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This communication is provided for informational purposes only. This information does not 
constitute advice on investments within the meaning of Article 53 of the Financial Services 
and Markets Act (Regulated Activities) Order 2001. Should investment advice be required this 
should be sought from a FCA authorised person.

‘Tax Efficient Review’ (the “Review”) is issued by Tax Efficient Review Limited (“TER”). The 
Review is provided for information purposes only and should not be construed as an offer of, or 
as solicitation of an offer to purchase, investments or investment advisory services. The invest-
ments or investment services provided by TER may not be suitable for all readers. If you have any 
doubts as to suitability, you should seek advice from TER. No investment or investment service 
mentioned in the Review amounts to a personal recommendation to any one investor. 

Your attention is drawn to the following risk warnings which identify some of the risks associ-
ated with the investments which are mentioned in the Review:

The value of investments and the income from them can go down as well as up and you may 
not get back the amount invested.

The investments may not be suitable for all investors and you should only invest if you under-
stand the nature of and risks inherent in such investments and, if in doubt, you should seek 
professional advice before effecting any such investment.

Past performance is not a guide to future performance.

Changes in legislation may adversely affect the value of the investments.

The levels and the bases of the reliefs from taxation may change in the future. You should 
seek your own professional advice on the taxation consequences of any investment.

Business Relief offerings:
• An investment in BR offerings may not be suitable for all investors
• The value of holdings, including partnership interests and income received from them, may 

go down as well as up and Investors may not receive back the full amount invested.
• No guarantee is given that the business undertaken will qualify, or continue to qualify, for 

business property relief.
• No guarantees can be given as to the investment performance or the level of return 

achieved from investments or that the overall objectives of the investee companies will be 
achieved.

• An investment in BR offerings is suitable only for well-informed investors and should be 
regarded as high risk and longterm in nature. Potential Investors are recommended to seek 
the advice of a financial adviser authorised under the Financial Services and Markets Act 
2000 before applying.

• No guarantee can be given that HMRC will grant business property relief on the full amount 
of each investment. Loss of business property relief status could occur if, for example, such a 
business changes its business activities or is taken over by a quoted company or a company 
whose business is not a qualifying business for business property relief purposes.

• The past performance of investments should not be regarded as an indication of the future 
performance of an investment.

• There is no certainty that the market price of an investment will fully reflect the underlying 
net asset value or that Investors will be able to realise their investment or that dividends or 
profit distributions will be paid. An investment should be seen as a long term investment.

• The information, including tax rules, contained in this document is based on existing legisla-
tion. The tax rules or their interpretation and/or the rates of tax, or other statutory provi-
sions may change during the life of the investment and such changes could be retrospec-
tive. The value of the tax reliefs will depend on the individual circumstances of an Investor.

Tax Efficient Review is published by 
Tax Efficient Review Ltd 

35 The Park 
London

NW11 7ST 
Tel: +44 (0)20 8458 9003

Copyright ©2020 Tax Efficient Review Ltd. All Rights Reserved. The information, data and opinions expressed and contained 
herein: (1) are proprietary to Tax Efficient Review Ltd and/or its content providers and are not intended to represent investment 
advice or recommendation to buy or sell any security; (2) may not normally be copied or distributed without express license to do 
so; and (3) are not warranted to be accurate, complete or timely. Tax Efficient Review Ltd reserves its rights to charge for access 
to these reports. Tax Efficient Review Ltd is not responsible for any damages or losses arising from any use of the reports or the 
Information contained therein. The copyright in this publication belongs to Martin Churchill, all rights reserved, and for a fee the 
author has granted Blackfinch Investments Limited an unlimited non-exclusive and royalty free licence to use the publication
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Offer Name Blackfinch Adapt IHT Service

Fund Manager Blackfinch Investments 

Business Type Renewable Energy, Property Development Finance, Asset‑Backed Lending

BR funds under manage‑
ment (excluding EIS)

£138m as at 1 March 2020 (£62m in “Capital Preservation”, £67m in “Growth” 
and £9m in Bespoke) 

Initial Cost 2% initial fee + 1% dealing fee 

Annual Cost 0.5% (+VAT) p.a. if the minimum target returns levels are met 

Liquidity Frequency 2‑4 weeks, depending upon liquidity

Minimum Investment £25,000

Table 1: Tax Efficient Review summary of offering Pros and Cons
Pros Cons 

• Highest level of returns to investors over five years amongst 
the asset-backed IHT efficient peer group from the “growth” 
offering of Blackfinch Adapt

• Lack of a difference in return profiles between the “growth” 
and “capital preservation” offerings mean that labelling 
something as capital preservation could be construed as 
misleading? 

• Competitive fees with only a 0.5% AMC taken if the target 
returns of 4% (capital preservation offer) or 6% (growth 
offer) are achieved each year

• Higher return thresholds required from the underlying 
trades mean that lower levels of cash must be held at all 
times to achieve target returns

Disclaimer
This communication is provided for informational purposes only. This information does not constitute advice 
on investments within the meaning of Article 53 of the Financial Services and Markets Act (Regulated Activi‑
ties) Order 2001. Should investment advice be required this should be sought from a FCA authorised person.
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Key Points of the 2020 BR Reviews 
Tax Efficient Review last published a set of BR reviews in October 2016. In the current set of reviews we have focussed on the following 
areas:
1. External valuation of companies and assets 

Returns are based upon company accounts and we cover what level of external scrutiny is involved in each offer as opposed to 
purely using valuations from the manager/company directors.

2. 5‑year real return 
The IHT efficient BR market has reached a significant level of maturity and size, which allows for a detailed comparison of real 
returns over the past 5 years and across the key fund groups within the BR/IHT efficient industry. The details are in Table 2.

3. Charges 
At the same time as analysing returns, the charges levied by the product providers can also be compared, to give both a gross 
(before fees) and a net (after fees) return for investors across these products. It is important to note that tax-efficient investment 
fund groups have very different ways of charging, as well as creating revenue streams from within the underlying companies they 
invest into. 

4. NAV/Share Price calculation  
It must be stressed that the calculation of the share price at which investors enter and exit these BR offers is not set by market 
forces. Instead they are calculated by the product provider. There are differing methodologies for calculating these NAVs and often 
they are based on internal management accounts based upon the performance of the underlying trades. Investors and advisers 
need to be aware that most of the IHT efficient offers have not yet been stressed tested with a prolonged economic recession or 
serious drop in financial markets, and that the underlying trades can be illiquid. 

5. Insurance with BR offers 
Over the past three years, there has been an increase in the number of BR providers who offer a 2-year term assurance policy to 
sit alongside a holding in their BR service. The premise of such policies is to provide comfort that if the holder were to pass away 
before they reach the 2-year BR time horizon, the insurance policy would “kick-in” to pay the 40% IHT bill which would become 
due on the BR holding. If, however, the holder survives beyond the 2-year anniversary, the insurance policy is no longer required 
as the holding should qualify for IHT relief under BR classification.  
Whilst this sounds appealing to investors and their advisers alike, there are two significant downsides which need to be consid-
ered carefully before choosing this option.  
1. The cost associated with the 2-year term assurance. The insurance element does not come cheap, often around 3% per year.  
2. The underwriting required by these insurance policies has become more restrictive over time, partly due to the increase in 
popularity of these policies with investors. The underwriting requirements vary from provider to provider.  
We would urge advisers who may be considering such an option to sit alongside their clients BR holding to also consider the 
whole of the market for 2-year term assurance policies to see if cheaper, or more comprehensive, cover can be found.  
In addition to the 2-year term assurance policies, there are also insurance elements from Downing which cover up to 20% of a 
drop in value of the BR holding if death occurs within the first 2 years, but this does not cover the payment of any IHT liability due. 

6. Debt 
Some product providers invest into trading companies which borrow to fund part of their business, or to enhance returns and 
increase trade diversification. This borrowing at a company level is used where the current low cost of debt interest is less than the 
returns generated by the underlying asset yield. Other providers use other in-house funds to co-invest with their BR offer or use 
credit facilities to partake in larger deals than would otherwise be possible for the BR offer in isolation. Appendix B summarises 
the main arguments for and against using debt in a BR product.

7. Outsourcing 
The more established product providers of BR offers possess in-house teams to source, evaluate and monitor the underlying 
assets within their BR offers. Some providers instead outsource these elements to third party companies which provide these 
services. We try to ascertain the difference between the return delivered to the BR entity and the interest charged on the underly-
ing asset. A wider “spread” between these returns means that a relatively low rate of return delivered to the BR entity may not 
necessarily point to a comparable lower level of risk within the underlying loan/asset. Octopus, in particular, point to their exten-
sive in-house capabilities as an explanation for their higher than average annual charge. Other managers outsource such services, 
which are ultimately paid for by the investor outside of the published AMC. 
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HMRC
All IHT offerings face the possibility of challenge from HMRC when investors claim the 100% relief from IHT that unquoted 
trading businesses can provide.
Relief will be refused if the business consists “wholly or mainly” of one or more of the following:

• dealing in securities, stocks or shares
• dealing in land or buildings,
• or making or holding investments.

