 7% 

Average size                                       9    

Total 150 100% 

Capacity by grid (MW)   

Central 77 51% 

Isolated 47 31% 

Off-grid 27 18% 

Total 150 100% 

 

118. For the appraisal purposes it is assumed that ICF will provide REPP with £48m in financing laid as per 
promissory note in 2015 to cover project investments and management costs, and the cost of TA facility. The 
cost-benefit analysis suggests that the project represents good value for money in effectiveness terms.  The 
monetised benefits19 associated with this investment amount to £189m using the indicative modelled 
portfolio, a benefit cost ratio of £3.9:£1, with an attributed NPV of £141m excluding any returns from the TA 
Facility. The benefit cost ratio from a UK perspective would increase to £4.2:£1 if we took into account the 
average capital recovery associated with the 3 TA financing scenarios modelled in the financial model.  
Tangible UK attributed expected results include: the installation of 58 MW of clean energy (49% off-grid or 
isolated), providing energy access to almost 25m people and contributing towards the creation of 752 direct 
jobs.  

 

Figure 9 – REPP overall project expected results and UK attributed expected results 

Project expected results  
 

UK attributed expected results 

MW installed (MW)                                  113  
 

MW installed (MW)                               58  

GWh electricity produced (GWh)                              7,068  
 

GWh electricity produced (GWh)                         3,625  

Carbon saved (Mt of CO2)                                 4.70  
 

Carbon saved (Mt of CO2)                            2.41  

Jobs created (persons)                              1,467  
 

Jobs created (persons)                             752  

Energy access (m persons)                                 47.9  
 

Energy access (m persons)                            24.6  

                                                           
18

 Please note that the current pipeline is indicative and most likely not sufficient to acquire the number of projects required 
to meet the targets of the REPP. Some of the projects may not reach financial close or obtain financing from other sources 
19

 Monetised benefits include carbon savings, energy saved and resource value. 

Capacity by country (MW)   
Tanzania 19 13% 
Kenya 33.5 22% 
Nigeria 20 13% 
Ghana 30 20% 
Senegal 10 7% 

Ivory Coast 23.5 16% 
Rwanda 9 6% 
Sierra Leone 5 3% 

Total 150 100% 
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Net Present Value (£) 
 

Net Present Value (£) 

Total costs (m) £215 
 

Total costs (m) £48 

Carbon benefits (m) £184 
 

Carbon benefits (m) £94 

Non-carbon benefits (m) £185 
 

Non-carbon benefits (m) £95 

Total benefits (m) £369 
 

Total benefits (m) £189 

Net Present Value (m) £153 
 

Net Present Value (m) £141 

Benefit Cost Ratio                                  1.69  
 

Benefit Cost Ratio                             3.94  

       

Unit costs 
 

Unit costs 

Technical investment cost/tonne (£/t) £30.9 
 

Attributed investment cost/tonne (£/t) £19.9 

Investment cost per MW installed (£/MW) £1,436,630 
 

Investment cost per MW installed (£/MW) £831,718 

       

    
Leverage ratio 

    
Private leverage                            1.85  

  

119. Attribution is calculated as 51% based on DECC’s proposed level of contribution within the total REPP funding 
costs that assumes an additional £45m contribution from the GCPF, which is counted as public finance. 
Overall expected results are shared between UK and GCPF funding in order to avoid double counting.  

 
120. Additionality compared to the BAU is assumed to be 75%. This assumption is considered to be appropriate as 

the REPP Platform will only support projects that would have been commercially unviable without REPP 
support. After the exploration of all other venues of finance, should there still be a need, the results-based 
grant financing portion will allow the delivery of an optimised cross-subsidy necessary to bridge the 
commercial viability gap in providing clean energy from small-scale RE technologies and therefore it will be 
strictly additional.  

 
121. The cost per tonne of the indicative portfolio is £19.9/tCO2e, or £18.8/tCO2e including expected returns from 

the TA Facility. This is higher than £16/tCO2, the top end of the current DECC ICF portfolio expected 
attributed cost per tonne range represented by GAP, a fund that aims to stimulate private sector investment 
in on-grid renewable energy generation in Africa. However, direct comparators are hard to find due to the 
lack of robust results from small-scale and off-grid RE support projects in our existing portfolio due to their 
early stage of implementation. Latest expected results from the M&E baseline study of GetFiT Uganda, an ICF 
funded project that supports the development and completion of on-grid, small-scale private sector 
renewable energy projects, suggest a comparable UK attributed cost per tonne of £21/tCO2e.20 Cost-
effectiveness will be inherently lower and the cost per tonne higher for projects like GetFit and REPP that in-
addition to providing results-based grant financing to support capital intensive small-scale RE technologies 
with less abatement potential, also include significant technical assistance costs to overcome asymmetric 
information market barriers which have no directly attributable CO2e savings.  REPP’s total cost per MW 
installed is approximately £1.4m. These are in line with technology specific expectations on construction 
costs.  

 
122. The total private finance leverage associated with the UK donor finance is estimated to be £1:£1.9. This 

estimate is considered to be conservative because in order to avoid the double counting, the long-term 
lending provided by GCPF to private sector agents is counted as public co-finance instead of leveraged 
finance. Nonetheless, the figure is still within the existing DECC ICF portfolio range, which is between £1:£0.2 
and £1:£10 and compares well to the expected results of our projects operating in a similar smaller scale RE 
development space, like GetFiT with £1:£1.5 and SREP with a £1:£0.6. 

 

                                                           
20

 GetFiT is not included in the currently approved ICF range as the baseline study findings on the expected programme 
lifetime benefits only came to light for the March 2015 results collection.  
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123. The results above also assume a 10% total loss of projects during the construction phase, in line with 
international experience with RE projects that have reached financial close.21 The failure rate, assumed as 
10% in the central case, and additionality, assumed as 75% against the counterfactual, associated with 
project are key determinants of the VfM case and therefore lend themselves to breakeven analysis. 
Increasing the failure rate to above 77% or decreasing the project additionality to around 19% are the points 
at which the investment fails to return a net positive benefit to society22. 

 
124. The carbon price has a significant impact on the NPV of the project, returning around 50% of the monetised 

benefits. Central DECC/DFID ICF carbon prices are used in the main scenario here. When the lower carbon 
values are used a BCR of 2.96 is returned23, using the higher carbon prices a BCR of 4.91 is returned.   

 

Modelling Evidence Assessment  

125. The modelling is based on data and information from a range of sources. The technical annex provides detail 
on each individual element of the modelling and the associated evidence rating. Overall the evidence used in 
this modelling is considered moderate. A lot of the underlying data used is reasonably strong, for example all 
project portfolio assumptions have been pulled from projects under development. It is important to note 
that, the model is highly dependent on the financial modelling assumptions which determine the efficiency 
of project development and delivery of results and this is perhaps the area where adverse or buoyant market 
developments may significantly alter the scale of expected results. However, the financial modelling is 
conservative in its assumptions were needed and expected financial returns are excluded from headline 
results. 

 

Summary Value for Money Statement for the preferred option 

126. Overall, the net benefits of the REPP programme are estimated as £141m arising from an investment of 
£48m, giving a benefit cost-ratio of £3.9:£1. This suggests that the investment is worthwhile from a UK point 
of view as their benefits substantially outweigh their associated costs. The conclusions of the analysis are 
robust to major sensitivities, such as less favourable assumptions on additionality and the failure rate, the 
carbon prices used and the discount rates applied. 
 

127. In summary, the Options analysis recommended that in order to achieve the objectives identified in the 
Strategic Case the preferred option is to target small and medium renewable energy installations 
programmes that are individually tailored to overcoming their prevailing private finance market barriers and 
therefore contribute towards their specific market transformation. The Appraisal case supported this by 
showing that the preferred option of making an ICF investment into REPP offers good VfM when compared 
against our similar past investments and is in line with our current expectations considering the specific 
objectives and designs of the programme. 

  

                                                           
21

 Assumed failure rate during technical assistance provision is higher due to unmitigated project development risks 
(technology and financing).   
22

 I.e. the point at which the UK attributed BCR is equal to one.   
23

 Using the old ICF central values the BCR of the REPP is 3.69.  
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Commercial Case 
128. The Appraisal Case provides a high level justification for DECC investing in REPP, including the associated 

costs and benefits. The following section provides more information on the capabilities and capacity of the 
programme to deliver. The due diligence assessment of the programme in this section will focus on assessing 
the delivery partner – their track record, fund manager procurement, strength of the systems and policies 
they have put into place to ensure rigorous oversight, and quality control.  

 
129. The fees charged for the delivery of the interventions and how they incentivise the delivery partners are 

covered under the Economy Section of the VfM appraisal in the Appraisal case. 
 

Delivery Partners and Fund Manager Procurement 
130. The legal structure and oversight of the interventions are set out in the Management Case under Legal 

Framework and Governance Structure. This section will set out the implementing agency and how they were 
procured. As the delivery partner is new to the ICF, Delivery Partner Reviews will be needed. ICF funding will 
not be committed until the necessary due diligence has been carried out.  

 
131. DECC’s procurement team have confirmed that processes followed and outlined below appear to satisfy the 

EU Treaty Principles. As the ICF contributions will be given as a returnable grant, the procurement 
requirements are different to those for purchasing goods and services. The EIB’s procurement of the fund 
manager for REPP is acceptable. Biographies of Camco and GreenStream are available in Annex 3. 

 
132. REPP was developed by EIB and UNEP, with design work carried out by the Frankfurt School of Finance and 

Management and Innpact.  EIB carried out a procurement exercise which led to the appointment of a 
consortium of Camco Clean Energy and GreenStream. The procurement was carried out under the standard 
rules regarding service contracts above EUR 300, 000. Specifically, procurement followed the Restricted 
International Tender format. The procurement documents are attached at Annex 1 and full details of the 
procurement process can be found in the following link: 
http://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/procurement_en.pdf 

 

Ensuring Value for Money 
133. A more thorough value for money section is set out in the Appraisal Case. This section briefly sets out the 

how projects will be selected and the safeguards in place to ensure good Environmental and Social Standards 
are enforced. 

 
Avoiding unintended consequences – Environmental and Social Standards 
134. It is vital that the delivery partners we work with have high environmental and social standards to avoid 

negative unintended consequences of UK funding.  The delivery partners will, as a minimum, comply with IFC 
Performance Standards. The IFC Performance Standards are widely considered best practice.24 

 
135. By their very nature small-scale RE projects tend to have lower potential for negative environmental impact 

on account of their small land footprint and localised impacts, but they have the potential for large social co-
benefits.  

 
136. In addition to complying with IFC performance standards, Camco/GreenStream are developing additional 

standards that will be applied. They are taking as their minimum the EIB risk management framework for 
determining, assessing and managing environmental and social risks in projects to support responsible risk 
decision-making. The Camco / GreenStream team will work with the donors and other key stakeholders to 
arrive at a single standard for Environmental and Social Impact Assessment. 

 

                                                           
24

 The 79 Equator Principles financial institutions, 15 European development financial institutions, 32 export credit agencies, the Chinese Government for 

the financial sector, World Bank private sector lending, United States Millennium Challenge Corporation for government and private sector lending, the 
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development and numerous private sector companies either use the IFC performance standards directly or slightly 
adapted. 

http://www.eib.org/attachments/thematic/procurement_en.pdf
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137. As part of the regular project cycle, the initial eligibility check will include an assessment of the 
environmental and social impacts as well as the status of Environmental Impact Assessments (EIAs) and 
stakeholder consultations. Technical assistance may be used to conduct Environmental and Social Impact 
Assessments in line with the agreed standard as part of the comprehensive due diligence process. 
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Financial Case 
 
138. The financial case sets out the funding requirements of the intervention and the intended ICF contributions.  
 

Funding Requirements of the interventions 
139. All funding would come from DECC’s International Climate Fund allocation which is part of the UK’s Official 

Development Assistance (ODA). It is anticipated that funds would come in full from the existing 2015/16 ICF 
budget and would be committed through Promissory Notes laid with the Bank of England. Payments would 
then be disbursed at agreed intervals ensuring payment is not made ahead of need. In total, £48m (the 
majority will be CDEL, but some of the Management and Technical Services may be RDEL and this will be 
reviewed once a more detailed breakdown is received); plus up to £1m for evaluations (c.2% of REPP project 
costs).  

  
140. The ICF contribution would be provided as a grant. Some elements of the support to individual projects will 

be funded as grants – in which case the ICF funds would be depleted.  However, as far as possible the funds 
will recycle enabling additional support to be given without additional donor funding being required. The 
majority of DECC’s contribution to REPP is for results-based finance (£34.8 of £48m).   

 
141. Grants will be provided in Pounds Sterling and will be for a set amount. Delivery Partners will manage the 

currency risk of converting Pounds Sterling and account for potential fluctuations in their forward 
projections. DECC will ensure that it cannot be made liable for any additional sums, including for example 
due to currency fluctuations. 

 
142. The table below shows the total funding requirements of the REPP platform. This includes funding that REPP 

Partners will bring in such as the finance provided by the lending platform and it includes funding for 
guarantees exposure and the cost of guarantees which are borne by the projects but not administered 
through the platform. They are shown in grey to reflect that they occur outside the Platform. We have 
included a contingency of 1.5% to reflect uncertainty around the costs of the legal arrangements and that the 
REPP Agent’s fees are variable and indicative only at this stage.  

 

All in GBP millions   Provision of funding 
 

Category Use of funds 
Funding requirement 
for REPP portfolio 

From ITF  From DECC 
From others for 
total portfolio  

 

Risk mitigation 
instruments 

Costs of guarantees to be borne 
by projects 

10.9 
  

10.9 
 

Guarantee exposure of REPP 
partners 

39.5 
  

39.5 
 

Capital requirements for 
collateral (REPP) 

1.5 
 

1.5 
  

Result-based 
financing 

Funding required for financial 
support of projects post financial 
close 

34.8 
 

34.8 
  

Lending 
platform 

Total GCPF Investment Volume  44.9 10.0 
 

34.9 
 

Management 
and technical 
services 

Technical Assistance revolving 
facility  

6.3 
 

6.3 
  

REPP Agent Fixed Fees  2.0 
 

2.0 
  

REPP Agent Variable Fees  1.6 
 

1.6 
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Administration – operating 
expenses of the fiduciary 
structure 

1.1 
 

1.1 
  

Total REPP 
partners 

  142.6 10.0 47.3 85.3 
 

Contingencies (1.5%) 
  

0.7 
  

REPP Platform 
(without 
guarantees) 

  92.2 10.0 48.0 34.9 
 

 
 
143. An ICF contribution of £48m would fully capitalise the platform, allowing it to become operational and 

deliver the full range of projects envisaged (geographic distribution and level of financial support required). 
This would cover the items listed above as ‘From DECC ’. The ICF would be the major donor to the facility, 
covering the delivery costs of the platform, the results based finance and the REPP Agent’s fees. This would 
raise the UK’s profile through an intervention that will bring together a range of significant players in 
renewable energy finance, further strengthening the UK’s climate finance reputation. 

 
144. The ICF funding required for REPP services and results based payments comprises revolving funding for 

collateral and Letter of Credit structures and grant money for TA, platform management and results-based 
financing. Where possible, TA and results based finance will be provided as a loan or converted to equity, 
however where this would make solid projects unviable, these will be provided as non-returnable grants.  

 
Managing currency risk  
145. As outlined above, the UK contributions to these programmes would be in GBP. The interventions will need 

to manage currency fluctuations and DECC will not be liable for any funding shortfall as a result of 
movements in the exchange rate.   

 
146. For REPP, currency fluctuations will be absorbed or hedged at the level of the Platform – subject to a cost 

benefit analysis. Normally, disbursements would be directly converted into USD so the currency risk will be 
effective from the date of the donor agreement (i.e. date of commitment) and until disbursement is made 
(i.e. date of subscription).  

 

Monitoring expenditure 
147. This section sets out how the delivery partner’s expenditure will be monitored to ensure transparency and 

good governance. Full details of the governance roles and structures are in the Management case. 
 

148. The REPP budget shall be presented by the REPP agent for approval by the Management Board on an annual 
basis or when the Management Board meets. The REPP Investment Committee will be monitoring and 
approving the regular expenditure of the Platform within the scope of the budget approved by the 
Management Board. The REPP agent will be bound by its fiduciary duty. 

 

Protecting against fraud and financial risk 
149. Delivery Partners will need to take steps to protect against fraud and financial risk in the projects they 

support as well as in their own operations. This section sets out how that will be done. 
 
150. REPP will take the following steps to tackle financial risk and fraud:  

 Procedures and guidelines addressing financial risk and fraud will be implemented in the REPP 
management guidelines. This will reflect the EIB Anti-Fraud Policy25.  

 The governance structure and the involvement of reputable representatives of donors in the approval 
process will provide sufficient checks and balances to mitigate fraud and corruption risk in the underlying 
projects. 

                                                           
25

 http://www.eib.org/infocentre/publications/all/anti-fraud-policy.htm 
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 The REPP agent will investigate each proposal to be sure that it is not misrepresented, that knowingly or 
recklessly misleads, or attempts to mislead, a party to obtain a financial benefit or to avoid an obligation. 

 

State Aid 
151. Neither intervention is expected to come under the purview of State Aid.  
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Management Case 
 
152. The Management Case will set out the governance structure, indicating how donors interact with the 

interventions once operational and ensure the investment mandates are adhered to and any change is 
approved. The legal framework sets out how the it will be established and what DECC’s relationship with the 
vehicles will be. A timeline for establishing and delivering the interventions is included. Initial expectations 
about monitoring, reporting and evaluating the interventions are set out. These will be further developed in 
collaboration with the delivery partner as part of the work to prepare the funding agreements between DECC 
and the intervention once the business case is approved. Risk assessments are included here and cover the 
more significant risks, their potential impacts and the steps taken to mitigate them.   

 

Governance structure 
153. DECC will agree the investment mandate at the outset and then take a more hands-off role in the day-to-day 

management of the fund. As major donors, we are confident that we will be able to ensure our requirements 
are reflected in the investment mandates. We also have confidence in the delivery partners to deliver those 
mandates. To reflect this, DECC would be represented in the high level governance for both programmes, 
details of how are set out below.  

 
REPP 
154. The REPP governance structure will involve two decision-making bodies: the Investment Committee and the 

REPP Management Board. This simple, but well tested, governance structure allows for an efficient and fast 
implementation of decisions while ensuring that initial objectives and interests of REPP donors and initiators 
are protected. 

 
 

155. The Management Board will be composed of between 3 and 7 members representing the main donors 
of REPP, including DECC, and potentially the initiators of REPP: EIB and UNEP. The Management Board 
will have the exclusive power to administer and manage the Platform (although day to day management 
will be delegated to the Investments Committee and REPP Agent) and to determine the Investment 

REPP 

Independent 

Fiduciary structure 

Management Board 

Donors 

Initiators REPP Agent 

Representative members 

Funding  

 
Reporting 

Investment 
Committee 

Project 
Funders 

Project 
Developers 

Local 
Governments 

GCPF 

PRG 

OPIC 

ATI ACA 

TCX 

EU EI PDF 

Supervise Approve 

Support 

Operate Implement 

Decide 
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Policy and the Investment Guidelines as well as the investment restrictions and the course of conduct of 
the management and business affairs of the REPP. The original donors will, through the Management 
Board, set the rules for the admittance of new donors to the REPP platform. Additional donors (over an 
agreed threshold) will also have the right to appoint representatives to the Management Board. The 
Management Board will appoint the REPP Agent (Camco and GreenStream). 

 
156. In its decisions the Management Board shall strive for consensus. If this is not achievable, decisions of 

the Management Board shall be validly taken by a majority vote of the members present or represented 
at the relevant meeting of the Management Board or with a circular resolution signed by all members.   
As a major donor, DECC will be able to retain a veto, enshrined in the legal structure. 