HMRC will use the “Badges of Trade” concept when applying the “trade” versus “investment” rule as described in the HMRC 
Business Income Manual. This is a complicated and difficult area and there is no pre-clearance that investors can request to try 
to settle this issue before investing.
 
In addition, the HMRC approach to lending and what constitutes a “trade” is not tested. The HMRC website does contain detail 
on their view of lending within the Close Companies Manager’s Manual. Although this page has recently been archived by 
HMRC the case law it references remains valid.
Tax Efficient Review does not give tax advice.

Independent Directors and Accounts
Directors: Given the maturity and size of some of the trading companies held within the fund management groups IHT 
efficient offerings, it is of concern to us that some do not have a majority of independent directors on their boards. Whilst 
no lack of oversight is implied by the existing directors, it would behove the industry to appoint a majority of experienced 
independent directors to provide oversight of the trading activities of these companies. 

Accounts: Furthermore, many are also filing basic smaller company accounts, called Abridged Accounts, which contain a 
reduced set of information when compared to full accounts. To qualify to file Abridged Accounts, a company must meet at 
least two out of three criteria: no more than 50 employees, a turnover of not more than £10.2 million and a balance sheet 
of not more than £5.1 million. Most BR companies will qualify under the employee and turnover tests despite having many 
millions in assets within the company. This in our view compounds a lack of transparency and is an obstacle to external 
scrutiny. 

When we started this review, neither of the main companies (Sedwick Trading Limited, Lyall Trading Limited and Henslow 
Trading Limited) had independent directors. Having seen a draft copy of this review, Blackfinch has since agreed with Andrew 
Troughton, an independent investment committee member on behalf of the investor companies since inception, to become 
Independent Director of both lending companies and are in discussion with Paul Chivers to perform the same role for the 
energy companies. We see this as a positive step forwards by adding Directors responsibility to their already independent 
roles.
Neither company publishes full accounts but Blackfinch told us “There is a commitment to move to full accounts for the 
trading companies as well an enhancing the auditing of the share prices of the companies and specifically auditing of the 
equity model of all the renewable energy models to provide more overall comfort to our investors regarding the underlying 
value of the assets and the companies.”

Oxford Capital Partners 
In late February 2019, Oxford Capital announced on their website that “Investment into the Estate Planning Service has 
been temporarily suspended” due to technical issues impacting the operations of some of the companies they have financed 
impacting their ability to complete the valuation exercise with the level of accuracy they require. 
In February 2020 it was announced that Oxford Capital have taken the decision to transfer the Estate Planning Service to 
investment management firm Downing LLP, following an independent competitive tender process to prioritise the interests 
of investors. Downing commented “We are in touch with Estate Planning Service investors and their financial advisers and the 
process of assessing the current valuations of their assets is underway. We will work hard to ensure a seamless transition over 
the coming weeks, and to protect customers’ investments and business relief over the long term.” 
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 The reporting of what has happened to the underlying Anaerobic Digestion and Reserve Power businesses within the Oxford 
Capital Estate Planning Service (OCEPS) could be seen by some as an isolated case, due, in part, to too high a level of de-
pendency upon the commercial operation of such assets. Also, there was a deleterious impact from the impact of long term 
leveraging of these assets. 

Investors and financial advisers should take this as a serious reminder that there is risk inherent within all the BR offers across 
the market. The fund groups promoting these offers should, in our opinion, remove from their promotional collateral phrases 
such as “asset backed” and “capital preservation” in light of what has happened at OCP. 
Most of the offers covered here have launched within the past 4-7 years, and, as such, have not been “stress-tested” by a 
severe drop in the financial markets or a prolonged period of economic recession. So investors and advisers need to be aware 
of the potential for illiquidity within the underlying assets if such events were to occur. 
Some of the key points that we see emerging from the ongoing OCEPS situation are in Appendix A.

Overview of BR trades ‑ BR Loans and Energy trades predominate
Over the past 5 years, the BR/IHT-efficient market has evolved into holdings in trading companies which operate across two 
main strands: 
•	 Short‑term asset‑backed lending businesses
•	 Owning and operating a range of renewable energy companies

Figures as at the end of September 2019 from providers as to how current BR funds are deployed show that these two broad 
categories account for around 88% of deployed funds with around 39% in Short-term lending businesses and 49% in renew-
able energy trading companies.

There are other trading businesses such as leasing, but, by and large, the market can be divided into these broad areas. 
They can then be sub-divided further within each category. The short-term lending businesses cover areas such as property 
development, SME lending, working capital loans and bridging finance. The energy businesses cover solar farms, wind energy, 
hydroelectricity, reserve power, landfill gas, biomass and anaerobic digestion (AD). 
Both components are targeted to provide lower levels of predictable returns generated by interest and energy production, but 
neither are without risk to the investor. 
• The risk within the short-term, asset-backed lending businesses is easier to identify with variables such as loan amount, 

loan to value (LTV), duration of loan and interest rate all being able to be assessed and compared across providers, and 
the risk of default and concentration risk are the main risks present. 

• The risk within the energy sector is harder to quantify, but the recent developments within Oxford Capital Partners have 
brought these risks to the fore. The key issues here are long term energy price forecasts, market appetite for the renew-
able energy sites, quality of management and operators employed to run the sites, what fees are being taken out to 
manage them, is there gearing involved? The debt/gearing may allow for purchases of higher quality sites, but interest 
payments would eat into revenue, could lead to a loss of control ofver the assets if the debt provider called in their loan, 
as well as ultimately any equity return for investors at the point of sale. There is also the issue of whether the technology 
is new and untested, or already established. 

The majority of managers within the BR/IHT-efficient market have trading companies operating across both areas. Some, 
such as Puma and Proven, focus their offers purely on operating lending businesses. It’s important for financial advisers to 
compare the underlying trades across the BR offers they are considering for their clients, to ensure they have sufficient spread 
and avoid too much concentration in one area or another. TER have included a table in each review which breaks down each 
provider and the areas they trade within. 

TER segmentation and classification of this offer
We classify the current BR products on offer as follows:

•  those that trade through companies owning yield producing assets (such as solar or wind farms)
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•  those having a trade of secured lending/leasing
•  hybrid offers combining both the above

Further we sub-divide each category into:
•  Smaller offers - IHT services with less than £100m of IHT funds under management (excluding EIS) 
•  Larger offers - IHT services with more than £100m of IHT funds under management (excluding EIS)

This produces six categories of IHT offers (based on current expectations of managers):

100% Yield producing assets focus 100% Secured lending/leasing 
focus

Hybrid offers

Smaller funds ‑ products with less than £50m of IHT funds under management (excluding EIS)
Deepbridge Great Point

ProVenGuinness
Larger funds ‑ products with more than £50m of IHT funds under management (excluding EIS)

Puma
Triple Point

Blackfinch
Downing
Foresight
Ingenious
Octopus

TIME

The trade sub-division recognises that asset owning companies may, in our view, have less inherent liquidity to deal with 
large requests for withdrawals than secured lending trades (where both the interest and capital portions of the lending 
should be returned within quite short periods usually less than eighteen months). We accept that not all providers agree with 
this simplification of liquidity issues.

The Smaller Funds and Larger Funds sub division recognises that early years returns could be lower than anticipated, that 
investors will be offered less diversification with smaller offers, that the time taken to deploy new funds might be slower as 
the manager may need to await further funds before asset purchase or lending and that exit opportunities could be impacted.

Review based upon
TER always meet with the fund manager prior to a review. This review has been prepared using the Information Memo-
randum of the Blackfinch Adapt IHT offer and their marketing collateral, along with data provided by the Manager on their 
underlying trades. 

The Offer
Blackfinch Adapt is a Discretionary Investment Service (DIS) with two versions available to investors and their advisers. The 
“Capital Preservation” (this is Blackfinch’s description and no prediction is implied by TER) and the “Growth” versions offer a 
different mix of the same underlying trades employed across the Blackfinch Adapt trading strategies. A breakdown of the 
differences between the current asset allocation and target returns is detailed in the table below: 

Blackfinch Adapt IHT Service ‑ Feb 2020
“Capital Preservation” “Growth”

Renewables 40% 20%
Property Development 30% 60%
Asset‑Backed Lending 30% 20%

Target Return (p.a.) 4% 6% 

There is no facility by which investors can tailor their own split of the underlying trades, but investors do have the flexibility 
to make withdrawals on a quarterly, semi-annual or annual basis if required. The minimum investment is £25,000, with a 
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minimum follow-on investment amount of £10,000. The three companies associated with each category of the underlying 
trades are: 

 1. Renewable Energy - Sedgwick Trading Limited
 2. Property Development Finance - Lyell Trading Limited
 3. Asset-backed Loans - Henslow Trading Limited

Renewables
Blackfinch have established and operate renewable energy sites across the UK and work alongside industry experts. Currently 
with 29 operating solar assets and 15 operating wind assets all on the FiT or ROC regime. These subsidies, Blackfinch say, are 
inflation linked and guaranteed for 20 years thereby delivering secure and predictable revenues to investors. 