 

157. The Management Board will establish an Investment Committee of between 2 and 5 members which 
include the chairman of the Management Board and expert independent members selected by the 
Management Board from a list of experienced senior investment managers provided by the REPP Agent 
and donors.  
 

158. The Investment Committee will supervise the management of the REPP Agent within the parameters set 
by the Investment Policy and the Investment Guidelines and approve all potential projects selected by 
the REPP Agent and in particular any financial support of projects, including technical assistance.  
 

159. The REPP Agent will provide general and comprehensive management services to the Platform as more 
fully described in the REPP Agent Agreement.   

 

Legal framework 
160. This section sets out how the REPP will be established legally and how DECC’s contribution will be 

formalised. External legal advice may be required before entering into arrangements governed by a foreign 
legal jurisdiction or to satisfy ourselves that the structure that is envisaged is legally/commercially sound and 
will ensure that our money is spent for the purpose for which it is intended.  

 
REPP 
161. The working assumption is that REPP will be established as a UK Trust (or other similar transparent and 

efficient vehicle such as a UK company limited by guarantee) and that donors will pay into the Trust. This 
structure will be more thoroughly reviewed and a final decision will be taken collaboratively between DECC 
and the Delivery Partners during the inception phase. We will ensure that DECC retains control over the 
investment mandate and that the legal structure does not open DECC to additional liabilities beyond our 
initial contribution. Conversations are ongoing as to who is best placed to establish the Trust and, if the 
approval panel would prefer, the final structure will be cleared with the approval panel by correspondence. 

 
162. Donor contributions will be paid to REPP according to a disbursement schedule agreed by the donor and 

stipulated in a Donors Contribution Agreement. The Management Board will approve drawdowns as 
suggested by the REPP Agent based on funding needs of the REPP’s activities. The REPP Trust will be the legal 
entity that contracts on behalf of the REPP (including with the REPP Agent and REPP Partners). Once the 
fiduciary agreements have been completed, DECC will deal directly with Camco as the REPP Agent. The REPP 
Agent envisages three tiers of documentation which are set out in Annex 1. 

 

Milestones for establishing and delivering the interventions 
 
163. The bullet points below set out the indicative delivery timeline.  
 
REPP 

 Platform set-up – Q2/Q3 2015 

 Execute Constituting Agreements (Fiduciary Agreement, DECC Donor Contribution Agreement, REPP 
Agent Agreement, Agreements with initial REPP Partners) – Q3 

 Set up of Governance Structure (Management Board, Investment Committee) – Q3 
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 Launch of REPP Platform, Start of Operations – Q3 

 Approach other potential donors and consider expanding intervention – starting after DECC approval 
 

Monitoring, Reporting and Evaluation  
164. This section sets out the expected monitoring, reporting and evaluation that will be undertaken. It includes 

the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) that both projects will report against 

Key Performance Indicators 

165. We expect REPP to report against the following Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). Methodologies specific to 
the two interventions will be developed as part of developing the M&E plan and reporting on them will be 
agreed with Delivery Partner. 

 KPI 5: Direct jobs created 

 KPI 6: Greenhouse gas emissions avoided 

 KPI 7: Level of installed capacity of clean energy 

 KPI 11: Public finance leveraged 

 KPI 12: Private finance leveraged 

 KPI 15: Transformational change 

 KPI 2: Number of people with improved access to clean energy 

Project Specific Indicators and reporting  

166. In addition to the specific KPIs listed above, the programme will develop project specific indicators.  Where 
these are known already they are set out below.   

 
167. The Financing Proposal (page 51 of the Financing Proposal in Annex 1) and the Technical Proposal (pages 72-

75 of the Technical Proposal in Annex 1) sets out a framework of REPP Project Specific Indicators (PSIs). 
These include, for example, the Economic Levelised Cost of Energy, leverage ratios, installed capacity and 
jobs created. 

 
168. The reporting framework will form the basis of a robust approach to a monitoring and evaluation programme 

during project construction and operation. A draft logframe was included in the Camco/GreenStream’s 
Technical Proposal (pages 72-75) in Annex 1. This logframe will be assessed and if required updated. The KPIs 
and PSIs will be complemented by SE4All metrics which are included to assist REPP in co-operating with the 
SE4All initiative based on EIB and UNEP’s consultation with SE4All. This will ensure a solid M&E framework in 
line with international standards. 

 

Evaluation  

169. Evaluating our investments is essential for enabling DECC to consider what future support is required and 
how to target it.  Therefore the principle audience for the evaluations will be donors (including DECC) and 
investors who want to confirm whether they have received value-for-money. 

 
170. Sharing lessons learned from our ICF programmes will be essential in contributing to the transformational 

impacts that we are looking to achieve. The evaluation findings will therefore need to be disseminated/made 
available to a range of audiences and further consideration will be given to how this is done. The relevant 
audiences include: 

 Donors and DFIs looking to learn from the different approaches and replicate or adapt for their own 
future development programmes and initiatives. 

 Private investors (international) looking to understand the risk mitigation options available to them in 
new markets; report on the impact of their investments; and indicate appetite for similar types of 
investment opportunities 

 Private investors and project developers (local) looking to understand the co-investment opportunities 
locally.  

 Host and other country governments looking to understand how project developers, commercial banks 
and equity providers will respond to changes in the regulatory and policy environment  
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 Policymakers globally finding new ways of mobilising private climate finance. 
 
171. The governance and design arrangements for the evaluations will be worked out, with DECC and the REPP 

Agent. The governance arrangements will allow DECC to input the evaluations, for example by being a 
member of the steering group. 

 
172. The ICF will allocate up to 2% on top of the main contribution to fund an independent evaluation.  This figure 

reflects the complex nature of REPP may warrant more thorough and real time analysis (e.g. on the impact of 
aligning due diligence requirements). Running alongside project implementation, it is expected that a process 
evaluation would take place, providing real time feedback to delivery partners, donors and other audiences. 
In addition, an impact evaluation would report by 12 months after the end of the ICF’s initial funding to the 
Platform to provide a summary of what worked and what did not in different country contexts.  
 

173. As the REPP Agent, the Camco/GreenStream team will draft the TOR and other tender documents for the 
selection of the evaluation contractors with input from Innpact/EIB/UNEP. The TOR will be approved by the 
aforementioned governance group. The documents will take into account the requirements, suggestions and 
views of EIB, UNEP and initial donors (including from DECC). In particular, they provide a full description of 
the tasks, evaluation questions, responsibilities, required qualifications of the selected evaluation contractor 
as well as the selection process and evaluation criteria. This will be completed during the inception phase, 
which is expected to take place during the second and third quarters of 2015.  

 
174. Timing for the evaluation will be agreed with the REPP Agent and any other donors, but may include an early 

evaluation (maybe year 2-3) to feedback real time learning at the early stages and then a final impact 
evaluation. 
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Risk Assessment 
The following represents the key risks associated and the proposed mitigation plan. These risks will be regularly reviewed and monitored by the DECC project manager 

and discussed with the delivery agents. 

 Risk Summary (Event and Effect) Prob Impact Level Current Mitigation Plan Target 
Risk 

C
ro

ss
 c

u
tt

in
g 

Intervention design 
Some details of the interventions are still 
to be worked through, for example for 
REPP on the legal structure.  In some cases 
these will also involve negotiations with 
other donors or investors.  As such, there 
is a risk that the final form of the 
intervention does not meet our current 
requirements.  

2 4 M 1. As early investors we would have an additional opportunity to shape the funds – we have 
already been in discussions about the design and several of our suggestions of our 
suggestions have already been taken on board (for example on the management 
structure of  REPP, where management or REPP and individual investment decisions have 
been separated).  

2. The DECC team will continue to work with the initiators to consider how our collective 
asks, where possible, can be harmonised. 

3. Should the final intervention design not reflect the DECC requirements, the team will 
consider whether or not these would be acceptable in ensuring our needs are met, and 
(if required) will come back to the approvals panel for advice.  

L 

Investor interest 
Potential changes in focus of investors due 
to time lag in getting interventions up and 
running, or lack of knowledge and 
understanding of opportunities the 
interventions present, could lead to a lack 
of investor buy in meaning that one or 
both of the interventions are unable to 
achieve the expected results. 

3 4 H 1. The delivery partner for REPP have experienced personnel to manage them and, as part 
of this, work to bring in investors.  For example: 

a. EIB have procured CAMCO and GreenStream to act as REPP agents, who stand 
ready to begin/continue conversations with potential REPP partners as soon as 
donor funding is in place, and  

M 

Overlap with other interventions 
REPP’s activities are in parts of Africa 
where there are already a number of 
other interventions (some funded through 
the ICF).  There is a risk, if 
communications are poor or there are not 
suitable carve outs for UK funding that 
these interventions fail to be additional, 
or that UK funds projects multiple times 
from different sources. 

3 3 M 1. As set out in the strategic case, a condition of any UK funding into REPP would be that we 
were able to assess and if required carve out or limit funding that goes to projects 
already receiving UK funding from another programme. 

2. The UK will support delivery partners to engage with other interventions operating in the 
same space, for example by providing contacts.  

3. One of the external reviewers for this business case works for Green Africa Power (GAP), 
an ICF project working in Sub-Saharan Africa. This will help assess the need for these 
interventions from someone already engaged in this space. 

L 
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R
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P
 

Complexity of the delivery landscape. The 
Platform will bring together a diverse 
group of organisations to deliver risk 
mitigation and project finance lending, 
whilst allowing each organisation to retain 
control of their own decision making. This 
carries the risk that marshalling the 
different organisations could be time 
consuming and inefficient. 

4 2 M 1. Camco and GreenStream will negotiate extensive and explicit MoUs with the REPP 
Partners during the set-up of the Platform, detailing how they will engage with the 
Platform and the processes for handling projects.  

2. Smaller projects with the same characteristics will be aggregated up to be presented as 
one package, allowing for more streamlined consideration by Partners. 

L 

 
The risks outlined above can be mitigated to an acceptable level and are deemed to be within tolerances. They will be monitored carefully to ensure that they can be 
managed appropriately should any of the risks be realised. 
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Annex 1: REPP Further Detail 
1. This Annex gives further detail on the REPP intervention, following on from the corresponding section in the 

main business case.   