Examples of renewable trades that Blackfinch has completed are:

•	 Palmersford Solar: Blackfinch IHT Portfolios commissioned the construction of a 3.035 MW ground-mounted solar PV 
installation in Palmsford, Dorset in late 2015. This solar plant is constructed by Anesco Ltd, one of the country’s leading 
energy efficiency companies with a track record of 100MW+ installations and turnover in excess of £160m. The installa-
tion earns government-backed Feed in Tariff (FITs) that are locked in for 20 years and linked to RPI as well as the pay-
ments for the exported electricity. The site was grid connected and producing electricity at the end of December 2015. 

•	 Culworth Solar: In Culworth, South Northants, the portfolio commissioned a 19-acre solar park with operates the lat-
est and most advanced ground mounted solar systems. The site benefits from government-backed FIT revenues for the 
generation of solar power as well as the further payments for exported electricity, sold from a utility company under a 
Power Purchase Agreement. This investment provides an attractive and predictable revenue stream for Investors as the 
government backed subsidies are guaranteed for 20 years and are linked to inflation. The company has again teamed up 
with Anesco Ltd, who constructed and now monitor the site. 

•	 Rooftops: Blackfinch IHT has a portfolio of 24 commercial rooftop installations ranging from 30-250kWp, totaling a 
3MW capacity. Due to this structure of the portfolio it has a higher FIT generation than for ground mounts. RPI-linked, 
long-term, on-site Power Purchase Agreements (PPAs) exist for each site, at prices which exceed FiT Export, but incentiv-
ise off-takers. PPA consumption is expected to average 80%+, with excess exported at FiT Export or above. The portfolio 
has protection against potential shortfalls, from a 3rd-party, 20-year annual energy yield guarantee, and as the installa-
tions are on existing buildings, it pays no rent, rates or import electricity, reducing costs and improving yield and security.

•	 Dale Farm: In March 2018, Sedgwick Trading Ltd acquired a 5MW ground mount solar farm in Northern Ireland which 
benefits from 1.4 ROCS for 19 years and also has a 20 year Power Purchase Agreement in place with a corporate off-taker 
via a private wire arrangement. The solar farm has been built by a leading EPC provider under a full turn-key EPC contract 
and commenced commercial operations in early April. The project was originally developed by CES Energy, which is a 
leading developer of behind the meter projects in Ireland and elsewhere in the world. The solar facility will be main-
tained by Anesco Ltd under a long term O&M agreement

•	 Ferneylea: In October 2017, Sedgwick Trading Ltd acquired a 1.5MW operational wind farm in Scotland which is FIT 
accredited and was originally commissioned in December 2014. This was the first wind asset added to the portfolio which 
provides good balance to the existing solar assets. The project is asset managed by Green Cat Renewables and has a long 
term O&M agreement in place with the original turbine manufacturer, Enercon. Under this contract, Enercon has agreed 
to provide a 96% availability warranty which provides comfort over minimum generation performance, below which 
liquidated damages would be payable.

•	 Ark Hill: In June 2018, Sedgwick Trading Ltd acquired a 6.4MW operational wind farm in Angus, Scotland. The 8 tur-
bine site was originally commissioned in March 2013. It benefits from five years’ operational data and is in receipt of 
1.0 ROC per MWh generation until March 2033. The project was constructed by, and is now asset managed by Green 
Cat Renewables. A long term O&M agreement is in place with the original turbine manufacturer, Enercon. Under this 
contract, Enercon has agreed to provide a 97% availability warranty which provides comfort over minimum generation 

Reprinted for the use of Blackfinch Investments Limited8

Blackfinch Adapt IHT Service



performance, below which compensation becomes payable. The project sells its generation through a PPA with Smartest 
Energy (protected by an investment grade PCG) until 2020, after which the PPA will transfer to Statkraft, also with a PCG 
from an investment grade parent company. 

Property Development Finance
Property development finance provides experienced developers with short term (6-24 month) funding, to construct new 
build schemes, or to convert existing buildings which will be sold on the open market. All lending is secured on a first charge 
basis against land and buildings that have planning permission or permitted development right and subject to independent 
valuation. In addition, personal guarantees are provided by developers, enabling personal assets to be called upon in the 
event of recourse. Blackfinch work with preferred brokers within the property sector who benefit from extensive experience in 
property development finance. These partners are able to source a substantial range of robust lending opportunities to deliver 
deal flow and diversification to the IHT Portfolios. Furthermore, the companies retain the services of external and in house 
property and construction lawyers and quantity surveyors to oversee each project. 

Property development loan examples that Blackfinch have completed are:

•	 Bristol: The Blackfinch IHT Portfolios have provided a £1.51m property development loan for a residential development 
of 4 bungalows in Bristol. The loan has been structured with strong levels of security of investors: 64% LTV on a first 
charge basis, backing an established property developer with a proven track record. Money is released in stages once the 
monitoring surveyor signs off the work done. The interest rate is 12% The loan is due to last no longer than 18 months. 

•	 Godalming: In Godalming, Blackfinch IHT Portfolios have provided a 800k for the conversion of an office building into 
flats at an LTV of 60% with an interest rate of 10.20% on a first charge basis. Initial site money is released on report of 
an independent RICS valuation and Money is released in stages once the independent monitoring surveyor signs off the 
work done. The loan is due to last 12 months

Asset‑Backed Lending
Asset-backed lending provides structured finance for business and property transactions, in established sectors and with 
a first charge security over assets (normally residential or commercial property, sometimes other corporate assets). This 
provides control and security until the borrower repays the capital. The asset backed lending is on a short term (6-12months) 
basis to improve liquidity, maintain BPR qualification and reduce the risk in the portfolio. 

Asset-backed lending examples which Blackfinch have completed are:

•	 London Harley Street: The Blackfinch IHT Portfolios provided a 3.1m loan to an AIM listed medical company at a rate 
of 10.2%. This was secured at 37% LTV against a long Harley street lease which was independently valued. This loan was 
repaid in May 2018 after 15 months.

•	 Liverpool Car Park: A bridging loan of £1.3m has been provided by Blackfinch IHT Portfolios to a car park in Liverpool 
with strong income generation. Interest coupons are paid by the borrower at 8.4%. An independent RICS valuation was 
carried out. Personal guarantees and corporate guarantees have further been provided. This is a 12-month facility 

The net asset value of each lending company is calculated at the end of each month based on methodology approved by 
Independent accountants. This involves calculating the amount lent plus expected interest on each loan and then taking 
into account the cash reserve retained for liquidity purposes. Investee companies analyse the risk of each loan based on the 
progress of the development and the gross development value. Any loan identified as at risk is put under monitoring and a 
provision is included in the accounts to reduce NAV accordingly. The energy generating assets are valued based on the internal 
rate of return of each project using cash flow projections from energy production and FiTs. Performance of the site is then 
compared to the projections and adjusted accordingly. Blackfinch regularly compares the projections to benchmarks and cur-
rent industry averages. All valuations will be put together by a product accountant, and then checked by Blackfinch’s invest-
ment management team. These are then signed off both independent accountants and the investment committee (which 
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includes independent members)

Like most IHT efficient fund managers in this area, Blackfinch will primarily aim to meet redemption requests by matching 
new subscriptions, which they aim to do within 2-4 weeks of receiving a redemption request. To date all redemptions have 
been matched against new subscriptions. There is circa 10% of portfolio money targeted to be held in cash to provide further 
liquidity for redemptions without asset disposals, if required.

Debt
Some product providers use debt to enhance returns. Mainly where the current low cost of debt interest is less than the 
returns generated by the underlying asset yield. Other providers use other in-house funds to co-invest with their BR offer or 
use credit facilities to partake in larger deals than would otherwise be possible for the BR offer in isolation. Appendix B summarises 
the main arguments for and against using debt in a BR product. 
Sedgwick Trading is the renewable energy company within the Blackfinch Adapt IHT Service, and the level of debt used within Sedgwick 
trading is on average 58%. Capital Preservation portfolios are exposed to 20.88% and Growth portfolios are exposed to 10.44% as at 31 
August 2019.

Track Record
The market for IHT efficient offers has greatly expanded over the past five years, giving IFAs an expanded “toolbox” when advising their 
clients on IHT efficient investment strategies. This expansion has continued to attract new entrants into an increasingly diverse and 
crowded market of IHT offers. By using holdings in short term loan books, as well as holdings in solar, wind and environmental assets, 
they aim to give predictable, if relatively low, rates of return to investors, whose primary reason for using these services is to keep risk to 
capital low and pass this on to their beneficiaries with as much IHT efficiency as possible. 