Pillar one: Risk Mitigation Instruments 
2. The application of risk mitigation instruments is the first step to make a small-scale Renewable Energy project 

developed in Sub-Sahara Africa financially viable.  
 
3. The REPP agent will enable the deployment of these instruments for small projects by:  

 Providing developers with training in selecting, applying, and accounting for risk mitigation products;  

 Working with REPP partners to simplify the process to access such instruments;  

 Working with REPP partners to harmonize due diligence requirements and financial structuring across the 
range of available products.  

 
4. Providers of the risk mitigation instruments and the finance will retain the decision on contracting with 

individual projects, but the Platform will facilitate the creation of common due diligence requirements and 
application processes with providers. During the development phase, cooperation agreements have been 
established with a range of experienced development partners, including to align their due diligence 
requirements and application processes. The partners include the World Bank, the US Overseas Private 
Investment Corporation (OPIC), the African Trade Insurance Agency (ATI-ACA), the Currency Exchange Fund 
(TCX) and the Global Climate Partnership Fund (GCPF).   

 
5. Details on the risk mitigation instruments the Platform will access are included below.  
 

Pillar two: Finance Facilitation – the Lending Platform 
6. After risk mitigation instruments have been applied, some projects will still need some support to access long 

term lending. The REPP Agent will assist project developers to tap into local and international lending sources 
from commercial banks first. As a primary aim of REPP is to bring in private investment, GCPF will only be 
used when commercial finance is not available on suitable terms.  

 
7. Although the GCPF is already capitalised, including through UK support, dedicated REPP funding is required to 

allow it to make direct investments in small and medium scale RE projects in Africa.  GCPF’s appetite in direct 
investments has previously been limited given high transaction costs for small direct transactions and the 
higher risk exposure. GCPF will be able to provide direct loans to projects, or, where appropriate, provide 
loans to intermediary local banks through REPP as these transaction costs will be reduced due to the 
involvement of the REPP agent.  

 
Pillar three: Results-Based Finance 
8. Where access to risk mitigation instruments and long term financing is not enough for a project to reach 

financial close, REPP will provide result based financial support in the following forms: 

 PPA top-ups (or tariff adjustment) to allow an increased equity rate of return and to attract the private 
sector 

 Forward acquisition of carbon savings, potentially as Certified Emissions Reductions (CERs). 

 Forfeiting of long term FiT allowing reduced payback and creating shorter tenor debt financing 
opportunities. 

 
9. Further detail on these is included below. 
 
Technical Assistance 
10. Alongside the pillars, the REPP will provide Technical Assistance throughout a project’s interaction with the 

platform.  
 
11. Projects will first be assessed by the REPP Agent who will consider the viability of the projects and which of 

the pillars it will need to close the gap. The Agent will then assist the project developers to access the 
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necessary support. Only projects which are deemed likely to reach financial close by the REPP Investment 
Committee will be supported by the TA facility. 

 
Project Developers 
12. REPP will offer a Technical Assistance facility to provide support to selected developers during the 

development phase in order to reach financial close.  
 
13. The Platform will target local SMEs and sometimes non-African SMEs working with local partners.  Camco’s 

experience in the region is that there are many of these developers in Sub-Saharan Africa and they often 
share the following characteristics: 

 Lack full expertise both in the financial and technical development lifecycle required for renewable 
energy project bankability 

 Not as sophisticated with financial risk mitigation instruments as large developers would be 

 Lack strong balance sheets that are often available to multinationals 

 Tend to develop assets in the earlier stages and exit prior to or after construction so as to recycle capital 
and redeploy it locally where their networks and skills base is.   

 
Support with costs 
14. There are two types of costs in particular that are generally required during project development: 

 Third party costs: some developers might require assistance in undertaking technical studies, grid 
connection studies, environmental and social impact assessments, and legal review of project documents. 
These independent assessments are needed to engage with private sector lending partners. These 
services are provided by 3rd party providers and typically can vary between US$20,000 and $80,000 each.  

 Due diligence costs: REPP Agent will organize the due diligence for potential lenders and REPP Partners. 
Currently these costs vary between $150,000 and $500,000 depending on the quality of the project 
documents, and are currently too high to make small projects financially bankable.  The consolidation of 
the due diligence under REPP will allow the alignment of the due diligence between project partners and 
ultimately the reduction of these costs. Most of the due diligence costs will be recovered from the project 
at financial close. It may not be possible to recover all costs because some sponsors may not agree with 
all parts of the due diligence.   

 
15. Third party costs happen earlier in the development phase while due diligence costs happen at a later stage, 

just before financial close. It is expected that overall project development costs will be lower if REPP funds 
third party costs earlier in the development process because the REPP Agent’s experience and expertise will 
allow it lower the transaction costs. 

 
16. The TA facility will be designed with the aim that the majority of the funding will be recovered and recycled 

into new projects. Project development costs will be recovered in two ways: 

 Convertible grants: if the project is successful in reaching financial close and the developer is bringing 
equity for construction (or receives a free carry), the grant would be converted into a mezzanine loan 
which the developer would then have to reimburse within 3 years. 

 Exit multiple: if the developer exits the deal before or at financial close the grant would need to be 
reimbursed with a multiple (assumed at 1.5x on average). Conversion to a mezzanine loan would 
therefore be better than repayment with multiple hence the developer is incentivized to remain as a 
partner in the project, increasing the capacity building within the developer and ensuring developers are 
incentivised to structure projects that are sustainable in the long term.  

 
Financial institutions 
17. There are only a few local banking institutions active in Renewable Energy finance in Sub-Saharan Africa. 

Based on identified needs, REPP will also provide training to some selected institutions on an ad-hoc basis to 
build up their renewable energy finance capacities.  
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Support to governments and specific market analysis 
18. The EUEI PDF (EU Energy Initiative Partnership Dialogue Facility) and the REPP Agent will work closely 

together to provide policy dialogue and source specific market studies needed to deploy REPP in a specific 
country or for a specific technology. 

 

Risk mitigation instruments 
19. The table below describes the specific risks that the REPP will look to relieve and the diagram below links the 

stated risks and challenges with the potential outcomes that could occur without REPP support.   
 

Risk Description 

Off-taker 
Risk 

Off-taker risk is the most prevalent risk as off-takers in the region are utility companies which are 
oftentimes not credit-worthy.  Hence a PPA signed with such counterparties is generally not 
bankable.  Traditional Project Finance uses guarantees to mitigate this risk but this is typically 
restricted to projects >$100 million 

Political Risk Although the region has made significant progress in the last 10 years, some Sub-Saharan African 
countries are still considered risky by international financiers.  Political risk insurance is often 
available but not used on smaller projects. 

Regulatory 
Risk 

Power infrastructure assets have PPAs which last 20-25 years.  Therefore there is a risk that 
governments might retract previously agreed tariffs.  Financial products are often available to 
mitigate these risks but are not used in smaller projects. 

Currency 
Risk 

Currencies of developing countries are very volatile as some local governments have to deal with 
pervasive inflation problems and volatile foreign investor appetite.  Concessional hedging products 
are available to larger projects but are not commonly used by smaller projects. 

 
20. REPP has already identified the following potential REPP Partners:  

 World Bank PRG - The most useful PRG products that the WB could provide to projects through REPP 
would be a 6-12 month liquidity guarantee, potentially combined with a termination payment guarantee, 
both of which would back-stop utility Power Purchase Agreements with lenders. 

 ATI-ACA - offers instruments against default of sovereign and sub-sovereign obligors which can also be 
used to protect projects against non-payment by the government or utilities for the off-take of generated 
power (off-take liquidity guarantee). ATI-ACA insures a period of six to twelve months on a revolving 
basis. Furthermore, ATI-ACA is able to protect projects against political and regulatory risks. 

 OPIC - guarantees (referred to as “insurance”) can be provided directly to US investors and lenders, or can 
benefit non-US investors where OPIC re-insures US-regulated insurance companies providing the 
respective coverage to the ultimate IPP. 

 MIGA’s - guarantees protect investments against non-commercial risks and can help investors obtain 
access to funding sources with improved financial terms and conditions. 

 ADF PRG - is a risk mitigation instrument that covers private lenders and investors against the risk of a 
possible government failure to meet contractual obligations to a project in countries eligible to borrow 
from the concessional ADF window. 

 TCX - will target foreign exchange (FX) risk in the pilot countries. TCX can offer cross currency swaps 
either directly to local lenders who can then provide a local currency loan to the borrower or directly to 
the borrowing project SPV who can then accept a hard currency loan from the lender. 

 

Results-Based Finance 
21. The forms of results based finance that will be available are: 

 Cash Payments/FiT top-ups: The provision of any grant-based support shall be based on results (i.e. 
production of electricity). In particular, financial support in the form of FiT top ups shall only be granted 
for a limited number of projects per country as an incentive to stimulate the development of projects, 
generating learning curve effects. Tariff adjustments by the host country regulator are expected to ensure 
mid-term sustainability, e.g. regulators and end customers in partner countries should be expected to be 
in a position to either raise FiT levels to required levels within 3-5 years or to show that costs can be 
reasonably expected to fall to current tariff levels once learning curve effects factor in. 
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 Financial support through a forward acquisition of carbon savings at above market prices: The 
additional revenue stream provided by REPP could also be tied directly to carbon savings rather than 
electricity produced. This would separate the REPP payment for carbon savings from nationally-
development FiT policy. Moreover, it would potentially allow for a link with the formal CDM market, 
depending on how it develops, alongside voluntary market schemes and any new market mechanisms 
that may emerge under UNFCCC. Further work will be required to fine tune the payment mechanism by 
country and sector. However, in principle, the instrument could be adjusted over time, initially 
guaranteeing a fixed price over the full lifetime of a project and increasing the market exposure over 
time. As a CDM registration requires significant efforts on the developer, this approach can only be used 
for larger projects and in case of existing PoAs. Alternatively, smaller projects could also be 
complemented with TA to assist with the registration process. 

 

 Forfeiting of 20 year-FiT: If a FiT top-up is not sufficient, e.g. because the base PPA is appropriate, REPP 
will consider also a forfeiting of 20 years PPA payments – and only in combination with a REPP revenue 
payment (either FiT topup or carbon saving). In the absence of a REPP revenue payment, the instrument 
is simply a lending instrument than a grant-based instrument. 

Results-Based Finance Call for Proposal process  

22. Final decisions on results-based finance will be taken by the Investment Committee upon recommendation by 
the REPP Agent. The process will include: 

 The project meets the REPP eligibility criteria and has successfully passed due diligence. 

 The REPP Agent has exhausted all other financing options, including risk mitigation instruments, 
commercial loans and equity providers as well as GCPF loans. 

 The REPP Agent has completed a project-based additionality analysis and concluded that the project is 
not viable without results-based payments.  

 The REPP team providing recommendations to the Investment Committee that represent good value for 
money as measured through several key performance indicators and  informed by Camco’s expert 
opinion on the quality of each deal and likelihood of success in a reasonable timeframe 

 An “open-book approach” during assessment and during the life of the project so that, under explicit 
conditions, RBF may be adjusted during the life of the project based on explicit criteria (e.g. better natural 
resource conditions than forecast; EPC contract lower than expected etc).  

Sun-setting conditions 
23. The REPP approach creates learning and trust, helps to align processes among REPP partners and will make 

itself superfluous once the ‘ecosystem’ for small scale projects is fully developed (e.g. like in India or 
Thailand).  

 
24. From REPP the sunset conditions are expected to be that small-scale RE projects: 

 Are able to raise finance from commercial banks and equity providers 

 Can take advantage of a local support scheme 

 Have good access to all relevant risk-mitigation products 

 Incur lower transaction costs when aligned due diligence processes for project developers and 
finance/service providers are adopted as a market standard throughout the region.  

 
25. Although decisions are unlikely to be based on one simple metric, the governance framework will allow the 

Board (where DECC will be represented) to indicate to the REPP Agent to scale down activities in a region in 
which there is evidence of growing private sector traction and experience, and instead to focus on developing 
activities in other regions or, ultimately, withdraw entirely from the market. To inform this decision, the REPP 
Agent will report regularly to the Management Board not only on the aggregate REPP deal flow in a particular 
region, but also, to the extent possible, on deals which are taking place without REPP involvement.  
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Selection of pilot countries 
26. An in-depth analysis of power sectors in the target African countries allowed for the identification of three 

groups of countries according to their level of openness to the private sector and to the development of the 
renewable energy market: 

 

 Group A: Countries with a liberalized power sector, being open to private actors and having implemented 
specific regulations dedicated to IPPs, including standardized Power Purchase Agreements (PPA) and RE 
specific feed-in tariff schemes that provide certainty and visibility to investors. Existing frameworks often 
prioritize small/medium-scale capacity. These countries are however exposed to several risks and 
challenges that keep hindering the up-take of RE technologies on the market. In providing access to 
appropriate instruments, including off-taker and credit risk guarantees, and with a special focus on 
increasing access to private sector lending, REPP could support developers of small/medium scale 
capacity in realizing the current pipeline of projects and potentially trigger rapid developments in Kenya 
and Tanzania. 

 

 Group B: Countries that are in the process of unbundling and/or privatizing the power sector (Nigeria) 
and of implementing IPP dedicated frameworks (Ghana, Rwanda), including a specific framework for RE 
generation. Providing the rapid implementation of power sector reforms and the legal enforcement of IPP 
status and FiT for renewable generation in such countries, REPP guarantees will be required to allow for 
private actors to enter the market. Also, private sector lending is needed to build an early track record of 
projects. REPP will provide institutional assistance to regulators in designing bankable PPAs, 
implementing cost efficient incentives to attract and secure private sector investments and build trust in 
new regulation. A regional policy consultation will be advising on best practices and help kick starting 
project realization under new regulations. 

 

 Group C: Countries with immature energy sector, bundled and vertically integrated power sector, leaving 
very limited opportunities for IPPs intervention beyond emergency power producers (EPP) (Liberia, 
Burkina Faso). Such countries are in the process of defining a national energy strategy, creating dedicated 
institutions – a regulator, a power department within the Ministry of Energy, and specific support 
dedicated to RE technologies is not foreseen in the near future. It is questionable whether REPP 
instruments could, in the pilot phase, support project developers in such immature markets, besides with 
technical assistance for pilot and demonstration projects. The power sector is not ready to attract IPPs 
and it is too early for private sector lending. 
 

27. The table below sets out the initial target countries in detail. At a later stage the geographic area could be 
amended in line with donor objectives and changing market conditions. 

  

Country  Category  Policy  

Burkina Faso  C Energy plan includes RE and payment of credits, based on RE production available, 
as well as unbundling the sector and liberalizing generation.  A regulator is 
envisaged but has not been established.  Tendering underway, but no specific 
policy or programme to support RE. Other fiscal measures available. Solar PV 
projects under development, fourth largest investor in Africa for renewables in 
2013  

Ghana  B Renewable Energy Act (2011), target of 10% RE by 2020, Feed-in tariff established 
2013.  The FIT scheme consists of a renewable energy purchase obligation, a feed-
in-tariff rate, and a connection to transmission and distribution system (wheeling).  
The Renewable Energy Act obliges any electricity distribution utility or bulk 
customer to procure a specified percentage of its total purchase of electricity from 
renewable energy sources.  However, the Act allows that the financial integrity of 
public utilities must take priority, and the country is currently implementing fiscal 
austerity policies.  

Ivory Coast B One of the first countries to privatise its energy sector since 1990.  IPPs permitted 
and payment protected by law, 20% RE target by 2030, PV exempt from import 
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duty  

Kenya  A RE targets and feed-in tariff in place, liberalised power sector.  Rapidly developing 
renewable energy sector includes solar, wind, geothermal and biomass projects 
either already developed or under development  

Liberia  C RE target – 30% by 2021, Rural and Renewable Energy Agency (RREA), was 
established in 2010  

Mozambique  C Targets for RE and National RE Action Plan  

Nigeria  B RE targets in place. Renewable energy feed-in tariff in place, tendering under 
consideration. Liberalisation of the power sector on going, with increasing number 
of IPPs. National Renewable Energy and Efficiency Policy being finalised  

Rwanda  B Feed in tariff for hydro in place with other technologies to be added. RE targets.  
8.5MW solar plant recently commissioned  

Senegal  B RE law in place with targets (15% by 2021) and utility quota  

Sierra Leone  C 25% RE target  

Tanzania  A Small scale power project feed-in tariff in place along with standardised power 
purchase agreements.  Active and competent Rural Energy Agency with a long 
pipeline of projects in different stages of development, the majority small 
hydropower 

Uganda  A Feed-in tariff in place, liberalised power sector, GETFIT programme underway, 
integrated risk mitigation instruments  

 

Biographies of Delivery Partners 
 
28. Camco Clean Energy plc 

Camco Clean Energy plc (AIM: CCE) is a clean energy company which combines technical and commercial 
expertise to finance, develop, and operate renewable energy projects and storage technology. Camco has 25 
years of experience in Africa and an outstanding track record having worked on more than 500 projects 
throughout Asia, North America, Africa and Europe. Camco works with local developers, governments, 
development banks, and private investors to deliver clean energy projects, policies, and technologies and 
reduce emissions. Camco Africa has six offices across South Africa, Tanzania, Kenya, Uganda and Togo as well 
as centralised investment review team in London.    

 
Recently Camco has developed utility scale biogas plants in the US, managed the funding of a number of 
smaller scale solar and biogas projects in Africa, and brought an advanced energy storage technology to 
market (REDT energy). In Africa Camco has worked across all renewable technologies (Solar, Wind, Hydro, 
Biomass and Biogas) as well as energy storage and renewable energy policy development. Camco has won 
both finance awards for structuring renewable transactions and awards for project development. 

 
29. GreenStream 

GreenStream has over 10 years’ experience in the international climate markets, offering a range of climate 
services, ranging from managing proprietary carbon funds through to the provision of intermediary and 
advisory services. GreenStream has developed a strong track record of delivering value by acting as the 
carbon manager for the Multilateral Carbon Credit Fund of the EBRD and the EIB (Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan 
and Belarus).   As well as management of four funds: Fine Carbon Fund, Nordic Carbon Fund, Fine Post-2012 
Carbon Fund and the Climate Opportunity Fund.  

 
GreenStream provides multi-disciplinary services to public and private organisations on environmental 
trading schemes, energy commodity markets and related policy and legislation. GreenStream design 
customised carbon and renewable energy business strategies, offer market and policies analysis, and provide 
expertise for project development and management. With GreenStream’s professional support clients are 
able to identify, optimize and tap into the benefits and business opportunities of the carbon and renewable 
markets. 
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Process and Criteria for selecting projects 
 
Process 
30. The Platform will act as a matchmaker, bringing REPP Partners (e.g. risk mitigation providers), project 

developers and sponsors together and providing due diligence on the projects. Each REPP Partner will retain 
decision making on whether to contract with a project brought forward by the Platform. Therefore the 
decision to support a project requires separate approvals from all participating REPP partners as well as the 
REPP Investment Committee.  

 
31. The Investment Objective and Investment Policy are driven by the priorities of the Donors. Investment 

Guidelines and annual business plans will be approved by the REPP Management Board that consists of Donor 
representatives, but it is not envisaged that donors will input into individual project decisions. 

 
32. Initial protocols will be developed with the REPP Partners and the REPP Management Board providing 

negotiating mandates and criteria for project approvals which the REPP agents can use.  These will be 
harmonised as much as possible so as not to place undue burden or transaction cost on project developers 
and project sponsors (especially in terms of having to provide significantly different types of information to 
different parties).  