Due to these underlying holdings, many of these services are marketed under the banners of “asset-backed” and “capital preservation”. 
Given what has occurred in the past 12 months with Oxford Capital Partners and the write-downs in the Octopus EISs which included 
Reserve Power and Italian Solar, TER would strongly recommend that the tax efficient providers structuring these services refrain from 
using these terminologies within their marketing collateral for the IFA market. 

Now that the IHT efficient market has reached a level of maturity in terms of diversification, length of service and size of of-
fers, it is now possible to compare them over a 5-year time scale to see how they have performed relative to one another. The 
analysis is in Tables 2 & 6. Key points which come out of this comparison are as follows: 
• Table 2: What returns were targeted by these services over 5 years? 
• Table 2: How much money would an investor actually have made over the 5 years from an investment of £100,000 into 

these offers? Readers need to recognise that a number of providers reduced the fees they charge in order to increase the 
return to around the targeted figure. 

• Table 6: How much will be levied in fees by the providers of these services over the next 5 years? 

TER has asked these questions of the providers with a 5-year history to see what the comparison of returns and fees looks like across the 
market. We have also ranked them in terms of their returns and fees. This does not mean that the highest returning and lowest charging 
offers will necessarily get the highest score, as there are additional factors such as the level of funds under management, diversification 
of underlying trades and degrees of underlying risk which also need to be considered. TER has provided comment on within each provid-
ers review. The aim of the table, however, is to provide a useful comparison of the market now that it’s reached this level of maturity but 
performance of IHT offers is difficult to compare as fees and charges are levied at different times (on investment, during holding period 
and at exit) and different places in the structure (in the service and in the underlying investee companies).
As can be seen from the comparison of returns across the BR offers being reviewed in Table 2, the “Growth” offering of the Black-
finch Adapt IHT Service is the top performer over the past 5 years, and by a considerable margin. The target return for the Growth 
element is 6% per annum, which is also the highest “target” return of the BR offers being reviewed. In the past years the actual 
return to investors within the Growth offering has been: 
We asked Blackfinch, and all the other providers with a 5-year track record, for a calculation of the outcome for an investor en-
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tering the product on 1 July 2014 and exiting 30 June 2019, net of all fees and charges. The responses are in Table 2 and show 
that over the 5-year period to 30 June 2019 Blackfinch Growth would have returned £125.62 per £100 invested and Blackfinch 
“Capital Preservation” £117.49. This is calculated after fees and with growth as follows (data from Blackfinch):

Period Actual Growth (“Growth”) Actual Growth (“Cap Pres”)
01/07/2014 - 30/06/2015 7.13% 5.55%
01/07/2015 - 30/06/2016 4.61% 3.36%
01/07/2016 - 30/06/2017 4.74% 4.61%
01/07/2017 - 30/06/2018 5.26% 4.73%
01/07/2018 - 30/06/2019 5.85% 5.25%

More importantly, Blackfinch have nailed their colours to their mast by saying that they will not take their 0.5% AMC unless 
investors receive their 6% per annum growth. Which means that Blackfinch need to generate a net 6.6% returns a year from the 
underlying trades described above. We have taken into account the costs such as corporation tax, annual fees and company costs 
to illustrate the headline levels of gross return needed to generate 6% net for investors: 

Table 2: BR offers 5 year return comparison table ‑ Report produced 24/03/2020  Source Providers
Product Provider Funds under 

management
5 year Predicted 

Return
per £100 invested

Note 1

5 year 
Actual Return

per £100 invested

Note 2

Return
 Position

(lower is better, based 
on 5‑year actual 

return in preceding 
column)

Note 3
The information in this table is based on the 5 year returns information provided to us by the fund management groups. Past returns 

are not a reliable indicator of future performance, and past returns may have been enhanced by the fund manager not charging certain 
fees. The trading operations used to generate these returns are subject to changes over time and the levels of fees charged by the fund 

manager, which impact net investor returns, can be subject to change without prior notification.
Ingenious Private (assuming 100% allocated to Real Estate) £101m (31/12/19) £123.19 £130.07 1st out of 14
Ingenious Private (assuming 100% allocated to Infrastructure) £26m (31/12/19) £123.19 £126.90 2nd out of 14
Blackfinch Adapt Growth £67m (28/02/20) £125.27 £125.62 3rd out of 14
Triple Point Navigator £189m (31/12/19) £122.60 £123.74 4th out of 14
Downing Asset Backed £256m (30/09/19) £122.24 £119.26 5th out of 14
Blackfinch Adapt Capital Preservation £62m (28/02/20) £117.00 £117.49 6th out of 14
Ingenious Classic/Care £213m (31/12/19) £117.41 £115.73 7th out of 14
Foresight ITS £595m (01/03/20) £115.80 £115.19 8th out of 14
TIME:Advance BR Service £596m (31/12/19) £113.50 £113.50 9th out of 14
Puma Heritage £108m (31/12/19) £114.68 £112.68 10th out of 14
Downing Energy £184m (30/09/19) £122.24 £112.24 11th out of 14
Octopus ITS £2,000m (31/12/19) £111.37 £111.30 12th out of 14
Triple Point Generations £300m (31/12/19) £106.64 £106.56 13th out of 14
Ingenious Private (assuming 100% allocated to Media) £45m (31/12/19) £103.98 £100.10 14th out of 14
Deepbridge ITS £23m (31/12/19) £131.23

NO FIVE YEAR RECORD
Great Point Media £4.8m (31/12//19) £113.23

Guinness SIS £5.3m (31/12/19) £129.81

Proven Legacy £5m (31/12/19) £127.51
Purpose of this table is to compare five year actual returns to predicted returns for each provider

Note 1: Predicted five year return for the providers covered by this table comes from input data provided by each provider
Note 2: Actual five year returns were provided by each provider based upon actual returns achieved by the product and actual costs incurred for a sample investor entering 

the product on 1 July 2014 and fully exiting 30 June 2019 (except for Puma where the period starts 1 January 2015, Time starts 1 October 2014 and Downing starts 
1 October 2014 and Ingenious Private Real Estate starts 1 January 2015)

Note 3: Position within group (1 being best position based on highest return in preceding column)
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In order for the investors to receive 6% net returns, and for Blackfinch to take their 0.5% AMC, gross returns of over 10% a year 
need to be generated from the underlying trades. Whilst this may be achievable, almost any element of cash drag would have 
a significant deleterious effect on these returns. We are also concerned it may lead Blackfinch to taking on more risk within the 
underlying trades. When this was put to Blackfinch they said : 

“Blackfinch have a built in 10% buffer for cash drag in all returns and furthermore Blackfinch will not stretch its risk criteria 
to chase return and will always seek to preserve capital over generating returns. While 6% is a target for the growth portfo-
lio it is only based on the availability of the quality deals being there and Blackfinch’s track record over the last 5 years clearly 
shows the adoption of this policy with conservative LTVs well below its possible mandate.”

Looking at the “Capital Preservation” element of the Blackfinch Adapt IHT offer, there is a lower level of target return of 4% per 
annum in order for Blackfinch to receive their 0.5% AMC, which eases the pressure in comparison with the Growth element to 
generate +10% per annum gross returns. But investors and advisers should remember that the only difference between the two 
elements is a different percentage split of the three underlying trade categories. So, the same assets and therefore “risk” is present 
across both choices, which is why TER do not think it is wise to call this offer “Capital Preservation”. 

When promoting something as “Capital Preservation” that may lead investors and their advisers to think of this as being in low 
risk, easily liquidated assets. But it’s a concern for TER that the actual differences in returns compared across the two strategies are 
not as great as one would expect given the labels that the Blackfinch team have attached to them in their brochure. When this 
was put to Blackfinch, they said: 
“Blackfinch are shortly changing the name of the Capital Preservation Portfolio to the Balanced Portfolio as well as introducing a new 
‘Green Portfolio’ targeting 3% and balanced Growth Portfolio targeting 5%. There will be 4 options of portfolio based on different 
allocations of the three trading companies to provide target returns from 3%-6%.”

TER asked all providers with a lending trade for details on their last five exited loans and overall metrics of their loan book. These 
are in Tables 3 & 4 and are compared to other providers in Table 5. Overall the tables show that Blackfinch Adapt have a large loan 
book of £103m with a relatively high average interest rate of 11.15%, yet with one of the lowest Loans To Value averages of 56%. 
These two figures do not tally as one would expect higher interest rates to accompany higher Loans To Value as more risk is being 
taken. When this was put to Blackfinch, they said:

“Blackfinch Property is a Patron Member of the NACFB with a strong national dealflow. It allows us to pick and choose the 
best deals available at any one time. By selling on service and speed as opposed to pricing and being geographically agnostic 
on loans we are able to deliver higher risk adjusted returns then many competitors who do not have the market presence of 
Blackfinch Property. Blackfinch’s relationship with brokers, internal analyst and legal teams allow it to move faster then most 
of its competitors.“

 
The Manager
Blackfinch started life as Neville James, a Traded Endowment Policy (TEP) portfolio manager and fund manager. Neville James 
was purchased in 2008 as part of a UK Group acquisition strategy, bringing with it extensive FCA regulatory permissions. The 
UK Group at this time sourced large volumes of Traded Endowment Policies for off-shore clients in continental Europe, mainly in-
stitutional. The company then developed into a fund manager with on-shore structures for non-domiciled investors. The UK Group 
was originally started in 2004 and merged with a larger shareholder in Austria. Due to the high volume of transactions and clients, 
the company was focused heavily on technology, IT and also robust investment and administration processes.

In 2010, after the credit crunch, the company was re-named AVD Wealth and focused on structuring and marketing portfolios 
of Traded Endowment Policies for HNWIs and personal injury payment beneficiaries. The portfolios were structured to provide 
Capital Gains Tax treated annual payments which replicated income, with high levels of capital protection (underwritten by FOS) 
and liquidity.

In 2013, the company made the strategic move to enter a market which would diversify away from TEPs and one which would 
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provide the opportunity to create long term recurring revenues. After extensive market research, it was clear that there was a 
synergy between the current business as well as the intrinsic team expertise, and the tax incentivised fund management sector. 
The tax element, as well as managing trading entities, lent itself well to the past trading experience of the company. The company 
then re-branded as Blackfinch Investments and gained discretionary investment management permissions in that year, with the 
first BPR portfolios launching early 2014. The current senior management team led a management buy-out from the Austrian 
shareholders in 2016 and the current ownership is now entirely represented by UK management of Richard Cook (CEO) and Rich-
ard Simmonds (CIO) who first worked together in 2004.

Blackfinch say that their Gloucester location places them at an advantage, utilising a strong catchment area for talent but 
without the need to pay London office space and salary costs, meaning they are able to remain competitively priced, whilst 
remaining profitable and re-investing capital into the business in order to continue their evolutionary journey and provide 
high levels of customer service. 

The breakdown of the assets under management of Blackfinch is as follows and shows that the tax efficient arena is a large com-
ponent of their business revenues which could pose a potential problem should changes be made to tax breaks:

Funds under Management ‑ Blackfinch Investments 18 March 2020 Source: Blackfinch Investments 
Net Assets (£m) To Be Deployed (£m)

CLOSED OFFERINGS
Traded Endowment Policies 79.5 CLOSED
Blackfinch Asset Focused EIS 25.6 CLOSED
Blackfinch Media EIS 18.6 CLOSED
Blackfinch SEIS Portfolios 0.8 CLOSED

OPEN OFFERINGS ‑ NON TAX EFFICIENT
Blackfinch Managed Portfolio Service 52.10 £0m

OPEN OFFERINGS ‑ TAX EFFICIENT
Blackfinch IHT Portfolios 138.5 £0m
Blackfinch AIM Portfolio 22.3 £0m
Blackfinch Corporate Management 11.41 £0m
Blackfinch Ventures EIS 9.9 £0m
Blackfinch Spring VCT 3 3
Total £364.71m  
of which Tax Efficient related 48%

Blackfinch have a team of investment managers and business development personnel based in their offices in Gloucester, led by 
Richard Cook, Richard Simmonds and Jerry Price. Further details and biographies of the Blackfinch investment team can be found 
in Appendix C. 
In a major change the team has lost Stuart Tyler-Lloyd, its Senior Investment Manager. He has been replaced by Investment 
Manager John Hartigan:

Fees

The fees for the Blackfinch Adapt IHT Service are as follows:

•	 Initial fee: 2% (no VAT) + 1% (no VAT)dealing fee taking total initial fees to 3%

•	 Annual fee: 0.5% p.a. which is deferred until the client exits the service. This fee is only taken on a stepped basis after 
the investment reaches its target return, so if the return reaches or exceeds 6% in the case of the “Growth” offering and 
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4% in the case of the “Capital Preservation” offering

•	 Performance fee: There is no performance fee levied, although investors do not pay the annual management charge 
unless the target return has been achieved whilst they are in the Service. This could be referred to as a performance 
“floor” 

•	 Other fees: 1.5% + VAT: this cost covers dealing with day to day taxation, accountancy, legal and any other professional 
fees that any normal trading business is likely to incur

•	 Exit fee: A 1% (no VAT) dealing fee payable on exit from the Service

Table 6 compares total fees over five years for all providers. The cost over five years for the Blackfinch Adapt offer are £10.35 per 
£100 invested for the Growth version and £10.70 for the “Capital Preservation” version. This is in the middle of the range across 
reviewed IHT efficient offers, in a range that goes from a low of £12.09  to a high of £22.99.

Conclusion
When TER  first looked at the 5 year returns and costs for the asset-backed IHT efficient market in late 2019, Blackfinch were the 
surprise outliers. They topped the return profile over 5 years, and, at the same time, had one of the most competitive charging 
structures of the IHT-efficient Offers being reviewed. So, top rating, move to the front of the class? Unfortunately, we don’t think 
it’s that simple.  If we look in more detail at the returns, a part of the return profile is from having lower fees. To be clear, this is not 
a bad thing, it should be greatly applauded. Another part, however, is having to generate higher levels of return from the underly-
ing trades. 

A concern is the lack of a significant difference between the return profiles of the “capital preservation” and the “growth” offerings 
of the Blackfinch Adapt IHT Service. TER do not think that the “captial preservation” element, as Blackfinch call it, does what it says 
on the tin, when it is generating the returns that it has to date, from the same underlying trades as the “Growth” offering (albeit 
with a different percentage split of underlying trades). Blackfinch have recently agreed to relabel these services, which TER see as 
a positive move.

Blackfinch are to be congratulated for achieving what they have over the past 10 years. They have established themselves in a 
crowded and competitive tax-efficient investment market and developed a large team of investment managers and business 
development personnel, led by the core team who have worked together for many years. The re-labelling of the Blackfinch Adapt 
IHT Service will better reflect the risks in the underlying trades, so that in the event of a period of prolonged economic downturn 
or reduced levels of cash inflows into the Service, investors are better prepared.  

Tax Efficient Review rating: 86 out of 100 (for an established manager with a hybrid offer combining yield producing 
assets and lending/leasing)
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Table 3: BLACKFINCH Five recently exited loans ‑ data as at 31/07/2019
Loan 1 Loan 2 Loan 3 Loan 4 Loan 5

Brief Description

Bridging loan 
secured against 

a trading restau‑
rant set over two 
fl oors in central 

Glasgow.

Bridging loan on 
a fi ve‑story, grade 
II listed freehold 

building in central 
Birmingham 

whilst planning 
permission is 

amended.

A development 
loan for the con‑

struction of a resi‑
dential dwelling 

on the outskirts of 
Bristol.

A development 
loan to construct 
four 3/4 bedroom 

dormer bunga‑
lows in Bristol.

A development 
loan to demolish 
an existing bun‑

galow and create 
two substantial 

four storey semi‑
detached houses.

Date of Loan 23/11/2018 23/08/2017 27/04/2016 20/04/2017 19/12/2017
Date of Repayment 02/08/2019 28/06/2019 21/06/2019 20/06/2019 15/04/2019
Loan Duration (days) 252 674 1150 791 482
Loan Size (m) £2.15 £0.41 £1.30 £1.04 £1.00
Loan to GDV (Construc) 
Market Value (Devel) (%)

53.80% 62.90% 65.10% 63.10% 54.60%

No of Loans with a 
connected party

0 2 0 1 0

Loan Security First Charge First Charge First Charge First Charge First Charge
Loan fees accruing to Investors

Non-Utilisation Fee (%) - - - - -
Arrangement Fee (%) - - - - -
Exit Fee (%) - - - - -
Early Repayment Fee (%) - - - - -
Other Fees (%) - - - - -
Total Borrower Fees (%) - - - - -

Loan Fees/Commissions to Third Parties
Fees/Commissions to 3rd 
Parties/Brokers (%)

1.00% - 2.00% 1.00% 1.50%

Ranking position

Co-lending/Ranking Full First Charge Full First Charge Full First charge Full First charge
Equal First Charge 
with a co-lender 

Repayment details

Repayment Method
Full Repayment of 

Capital and Interest 
- Repaid Early

Full Repayment of 
Capital and Interest 

- repaid after agreed 
extension

Put into administra-
tion by lender to 
take control. Full 

repayment of capital 
and  recovery of 
partial interest. 

Expected recovery 
of remaining non 

penalty interest via 
claiming a personal 

guarantee. 