 
33. Transparency towards project developers will also be ensured by building on Camco’s long-term presence in 

the region and the strong network Camco has built with project developers, development financial 
institutions as well as national institutions. The team will have a continuous presence in the target region via 
offices in South Africa, Kenya, Tanzania and Togo and ensure that developers are well aware of the support 
and services that the REPP provides. Transparency can be further strengthened through a public website and 
a tailored public relations campaign to launch the platform 

 
34. The multi-step approval process is described in the Project Cycle (pages 57-59 of the Technical Proposal). In 

the approval phase of the project cycle, the REPP Agent: 
a. Performs an Eligibility Check  
b. Proposes promising projects to the Technical Assistance Committee and a decision is made whether to 

commit Technical Assistance to the project 
c. Provides training to the project developer on the available REPP instruments 
d. Prepares a preliminary Investment Proposal and seeks approval from the REPP Management Board and 

the relevant REPP Partners. 
e. Arranges formal comprehensive due diligence of the project 
f. Negotiates the REPP Agreements and REPP Partner Agreements with the project sponsors and seeks final 

approval for execution from the REPP Investment Committee.  
 
Specific approach for results-based financing 
35. The procedure to award results based financing will be approved by the Management Board as part of the 

investment guidelines. The REPP Agent will prepare the draft of the procedure. Important elements are (as 
above) 

 The project meets the REPP eligibility criteria and has successfully passed due diligence. 

 The REPP Agent has exhausted all other financing options, including risk mitigation instruments, 
commercial loans and equity providers as well as GCPF loans. 

 The REPP Agent has completed a project-based additionality analysis and concluded that the project is 
not viable without results-based payments. 

 The REPP team providing recommendations to the Board that represent good value for money as 
measured through several key performance indicators and  informed by Camco’s expert opinion on the 
quality of each deal and likelihood of success in a reasonable timeframe 

 An “open-book approach” during assessment and during the life of the project so that, under explicit 
conditions, RBF may be adjusted during the life of the project based on explicit criteria (e.g. better natural 
resource conditions than forecast; EPC contract lower than expected etc). 
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36. Transparency towards project developers will also be ensured. The Camco / GreenStream team will build on 
Camco’s long-term presence in the region and the strong network Camco has built with project developers, 
development financial institutions as well as national institutions. The team will have a continuous presence 
in the target region via offices in South Africa, Kenya, Tanzania and Togo and ensure that developers are well 
aware of the support and services that the REPP provides. Transparency can be further strengthened through 
a public website and a tailored public relations campaign to launch the platform. Finally, the result-based 
financing, such as providing a top-up to local feed-in tariffs, needs to operate under strict conditions of 
transparency and equality of opportunity to all developers. Strict KPIs and eligibility criteria are key pillars of 
the suggested approach to ensure such conditions. A request for proposals (RfP) will be launched on a regular 
basis, inviting project developers to submit a business plan for renewable energy projects. This will be 
repeated on a regular basis, and developers that fail in one round can resubmit in a subsequent round. 

 
Criteria 
37. During the inception phase, the Camco/GreenStream team will establish clear eligibility criteria and a 

structured process for the eligibility check in order to ensure a high quality of projects before REPP funding is 
committed. As part of the eligibility check, the REPP Agent will conduct a site visit and assess the following 
project features: 

 Size 

 Technology 

 Country 

 Financial strength of project developer 

 Status of permits, approvals, PPA, grid connection 

 Quality of feasibility study and financial model 

 Environmental and social impacts and status of EIA 

 Status of Stakeholder Consultation 

 Additionality, in order to avoid windfall profits to projects 

 Project risks and available mitigants, including Technical Risk, Risks related to EPC and O&M contracts, 
Off-taker Risk, Policy Risk, Regulatory Risk and Currency Risk 

 Commitment of the project developer  

 Land rights, right of way 

Roles of REPP Stakeholders 
38. This section gives more detail on the roles of and interactions between REPP stakeholders  
 
Donors 

 The original Donors determine the initial Investment Objective and Investment Policy. They also appoint 
representatives to a Management Board to represent their interest and set the rules for the admittance 
of new donors to the REPP platform. Additional donors (over an agreed threshold) will also have the right 
to appoint representatives to the Management Board. 

 The original Donors will determine the nature of the required financial reporting of the REPP platform. 

 Donors hold an annual Donors’ Meeting to consider a summary of the year’s activities, financial 
statements and changes to the Investment Objective and the Investment Policy (if any). The Donors’ 
Meeting approves the report of the Management Board and appoints new members to the Management 
Board. 

 
The REPP Trust 

 The REPP Trust will be the legal entity that contracts on behalf of the REPP (including with the REPP Agent 
and REPP Partners). 

 
Management Board 

 The Management Board shall determine the Investment Guidelines (including any investment 
restrictions), and in addition approve (following recommendation by the REPP Agent) key guidelines, such 
as the Operations Manual and MRV Guidelines.  
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 The Management Board will, subject to the delegation of functions to the REPP Agent under the REPP 
Agent contract, have prime responsibility for all aspects of the administration and management of the 
business of the Fund. 

 The Management Board will be composed of [not less than 3 and maximum of 7] members representing 
the main donors of REPP and potentially the initiators of REPP. Members of the Management Board will 
not be compensated. Travel and other expenses will not be reimbursed. 

 The Management Board shall appoint a secretary, which could be a member of the REPP Agent team. 

 The Management Board will meet on a monthly basis during the first six months after its set-up and 
thereafter the Management Board will consider reducing the frequency of meetings to quarterly; 

 In its decisions the Management Board shall strive for consensus. If this is not achievable, decisions of the 
Management Board shall be validly taken by a majority vote of the members present or represented at 
the relevant meeting of the Management Board or with a circular resolution signed by all members. 

 The Management Board shall notify the donors in regular intervals (at least on a quarterly basis) in writing 
of the Platform’s profitability (and other agreed financial metrics) and the course of business. 

 
Investment Committee 

 The Management Board will establish an Investment Committee [of not less than two members and a 
maximum five members] which include the chairman of the Management Board and expert independent 
members selected by the Management Board from a list of experienced senior investment managers 
provided by the REPP Agent [and/or the donors]. 

 The Management Board shall appoint a secretary, which could be a member of the REPP Agent team. 

 The Investment Committee will supervise the management of the REPP Agent within the parameters set 
by the Investment Policy, Investment Objective, Investment Guidelines and, in particular, monitor (i) the 
pipeline of projects, (ii) portfolio transactions and disinvestments; and (iii) the financial structure and 
performance of the portfolio and investments. 

 The Investment Committee will approve all potential projects selected by the REPP Agent and in 
particular any financial support of projects, including technical assistance.   

 The Investment Committee will perform its duty based upon reporting from the REPP Agent as described 
in the REPP Agent Agreement. 

 
The REPP Agent 

 The initial meeting of the Management Board will appoint the REPP Agent to provide general and 
comprehensive management services to the platform as more fully described in the REPP Agent 
Agreement. 

 
39. The protection of stakeholder interests can be thought of in two stages: 

i. The protection of donor commitments to the REPP: The nature, form, drawdown schedule and clawback 
provisions in the donor commitment will be negotiated to ensure the legal/administrative requirements of 
the donor are satisfied and that the Platform can operate efficiently and effectively. The platform will 
require sufficient certainty to enable it to enter long term obligations such as the REPP Agent Agreement 
 

ii. The protection of REPP partners (and the Platform itself) when providing products to projects: Financial, 
environmental and social covenants will be built into the documentation for each REPP product for the 
purpose of protecting the interests of the product provider while recognizing that the goal of the  Platform 
is to remove transaction barriers not add to them.  In the event of material breach of such covenants by a 
project, the consequence may be the termination of the product and withdrawal of REPP support. A key 
role of the REPP Agent will be monitoring the performance of the projects and providing an early warning 
system to ensure issues are resolved to the satisfaction of the REPP in a proactive manner. 

Legal Framework – The documentation 
40. The following documents are expected to form the basis of the legal agreements. 
 
41. Foundational Documents: This would include agreements/deeds to establish the Platform as a legal entity 

(including any required external service providers), secure its funding with an initial set of donors and an 
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agreement between the Platform and the REPP Agent for the provision of services to manage the Platform 
over its expected duration.  The intention is that these agreements will be legally binding and subject to UK 
law as the Platform will be established as a UK Trust, but this is subject to agreement with any other donors.  
In accordance with standard practice, it is anticipated that the REPP Agent Agreement would allow for the 
Agent to be replaced if the Agent breached specified terms. 

 
42. Partnership Agreements: The second stage of documentation would be the Platform entering partnership 

agreements with the providers of the risk mitigation instruments (i.e. GCPF, African Trade Insurance Agency, 
MIGA, OPIC, TCX et al).  These agreements would not bind the Partners to the provision of products to 
particular projects but seek to define clearly the products that the Platform (acting through the REPP Agent) 
can offer and streamline the processes in the REPP Partners to ensure that they fit for purpose and enable to 
REPP to move promptly with closing projects.  Whether these are binding or not will be an issue for discussion 
with each REPP Partner, but the working assumption is that Memorandums of Understanding will be used 
and regularly updated to reflect the evolution of the product sets. Although negotiated by the REPP Agent, 
these agreements/MoUs would be executed by the Platform after approval by its Management Board. 

 
43. Project Level Documentation: The project level documentation needed will be unique for each project 

depending on the REPP products that are required to get each respective project to financial close.  For 
example, a project may only require the provision of senior debt from the GCPF and the terms of that debt 
would be contained in a binding loan agreement between the project and the GCPF.  In other projects, a 
combination of products may need to be employed including results based finance direct from the Platform. 
In this latter example, individual legally binding agreements would be negotiated with the project for each 
product provided and any product provided directly from the Platform would be subject to the jurisdiction of 
the Platform (the laws of England for example). 

Portfolio Development 
44. The primary aim in building REPP’s portfolio of projects will be reducing risks to Partners and to project 

developers, and enhancing the regional demonstration effects. This will be achieved through diversification 
across geographies and across technologies and by providing technical assistance.  

 Geographies: the pipeline of projects is spread across the three categories of countries outlined in the 
Strategic case.   