Full Repayment of 
Capital and Interest

Full Repayment of 
Capital and Interest

Total fees excluding interest
Total Fees/Costs Excluding 
Interest Rate

3.00% 3.25% 4.00% 4.00% 3.00%

Source fi le “BLACKFINCH TER BR Off ering Loan Data Blackfi nch  14 08 19 Final.xlsx”   Report Created 21-03-2020
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Table 4: Headline Lending Portfolio Information for BLACKFINCH  Report created 21/03/2020 ‑ Data as at 31/07/2019    
Source BLACKFINCH

Headline Lending Portfolio Information Notes
Total Number of Loans 36
Total Loan Book Size (£) £103,499,222
Average Size of Loans (Net) £2,874,978
Average Interest Rate 11.15%
Average Loan Term (Days) 572.00

Manager Lending fees (to cover any charges paid by the borrower or lender to the manager) 
Average Arrangement Fee 2.09%
Average Exit Fee 0.17%
Average Other Manager Fees (Including Charge Backs, Non 
utilisation fees) 

0.20% Average of Extension fees

Average Total Manager Fees 2.46%
Average Annualised Total Manager Fees 1.57%

Investor Lending fees (Fees that are charged to the borrower but benefi t the investor) 
Average Arrangement Fee -
Average Exit Fee -
Average Other Investor Fees (Including Non utilisation fees) -
Average Total Investor Fees -
Average Annualised Total Manager Fees -

3rd Party Broker/Manager Fees
Average 3rd Party Broker/Manager Fee 0.75%
Average Annualised Broker/Manager Fee 0.48%

Total Fee Breakdown
Average Total Fees 3.21%
Average Annualised Total fees 2.05%

Total Annualised Lending Cost 
Average Annualised Total Fees + Interest Rate 13.20%

Security Quality (LTVs)
Average Weighted Net LTV (total capital and fees advanced) 51.60%
Average Weighted Gross LTV (total capital and fees ad-
vanced + Accrued Interest) 

56.43%

Security Quality (Charge Basis)
Number of 1st Charge Loans 36
Total Value of 1st Charge loans £103,499,222
% of First Charge Loans 100.00%
Number of 2nd Charge Loans -
Total Value of 2nd Charge loans £0
% of Second Charge loans -
Number of 3rd Charge or Higher Loans -
Total Value of 3rd Charge loans £0
% of Third charge or Higher loans -

Table 5: Tax Effi  cient Review Loan Comparison Table ‑ Produced 21/03/2020

Blackfi nch Downing Foresight 
Roma Great Point Ingenious Octopus Puma Time Triple Point 

Navigator
Data as at 31/07/2019 30/09/2019 16/09/2019 31/08/2019 30/06/2019 09/08/2019 31/12/2019 31/07/2019 31/07/2019

Loan Book Size (m) £103.50 £309.99 £34.16 £3.32 £283.44 £715.00 £192.25 £193.63 £13.03
Number of Loans 36 41 174 14 33 220 29 55 13
Average Duration (days) 572 1264 335 234 676 500 570 547 383
Average Interest Rate (%) 11.15% 7.57% 11.85% 4.70% 8.52% 8.25% 9.72% 5.00% 9.00%
Average Loan Size (m) £2.87 £7.56 Note 1 £0.24 £8.59 £1.4m £6.63 £3.52 £1.00
 Weighted Gross LTV % (total 
capital and fees advanced + 
Accrued Interest) 

56.43% 75.01% 54.80% 100.00% 68.00%
Less than 

70%
61.40% 58.80% 59.00%

Fees accruing to investors and other parties
Average Arrangement Fees (%) 2.09% 1.00% - 1.06% 2.52% - 1.00% 1.00% 0.25%
Average Exit Fees (%) 0.17% - 0.45% - 0.87% - 0.80% 2.10% -
Average Total Fees (%) 2.46% 1.00% - 1.06% 3.39% - 1.90% 3.10% 0.25%
Average Total Annualised Fees 
and Interest (%)

13.20% 8.15% 13.30% 6.35% 10.35% 8.25% 11.48% 7.24% 10.91%

Security quality
% of First Charge Loans 100% 98% 88% 100% 100% 95% 100% 100% 100%
% of Second Charge loans 0% 2% 12% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0%
% of Third charge or Higher loans 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Note 1: Provider could not calculate given time required / available
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Table 4: Headline Lending Portfolio Information for BLACKFINCH  Report created 21/03/2020 ‑ Data as at 31/07/2019    
Source BLACKFINCH

Headline Lending Portfolio Information Notes
Total Number of Loans 36
Total Loan Book Size (£) £103,499,222
Average Size of Loans (Net) £2,874,978
Average Interest Rate 11.15%
Average Loan Term (Days) 572.00

Manager Lending fees (to cover any charges paid by the borrower or lender to the manager) 
Average Arrangement Fee 2.09%
Average Exit Fee 0.17%
Average Other Manager Fees (Including Charge Backs, Non 
utilisation fees) 

0.20% Average of Extension fees

Average Total Manager Fees 2.46%
Average Annualised Total Manager Fees 1.57%

Investor Lending fees (Fees that are charged to the borrower but benefi t the investor) 
Average Arrangement Fee -
Average Exit Fee -
Average Other Investor Fees (Including Non utilisation fees) -
Average Total Investor Fees -
Average Annualised Total Manager Fees -

3rd Party Broker/Manager Fees
Average 3rd Party Broker/Manager Fee 0.75%
Average Annualised Broker/Manager Fee 0.48%

Total Fee Breakdown
Average Total Fees 3.21%
Average Annualised Total fees 2.05%

Total Annualised Lending Cost 
Average Annualised Total Fees + Interest Rate 13.20%

Security Quality (LTVs)
Average Weighted Net LTV (total capital and fees advanced) 51.60%
Average Weighted Gross LTV (total capital and fees ad-
vanced + Accrued Interest) 

56.43%

Security Quality (Charge Basis)
Number of 1st Charge Loans 36
Total Value of 1st Charge loans £103,499,222
% of First Charge Loans 100.00%
Number of 2nd Charge Loans -
Total Value of 2nd Charge loans £0
% of Second Charge loans -
Number of 3rd Charge or Higher Loans -
Total Value of 3rd Charge loans £0
% of Third charge or Higher loans -

Table 5: Tax Effi  cient Review Loan Comparison Table ‑ Produced 21/03/2020

Blackfi nch Downing Foresight 
Roma Great Point Ingenious Octopus Puma Time Triple Point 

Navigator
Data as at 31/07/2019 30/09/2019 16/09/2019 31/08/2019 30/06/2019 09/08/2019 31/12/2019 31/07/2019 31/07/2019

Loan Book Size (m) £103.50 £309.99 £34.16 £3.32 £283.44 £715.00 £192.25 £193.63 £13.03
Number of Loans 36 41 174 14 33 220 29 55 13
Average Duration (days) 572 1264 335 234 676 500 570 547 383
Average Interest Rate (%) 11.15% 7.57% 11.85% 4.70% 8.52% 8.25% 9.72% 5.00% 9.00%
Average Loan Size (m) £2.87 £7.56 Note 1 £0.24 £8.59 £1.4m £6.63 £3.52 £1.00
 Weighted Gross LTV % (total 
capital and fees advanced + 
Accrued Interest) 

56.43% 75.01% 54.80% 100.00% 68.00%
Less than 

70%
61.40% 58.80% 59.00%

Fees accruing to investors and other parties
Average Arrangement Fees (%) 2.09% 1.00% - 1.06% 2.52% - 1.00% 1.00% 0.25%
Average Exit Fees (%) 0.17% - 0.45% - 0.87% - 0.80% 2.10% -
Average Total Fees (%) 2.46% 1.00% - 1.06% 3.39% - 1.90% 3.10% 0.25%
Average Total Annualised Fees 
and Interest (%)

13.20% 8.15% 13.30% 6.35% 10.35% 8.25% 11.48% 7.24% 10.91%

Security quality
% of First Charge Loans 100% 98% 88% 100% 100% 95% 100% 100% 100%
% of Second Charge loans 0% 2% 12% 0% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0%
% of Third charge or Higher loans 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Note 1: Provider could not calculate given time required / available
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Table 6: BR offers 5 year fees table ‑ Report produced 24/03/2020   Source Providers Information Memorandums
Product Provider

(alphabetical order)
5 year fees levied on 

investor

Note 1

5 year fees levied on 
investee companies

Note 2

Total five year fees
(total of previous two 

columns)

Blackfinch Adapt Capital Preservation £7.53 £10.70 £18.23

Blackfinch Adapt Growth £7.86 £10.35 £18.21

Downing Asset Backed £5.31 £13.35 £18.66

Downing Energy £5.31 £13.35 £18.66

Foresight ITS £8.58 £9.90 £18.48

Ingenious Classic/Care £8.81 £5.75 £14.56

Ingenious Private (assuming 100% allocated to Infrastructure) £9.13 £5.75 £14.88

Ingenious Private (assuming 100% allocated to Media) £8.57 £5.75 £14.32

Ingenious Private (assuming 100% allocated to Real Estate) £9.13 £5.75 £14.88

Octopus ITS £10.49 £12.50 £22.99

Puma Heritage £10.20 £11.55 £21.75

Time Advance BR Service £7.42 £8.35 £15.77

Triple Point Generations £9.24 £2.85 £12.09

Triple Point Navigator £9.71 £7.35 £17.06
Purpose of this table is to list five year fees for each £100 invested based on the current charging structure and assuming where relevant 

that performance meets the target allowing the full AMC to be charged. NO PREDICTION IS MADE OR IMPLIED

Note 1: 5 year total fees charged to investors by the provider per £100,000 invested (initial, annual, performance and exit) assuming that provider meets any AMC target required.
 Initial  Dealing in   Annual AMC  Perf fee  Dealing out fee   TOTAL
Blackfinch Cap Pres:  £2,000 £980 £3,338 £0 £1,215 £7,533  Assumed target 4.6% is met, 0.6% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 4% is reached

Blackfinch Growth:  £2,000 £980 £3,540 £0 £1,336 £7,856  Assumed target 6.6% is met, 0.6% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 6% is reached

Downing ASSET BACKED (Pulford):  £2,000 £0 £3,312 £0 £0 £5,312  Assumed target 4% is met, 0.6% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3% is reached

Downing ENERGY (Bagnall):  £2,000 £0 £3,312 £0 £0 £5,312  Assumed target 4% is met, 0.6% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3% is reached

Foresight:  £2,500 £0 £6,077 £0 £0 £8,577  Assumed target 4.7% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3.5% is reached

Ingenious Classic/Care:  £1,500 £1,000 £5,177 £0 £1,130 £8,807  Assumed target 4.2% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3% is reached

Ingenious Private Infrastructure  £1,500 £1,000 £5,388 £0 £1,244 £9.132  Assumed target 6.0% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid (no hurdle needs to be reached)

Ingenious Private Media:  £1,500 £1,000 £5,024 £0 £1,050 £8,574  Assumed target 1.5% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid (no hurdle needs to be reached)

Ingenious Private Real Estate:  £1,500 £1,000 £5,388 £0 £1,244 £9.132  Assumed target 6.0% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid (no hurdle needs to be reached)

Octopus:  £2,000 £979 £6,332 £0 £1,192 £10,494  Assumed target 4.2% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3% is reached

Puma:  £1,500 £985 £6,467 £0 £1,128 £10,080  Assumed target 4.2% is met, 1.2% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3% is reached

Time: £2,500 £975 £2,796 £0 £1,150 £7,421   Assumed target 4% is met, 0.5% (inc VAT) AMC paid after 3.5% is reached

Triple Point NAVIGATOR:  £2,000 £980 £5,495 £0 £1,238 £9,713  Assumed target 5% is met, 1% (all VAT recoverable) AMC paid after 4% is reached

Triple Point GENERATIONS:  £2,000 £980 £5,163 £0 £1,098 £9,241  Assumed target 2.5% is met, 1% (all VAT recoverable) AMC paid after 1.5% is reached

Note 2: Actual 5 year fees charged to companies by the provider. Source is provider.
Blackfinch Cap Pres:  5* (Other 0.2%, Service fee 1.8%,Energy monitoring 0.14%)
Blackfinch Growth:  5* (Other 0.2%, Service fee 1.8%,Energy monitoring 0.07%)
Downing Asset backed & Energy:  5* (Arrangement/monitoring fees Avg 0.87%, Service Charge 1.8%)
Foresight:  5* (Transaction etc 1.98% inc VAT)
Ingenious Classic/Care: 5* (Admin fee 0.25%, Origination and Transaction 0.9%)
Ingenious Private Infrastructure 5* (Admin fee 0.25%, Origination and Transaction 0.9%)
Ingenious Private Media:  5* (Admin fee 0.25%, Origination and Transaction 0.9%)
Ingenious Private Real Estate:  5* (Admin fee 0.25%, Origination and Transaction 0.9%)
Octopus:  5* (Service fee 2.5%)
Puma:  5* (Admin 0.48%, Bus Support Fee 1.08%, Monitoring Fee 0.5%+VAT on drawn down loans = 0.48%)
TIME: 5* (Custodian 0.05%, Audit 0.02%, Service fee 1.6% including irrecoverable VAT)
Triple Point NAVIGATOR:  5* (Service fee 1.47%)
Triple Point GENERATIONS:  5* (Service fee 0.57%)

Note 3: Some providers have higher annual costs to reflect the more extensive levels of in-house management and administration of their BR trading activities

Table 7: Input data for provider comparison ‑  BLACKFINCH GROWTH 
Source ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx 13‑03‑2020 23‑46‑36

BR Investment Off ering Fee Schedule – based on £100 invested for £1 per share

Type of cost/fee Fee % Comment
Initial fee 2.00%
Initial dealing fee 0.98%
Arrangement fees 0.00%
Other 0.00%
Total initial fees 2.98%

Underlying investee company Returns 5 year Actual Median Range % Gearing level % of investor subscriptions deployed as at 31 March 2019
Development Lending 10.91% 9% - 12% 0.00% 54.00%
Bridging Lending 10.26% 9% - 12% 0.00% 18.00%
Renewable Energy 5.93% 5% - 6% 58.00% 18.00%
10% Cash (within Trading companies) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.00%

Overall headline rate (weighted average) 8.81% Weighted average based on % allocation across investee compa-
nies as at 31 March 2019

Manager Ownership of investee company % Ownership Annual Profi t Share Comment
Manager holding in Company 1 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 2 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 3 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 4 0.00% 0.00
Total 0.00% 0.00 Additional revenues earned by Manager

Gross Return per annum Target % Comment
Gross Annual Target Return 8.81% 10.44%

Administration costs Target % Comment
Administration 0.00%
Secretarial 0.00%
Custodian 0.00%
Share registry 0.00%
Audit & Accounting 0.00% See below as covered in other
Legal 0.00%
Other 0.20% Allowance for general costs such as auditing on external legal 

fees etc. 

Annual fees Target % Comment
Annual Management Charge 0.00% 0.5% plus VAT of NAV
Annual Management Charge Threshold (if applicable) 6.00% Blackfi nch only charges an AMC at exit
Services fee for running service/investee companies 1.80% Service charge is 1.5% plus VAT

Transaction / Arrangement / Exit Fees charged at trade 
level (average p.a.) 0.07%

Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisi-
tions averages circa 0.4% per year. This equates to toal fees being 

paid equivilent of 0.07% (0.4% * 0.18% portfolio share) per 
annum directly from subsiduries of the trading companies in 

these portfolios. 
Non Exec Directors 0.00% Covered in other admin costs
Other 0.00%

Returns Target % Comment
Return pre‑annual fees and pre‑performance fee / exit 
charge 8.61%
Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 6.74%
Corporation tax (expected) 19.00%
Corporation tax impact -1.28%
Post Tax Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 5.46%
Performance fee/Deferred AMC 0.00% No AMC as return is below 6% threshold
Net of tax & performance fee before exit charge (based 
on net investment) 5.46%

Assumed investment term (years) 5.00
Exit charge 1.00%
Exit value in £ (after 5 years) 126.54
Net return post‑exit charge (based on investment term 
of 5 years) 125.27
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Table 7: Input data for provider comparison ‑  BLACKFINCH GROWTH 
Source ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx 13‑03‑2020 23‑46‑36

BR Investment Off ering Fee Schedule – based on £100 invested for £1 per share

Type of cost/fee Fee % Comment
Initial fee 2.00%
Initial dealing fee 0.98%
Arrangement fees 0.00%
Other 0.00%
Total initial fees 2.98%

Underlying investee company Returns 5 year Actual Median Range % Gearing level % of investor subscriptions deployed as at 31 March 2019
Development Lending 10.91% 9% - 12% 0.00% 54.00%
Bridging Lending 10.26% 9% - 12% 0.00% 18.00%
Renewable Energy 5.93% 5% - 6% 58.00% 18.00%
10% Cash (within Trading companies) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10.00%

Overall headline rate (weighted average) 8.81% Weighted average based on % allocation across investee compa-
nies as at 31 March 2019

Manager Ownership of investee company % Ownership Annual Profi t Share Comment
Manager holding in Company 1 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 2 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 3 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 4 0.00% 0.00
Total 0.00% 0.00 Additional revenues earned by Manager

Gross Return per annum Target % Comment
Gross Annual Target Return 8.81% 10.44%

Administration costs Target % Comment
Administration 0.00%
Secretarial 0.00%
Custodian 0.00%
Share registry 0.00%
Audit & Accounting 0.00% See below as covered in other
Legal 0.00%
Other 0.20% Allowance for general costs such as auditing on external legal 

fees etc. 