 Technologies: the pipeline portfolio is also highly diversified with no one technology commanding more 
than a 50% share of the total pipeline. This ensures that any technological risks or risks associated with 
the deployment of those technologies (such as droughts in areas with hydro generation) are limited as a 
proportion of the portfolio. The table below gives the indicative portfolio split. 

 

Technology MW Portfolio 
Percentage (%) 

Wind 10 7% 

Hydro 29 19% 

Biomass 19 13% 

Solar-grid 70 46% 

Solar-off-grid 22 15% 

TOTAL 150 100% 

 

Risk Assessment 
 

Risk Assessment
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Key documents 
Camco/Greenstream’s Technical Proposal, created in August 2014 as part of the tender process. 

 
The Financing Proposal from the Fund Manager recruitment 

TA2014016 R0 ITF 

Annex I to TOR -  Financing Proposal.pdf
 

 
The letter of intent from ITF to EIB confirming their support 

Letter of Intent from 

ITF to EIB
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Annex 2: Theory of Change 
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REPP Theory of Change 

€Xm for the Implementation 
platform, including $Xm ICF 
funds 

Existing risk mitigation  
instruments 

Establish the Implementation Platform 

Pipeline of potential 
projects and developers 

Bring RE projects to Financial Close 

Renewable energy 
being generated 

Work with target country 
governments to review 
and improve the existing 
regulatory regimes 

More experienced and 
confident project developers 
and private finance investors 

Efficient, established 
platform that can be 
replicated in suitable new 
markets 

Climate and social benefits: Reduced GHG emissions, 
increased energy security and energy access 

Small scale renewable energy contributes at scale to low carbon development and poverty reduction in Sub-Saharan Africa 
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€Xm for the Lending platform 
from the GCPF and private 
finance 

EIB, UNEP, 
Camco expertise 
in RE 

Establish the Lending 
Platform 

Work with risk mitigation 
providers to standardise 
and streamline their 
procedures and processes 

Facilitate 
lending to 
Project 
developers 

Assist project developers 
to source appropriate risk 
mitigation instruments 

Provide results 
based financing 
when necessary 

Standardised and aligned 
risk mitigation procedures 
and processes 

More effective  
regulators that better 
facilitate RE investments 

Develop local actors 
capable of taking 
over REPP’s role 

Local actors  
upskilled to 
continue the REPP 

Improved viability of RE leads to more private sector 
investment in SSA  

REPP is replicated in new 
markets 
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REPP Theory of Change Assumptions 

• Clean energy and tackling climate change remain priorities   

• Capacity building in investors and developers endures 
• A market for renewable energy develops 
• Local actors continue to operate and deliver new projects 
• Success of REPP leads others to invest in RE 

• Regulatory frameworks remain stable in target markets 
• The projects are completed and able to demonstrate viability 
• Local actors can be identified and tasked to take over 
• Potential energy customers are able to pay for energy 
• The Platform is tackling the correct barriers in the correct sequence 

• Sound projects and developers exist 
• The Platform appeals to private investors and developers 
• Alignment of risk mitigation procedures and processes is possible 
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Annex 3: Technical Modelling Annex - Economic Appraisal REPP 

UK Government contribution 

For the modelling and assessment purposes it is assumed that, on behalf of the UK government, the ICF will invest 
£48m in REPP, with the following breakdown between activities: 

 £1.5m for collateral requirements of the risk mitigation instruments 

 £34.8m for results-based financing  

 £6.3m for the TA facility 

 c. £3.6m for fixed and variable management fees of the REPP agent, c. £1.1m for admin set-up costs and 
c.£0.7m for cost contingencies 

The modelling assumes that this is committed in 2015, as per promissory note, and therefore is counted as spend 
in 2015.26 It is further assumed that returns from the TA facility will accrue in 2023 following the revenue 
recuperation from the 17 projects supported in the pipeline. Any money re-captured by REPP in debt-service 
payments and principal repayments would be deducted from required donor payments to the REPP platform’s 
results-based financing facility. The investment profile from a UK point of view is different to the actual 
investment profile in the REPP financial model as it is expected that the Platform will spend commitments in line 
with an expanding project portfolio. 

Timing of the investments  

The economic appraisal is limited to the 17 projects in the REPP Financial model that could be supported by REPP 
from near financial close to full operation given the total amount of funding available for results-based financing. 
The project pipeline is informed by data provided by CAMCO based on its prospective deal sourcing and is 
intended to present a realistic view of the kind of projects that would be candidates for the REPP platform. Given 
the nature of the pipeline projects as well as the initial coordination between REPP Partners and CAMCO it is 
believed that it will take approximately 9 months to from start of due diligence to financial closing of the projects.  
It is assumed that the REPP will make its first investments in 2015, with first benefits accruing from 2017. The 
facilitated total investment volume by REPP is £218m with a total capacity of 150MW installed.  

 

Timing and quantum of investments (£m) Total 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Number of projects Invested  17 2 3 4 5 3 

MW installed 150 12 30 55 26 28 

Facilitated total investment volume  218 19 49 58 40 52 

of which GCPF funding volume 45 2 0 19 13 12 

Results-based support  35 6 5 7 8 9 

 

Key financial model assumptions 

Independent Power Producer (IPP) perspective: The model calculates the impact of various risk mitigation 
instruments on the LCOE of the IPP by reducing the equity return expectations, increasing the initial debt portion, 
increasing the debt tenor, and reducing the debt risk margins. It also takes into account the costs of instruments 
allocated to the IPP. With an existing FiT or assumed PPA price as a benchmark, the model then calculates 
whether any additional REPP financial support is required at all (in the form of long-term lending or results-based 
financing) or whether risk mitigation instruments already decrease LCOE to a level where the project is financially 
viable. 

Donor/platform perspective: From a donor perspective the “cost” related to the provision of risk mitigation 
instrument is calculated in a first step. Costs of the actual risk taking are not included, as the partners are 
assumed to price on an appropriate level. Costs for the platform management are not broken down to different 
instruments/projects and consequently included only as an average cost in the cost-effectiveness indicators.  

                                                           
26
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The following table highlights the assumptions for the impact of the risk mitigation instruments. The impact varies 
from country to country and by project type, hence the presentation in ranges.  

 

 Equity return 

expectations 

Initial debt 

ratio 

Debt 

tenor 

Debt risk 

margin 

World Bank PRG -4-5% +25-66% +3-5 

years 

-200-300 bps 

ATI-ACA (12 months liquidity 

guarantee) 

-3-4% +25-55% +3-5 

years 

-100-200 bps 

OPIC political risk insurance -1-2% +25-55% +3-5 

years 

-100-200 bps 

TCX foreign currency risk -2-3% +0-40% +/- 0 

years 

+/- 0 bps 

GCPF co-investment or sub-debt -1-2% +0-50% +1-3 

years 

-100-200 bps 

 

Before REPP support, a 35% Equity at 25% and a 65% quasi equity portion at 17% return is assumed. The 65% 
quasi equity portion will be gradually replaced by senior debt bearing lower interest as REPP instruments are 
added. 

These input assumptions are based on field studies carried out by the Frankfurt School of Finance and 
Management with actual project developers on the ground (see REPP Financial Proposal in Annex X for more 
detailed information).  These assumptions were reviewed and validated by the CAMCO team and therefore rated 
as moderate to strong.  

Public Finance 

The public finance needed to facilitate the RE investments is endogenously determined in the financial model 
based on the above optimisation exercise. Other than ICF’s own grant contribution the only other source of public 
finance in the REPP Platform is assumed to be the GCPF funding volume of £45m which will enable the fund 
manager to strengthen direct investment activities. The funding need comprises a contribution to the funds first 
loss tranche (to compensate for the higher risk seen in direct investments) and a bigger contribution to the fund’s 
A shares from the EU ITF and the EIB respectively.  

This source of public finance is treated as co-finance in order to avoid double counting, and benefits are 
attributed on the pro-rate share basis that the UK government makes to the investments (51%, including TA and 
management costs). Private leverage is attributed to the UK government on the same basis.  

Private Finance 

The private finance needed to facilitate the RE investments is also endogenously determined in the financial 
model. Of the total RE investments of £218m, £76m are private equity investments; these are determined by the 
starting equity financing assumption of 35% of total project costs. The remaining £96m would be financed by 
private sector lenders, and is determined based on the current financing market conditions per 
country/technology and CAMCO expert opinion on the availability of commercial sources of debt finance.  This 
implies a portfolio average private to public debt ratio of above 2.1:1 (£96m from private lenders/£45m from 
GCPF). 

Management costs 

REPP management costs are determined exogenously to the economic and financial model and are based on 
CAMCO’s terms of procurement. Nonetheless the indicated management fees are roughly in line with the current 
REPP funding requirements and the number of pipeline projects. REPP fees are split between fixed (£2m over 5 
years – this is 0.9% as opposed to 0.8% of the total funds under management) and a variable performance fee 
(currently £1.6m over 5 years – this would equate to the financial close of the 17 projects in the pipeline (£1.2m) 
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with an average of 3.5 years under further management).  These assumptions will be updated should more 
reliable information become available.  

Modelled renewable energy investments (data assumptions)  

The economic model has a range of possible investments within the 17 project pipeline included in CAMCO’s 
financial model. The portfolio used for the data quoted as the headline results in the VfM appraisal was informed 
by market analysis and in-depth field studies done by the Frankfurt School, and reviewed thoroughly by the 
CAMCO team and updated where appropriate reflecting current market developments in addition to input 
assumptions related to newly sourced pipeline projects. These assumptions include: capital costs, operation costs, 
T&D losses, capacity factors and electricity tariffs.  The overall evidence rating on this data is strong considering 
the data is based on in-depth field studies and projects currently in development.  

Jobs 

The data used to calculate the number of jobs created or supported on the project is taken from an Ecofys Study 
that was produced for DfID, this data provides the approximate jobs required in the construction and O&M of the 
energy resource by MW installed. Whilst this is the best available data disaggregated by renewable energy type it 
is primarily focused on only a limited number of regions, mostly OECD and South Africa, and does not take into 
account the differences between these regions. This data does not suggest whether these jobs are additional or 
temporary. Therefore the evidence rating for this data is weak to moderate; the best available information but 
has known deficiencies. Due to a lack of data no valuation is attributed to jobs and therefore does not affect the 
BCR of the project. 

Failure Rate 

The headline results assume a 10% total loss of projects during the construction phase. This is considered to be 
conservative as the concept of failure changes from one of total loss to an outcome which is different to 
expectation once projects reach financial closure after the development stage and start construction. This could 
be a higher construction cost, or a longer construction period. This failure rate was determined by expert opinion 
and actual project experience of the CIFs and other private sector RE investments. The assumed central non-
repayment/failure rate in the Technical Facility is higher at 33% in order to reflect the unmitigated technological 
and financing risks at the development stage. However this assumption only has a bearing on the TA facility 
expected returns not actual project results.  Given the uncertainty regarding the exact failure rate, the evidence is 
rated as moderate. 

Benefit Valuation  

The model accounts for a number of the benefits from the projects funded by REPP; the welfare benefit of the 
previously unmet demand, the social benefit of carbon saved from producing the energy in a less carbon intensive 
manner, and the benefit of saving the carbon based resources.  

In line with the ICF appraisal guidance and the appraisal of past ICF projects the cost-benefit analysis assumes that 
25% of the renewable power generated helps meet current or future unmet demand. This carries significant 
welfare benefits in terms of access to energy, however does not have an associated carbon saving. The welfare 
benefits of meeting unmet grid connected demand (57% of overall unmet demand) are valued at the projected 
future grid electricity prices supplied by Enerdata, for the relevant Sub-Saharan region (absent country specific 
data). Under the assumption that off-grid power generation in Sub-Saharan Africa would be produced using diesel 
generators in the counterfactual off-grid electricity prices in Sub-Saharan Africa were proxied by the national 
average pump prices for diesel fuel from the World Bank.  This is conservative considering remote off-grid 
locations are likely to be in excess of this.  In order to translate diesel prices into electricity prices, a uniform diesel 
efficiency factor of 2.5 kWh output per 1 litre of fuel was assumed as per Camco Africa best practice.  By taking 
fuel prices in USD/Litre and divided by the generator efficiency factor, electricity tariffs in USD/kWh were 
calculated.   

It is assumed that the remaining energy generated (75%) displaces future and current thermal generating 
capacity. This carries a carbon and resource benefit.  In line with the ICF appraisal guidance grid emission factors 
were sourced from UNFCCC data on a per-country basis. This database contains the average values of grid 
emission factors which are utilised for registered CDM project activities. The assumption is that current and 
future generation is replaced in equal proportions therefore the country specific combined margin grid emission 
factors are used for estimation of the CO2 savings. Further, for off-grid and isolated projects, the model uses an 
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emission factor of 0.7938 tonnes of CO2eq/Mwh as per SREP data to reflect the likely counterfactual of power 
supplied through diesel generation. The amount of carbon abated or reduced by the intervention is valued using 
the DIFD/DECC ICF carbon prices. Central prices are used for the headline results and sensitivity analysis is carried 
out with DECC’s other international carbon price series (high, low and old). The resource benefit is valued at 80% 
of the residential retail price of electricity line with DECC/DfID guidance. 

The benefits valuation uses a range of data and overall the evidence used to calculate the monetary value of 
benefits is rated as moderate. The price projections are used widely in DECC analysis and modelled on the 
international energy system, therefore we consider this data to be moderate to strong. The grid emission factors 
are internationally recognised (average of country-specific CDM projects) and therefore considered reliable, 
however overall results will depend on the technology and country mix of the eventual REPP portfolio which is 
not constrained by restrictive investment criteria. Moreover, resource valuation is an estimate only, as are the 
estimates associated with the displacement of current and future energy production.     

Discount rates 

In line with appraisal guidelines a 3.5% discount rate is applied to global public goods; in this case the carbon 
benefits accruing from the project. All other costs and benefits are discounted at a developing country discount 
rate of 10%, this is because we do not know exactly where the fund will invest and therefore cannot use country 
specific discount factors.  

Additionality 

A key assumption is the impact of the level of additionality, this is the amount of activity that would have 
happened without the UK finance. This assumption is considered to be appropriate as the REPP Platform will only 
support projects that would have been commercially unviable without REPP support. It is however unlikely that 
all projects will fall into the category and therefore a conservative assumption of 75% of investments are non-
additional is assumed, this is consistent with the assumptions for similar small scale RE support projects like 
GETFit and GAP. There is no way of directly verifying this ex-ante as such the evidence on the additionality is 
considered moderate-weak. However, this is a consistent approach to that taken in similar private sector based 
ICF projects and agreements with delivery partners. 
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Annex 4: Other interventions operating in the wider space 
1. There are many renewable energy interventions in operation or development seeking to increase the amount 

of renewable energy deployed and realise the extensive possible development benefits. This annex is not an 
exhaustive list, but instead provides some details on some of the other interventions to help provide context. 

 
Global programmes: 

 Global Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Fund: A fund of funds for clean energy in developing 
countries 

 Global Climate Partnership Fund: A small to medium sized clean energy loan facility for local commercial 
banks in developing countries 

 IRENA – Abu Dhabi Fund for Development: Low-cost loan programme to developing country sovereign 
governments for specific clean energy projects 

 Scaling up Renewable Energy in Low Income Countries (SREP): Fund policy development, capacity building 
and clean energy projects in low-income countries through the Climate Investment Funds.  

 Danish Climate Investment Fund: Co-investor in large projects or risk capital investment in project 
development in developing countries 

 
Africa programmes: 

 Sustainable Energy Fund for Africa (SEFA): targeting medium-size clean energy projects through grants for 
TA and capacity building 

 Power Africa: USD 7 billion initiative on policy development and loan guarantees for large clean energy 
development 

 Africa-EU Renewable Energy Cooperation Programme: Policy and capacity building programme for 
developing countries in Africa 

 Africa Renewable Energy Fund: a private equity fund developing medium-sized clean energy projects 

 EU-Africa Infrastructure Trust Fund: A grant and loan programme for regional infrastructure projects 
 
Latin America programmes:  

 Latin America and Caribbean Sustainable Energy 4 All: Institutional and policy development capacity 
building programme for clean energy in 26 LAC countries 

 
Asia programmes: 

 Asian Development Bank – Energy for All Initiative: Programme coordinating ADB investments in clean 
energy 
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REPP’s complementarity to GET FiT:  
 

2. As the GET FiT concept REPP focuses on a cost efficient combination of public support instruments, an 
allocation of risks to the party (both private and public) which can best manage the risk and targets medium 
size projects as important driver of sustainable energy sector development.  

 
3. GET FiT and REPP require a different level of motivation of the host government and should be seen as 

complementary rather than competing programmes. 
 
4. Potential synergies: 

Both projects target medium size RE projects, however they do so from a different perspective. 
 
In particular, we believe that REPP can pave the way and convince 
governments to implement a GET FiT by demonstrating the efficiency of the 
approach to systematically combine support instruments to bring down 
financing costs and to create enabling environments.  
However, as both programmes focus similar target sectors, i.e. medium size 
RE projects, REPP will not be launched (or only launched in a very 
coordinated manner) in countries where GET FiT is being implemented or in 
discussion with the host governments on a potential implementation. In 
countries already having GET FiT, REPP would no longer be required. 
GET Fit so far implemented in one country – expansion plans to be 
announced 
 

5. In case of a decision to implement GET FiT in a REPP focus country after the launch of REPP, the REPP 
activities can easily be “handed over” to GET FiT. That could be for example, the sharing of the REPP pipeline 
in the respective country with the GET FiT team and highlighting the barriers the REPP team already analysed 
and the calculations on project by project basis, helping the GET FiT team in the calculation of the required 
top up for the technologies in the country. Also the local contacts can be shared with the GET FiT team. 

 
6. As with the GET FiT concept, REPP focuses on a cost efficient combination of public support instruments, an 

allocation of risks to the party which can best manage the risk and targets small/medium size projects as an 
important driver of sustainable energy sector development. GET FiT and REPP require a different level of 
motivation of the host government and should be seen as complementary rather than competing 
programmes.  

 
7. The table below compares the two concepts. 
 
Table: Comparison REPP and GET FiT Concept 
REPP GET FiT 

 Wide and diverse range of support instruments of 
various partners incl. solutions for FX risk 

 Combination of WB Guarantee and FiT top-ups, no 
solution for FX risk 

 Addresses the lack of availability of long term 
capital for small RE projects and does also offer a 
bridge to a full (local) private sector financing 

 Can have a strong focus on crowding in private 
sector lenders 

 During implementation of the first phase of the GET 
FiT pilot in Uganda private sector lenders were 
crowded out by DFIs, putting a stronger focus on 
rapid realization of projects rather than financial 
sector development 

 Focused on a group of pilot countries in Sub-Sahara 
Africa to build an early track record to convince 
host governments to invest more time and 
resources in a more focused policy dialogue 

 Focused on one country and invests in an intensive 
government dialogue  

 It requires a strong will (and resources) of the host 
government  
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 Looking at projects on a case by case basis. It does 
not fix top up feed in tariffs upfront but 
customizes/minimize this on a project by project 
basis 

 In contrast to GET FiT, REPP can react to changing 
financing structure by adjusting the top up 

 Offering fixed top ups for hydro and bagasse 
projects 

 Only for the PV component a tender will determine 
the price 

 
 

8. REPP will not be launched (or only launched in a very coordinated manner) in countries where GET FiT is 
being implemented or in discussion with the host governments on a potential implementation. In case of a 
decision to implement GET FiT in a REPP focus country after the launch of REPP, the REPP activities can easily 
be “handed over” to GET FiT. In particular, we believe that REPP can pave the way and convince governments 
to implement a GET FiT by demonstrating the efficiency of the approach to systematically combine support 
instruments to bring down financing costs and to create enabling environments. Coordination of market 
assessments – ideally also exchange of experiences, i.e. REPP countries could discuss REPP case studies and 
learn from GET FiT pilots to create a long-term vision for their country. 

 
 