Annual fees Target % Comment
Annual Management Charge 0.00% 0.5% plus VAT of NAV
Annual Management Charge Threshold (if applicable) 6.00% Blackfi nch only charges an AMC at exit
Services fee for running service/investee companies 1.80% Service charge is 1.5% plus VAT

Transaction / Arrangement / Exit Fees charged at trade 
level (average p.a.) 0.07%

Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisi-
tions averages circa 0.4% per year. This equates to toal fees being 

paid equivilent of 0.07% (0.4% * 0.18% portfolio share) per 
annum directly from subsiduries of the trading companies in 

these portfolios. 
Non Exec Directors 0.00% Covered in other admin costs
Other 0.00%

Returns Target % Comment
Return pre‑annual fees and pre‑performance fee / exit 
charge 8.61%
Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 6.74%
Corporation tax (expected) 19.00%
Corporation tax impact -1.28%
Post Tax Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 5.46%
Performance fee/Deferred AMC 0.00% No AMC as return is below 6% threshold
Net of tax & performance fee before exit charge (based 
on net investment) 5.46%

Assumed investment term (years) 5.00
Exit charge 1.00%
Exit value in £ (after 5 years) 126.54
Net return post‑exit charge (based on investment term 
of 5 years) 125.27
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Table 8: Input data for provider comparison ‑  BLACKFINCH CAP PRES 
Source ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx 13‑03‑2020 23‑44‑02

BR Investment Off ering Fee Schedule – based on £100 invested for £1 per share

Type of cost/fee Fee % Comment
Initial fee 2.00%
Initial dealing fee 0.98%
Arrangement fees 0.00%
Other 0.00%
Total initial fees 2.98%

Underlying investee company Returns 5 year Actual Median Range % Gearing level % of investor subscriptions deployed as at 31 March 2019
Development Lending 10.91% 9% - 12% 0.00% 27.00%
Bridging Lending 10.26% 9% - 12% 0.00% 27.00%
Renewable Energy 5.93% 5% - 6% 58.00% 36.00%

Cash 0.00% 0%-0.5% 0.00% 10.00%
Overall headline rate (weighted average) 7.85% Weighted average based on % allocation across investee compa-

nies as at 31 March 2019

Manager Ownership of investee company % Ownership Annual Profi t Share Comment
Manager holding in Company 1 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 2 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 3 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 4 0.00% 0.00
Total 0.00% 0.00 Additional revenues earned by Manager

Gross Return per annum Target % Gearing level Comment
Gross Annual Target Return 7.85% 20.88%

Administration costs Target % Comment
Administration 0.00%
Secretarial 0.00%
Custodian 0.00%
Share registry 0.00%
Audit & Accounting 0.00% See below as covered in other
Legal 0.00%
Other 0.20% Allowance for general costs such as auditing or external legal 

fees etc 

Annual fees Target % Comment
Annual Management Charge 0.5% plus VAT of NAV deferred
Annual Management Charge Threshold (if applicable) 4.00% Blackfi nch only charges an AMC at exit
Services fee for running service/investee companies 1.80% Service charge is 1.5% plus VAT

Transaction / Arrangement / Exit Fees charged at trade 
level (average p.a.) 0.14%

Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisi-
tions averages circa 0.4% per year. This equates to toal fees being 

paid equivalent of 0.14% (0.4% * 0.36% portfolio share) per 
annum directly from subsidiaries of the trading companies in 

these portfolios. 
Non Exec Directors 0.00% Covered in other admin costs
Other 0.00%

Returns Target % Comment
Return pre‑annual fees and pre‑performance fee / exit 
charge 7.65%
Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 5.71%
Corporation tax (expected) 19.00%
Corporation tax impact -1.09%
Post Tax Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 4.63%
Performance fee/Deferred AMC 0.60% Full AMC of 0.5% plus VAT would be due as it is above the hurdle 

rate for the last 5 years performance
Net of tax & performance fee before exit charge (based 
on net investment) 4.03%

Assumed investment term (years) 5.00
Exit charge 1.00% 0.00
Exit value in £ (after 5 years) 118.19
Net return post‑exit charge (based on investment term 
of 5 years) 117.00

Table 9: Additional questions for  BLACKFINCH GROWTH
Source fi le ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx     13‑03‑2020 23‑46‑36

1. How much is the largest single withdrawals that you’ve processed 
in your BPR service and how long did it take to return the capital to 
the benefi ciary from initial request?

£747k - 11 days

2. What is the total £ volume of withdrawals from your BPR service 
that you have facilitated since the inception of your service (or the 
last 3 years whichever is the shorter) and what is the maximum and 
minimum time that the service has taken to deliver the proceeds 
from the day of request to actual cash withdrawal?

£4.1m; Min = 3 days; Max = 29 days

3. Is there gearing anywhere in the BPR structure (i.e. In the portfo‑
lio company or in the underlying company or partnership) and if so, 
what percentage?

Yes, on average 58% in Sedgwick Trading Ltd (Renewables). Capital Preservation portfolios are exposed to 
20.88% and Growth portfolios are exposed to 10.44%

4. For each of your underlying trades, what are a) your total pipeline 
of dealfl ow and b) the geared and ungeared project level returns 
(i.e. Pre any of your fees, includes related party fees of any descrip‑
tion, such as arrangement fees, transaction fees, dealing fees, 
corporate fi nance fees, fundraising fees, service fees) that you seek 
from each?

a) For lending, we have a pipeline of approximately £2billion worth of loans available each year. With regards re-
newables, we currently have 2 x deals in the pipeline which we expect to be acquired by the end of this quarter 
and see over £500m of potential deals in a given year. b) Renewable energy returns are circa 5-6% unleveraged 
with leverage of just less than 4%. Lending has a range of 9%-12%

5. What are the names of the portfolio companies and any subsid‑
iary companies/partnerships

Henslow Trading Ltd, Lyell Trading Ltd & Sedgwick Trading Ltd, where there are subsidiaries of the following: 
Solar Farm DFD Ltd, Palmersford Solar Ltd, Anesco Solar Ltd, SSB Cotgrave Ltd, Culworth Grounds Solar Ltd, 
Ferneylea 1 Ltd, Ark Hill Wind Farm Ltd and Weeton Renewables Ltd.

6. Third party fees

a. What rate do borrowers pay including interest and fees 9 -12% with fees typically being 1-2% which are paid on top. However note that the lending can be longer then 
a year and so this will be less of a percentage in those cases.

b. Who benefi ts from these fees Introducing brokers 
c. What fees are paid to third parties involved in the investment 
origination and management process Lending brokers receive 1-2% and up to 1% may be paid for renewable introductions

7. Other returns from investment
d. Does the manager or any connected party (such as a shareholder 
of the manager) have an interest in any other companies that 
transact with the investee companies

No

e. If so, what is that interest? N/A
f. Is this disclosed in the product brochure N/A
g. What measures do you have in place to ensure that transactions 
are entered into on arms’ length terms N/A - However, we do have a confl icts policy to ensure arms length transactions

8. Arrangement fees, transaction fees, acquisition fees, fees of any nature at a project level

h. What such fees have been paid to the manager or another party 
over the last year and what do you expect to pay over the next 12 
months

Fees are paid directly by borrowers in the bridging and development lending and equate to circa 1-2% per 
annum and Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisitions averages circa 0.4% per year. 
This equates to toal fees being paid equivilent of 0.07% (0.4% * 0.18% portfolio share) per annum directly from 
subsiduries of the trading companies in these portfolios. 

9. BPR
i. How do you ascertain that the investments to date are BPR 
qualifying Annual review by Philip Hare Associates (PHA) (Tax Accountant).

j. How do you get comfortable that future investments will also 
qualify

If any further companies were to be added, then a further review would be carried out by PHA prior to acquisi-
tion.

k. Does the investee company’s auditor cover this area as part of the 
audit process. No, this is down to PHA

10. Irrecoverable VAT
l. If your trade involves all or part lending business, how do you 
show irrecoverable VAT

Not recoverable. VAT is part of the servicing cost 1.8% (1.5% + VAT) and is subsequently charged to the assets 
and not recovered as per the table above

m.     Do you charge VAT on your AMC Yes
11. Liquidity

n.       How do you check the portfolio liquidity in stressed and normal 
market conditions 

Average portfolio cash balances of 10% are targeted and in a stressed market the companies would simply not 
lend out returning funds and use them as liquidity. Continualy testing is carried out on liquidity on a monthly 
basis. 
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Table 8: Input data for provider comparison ‑  BLACKFINCH CAP PRES 
Source ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx 13‑03‑2020 23‑44‑02

BR Investment Off ering Fee Schedule – based on £100 invested for £1 per share

Type of cost/fee Fee % Comment
Initial fee 2.00%
Initial dealing fee 0.98%
Arrangement fees 0.00%
Other 0.00%
Total initial fees 2.98%

Underlying investee company Returns 5 year Actual Median Range % Gearing level % of investor subscriptions deployed as at 31 March 2019
Development Lending 10.91% 9% - 12% 0.00% 27.00%
Bridging Lending 10.26% 9% - 12% 0.00% 27.00%
Renewable Energy 5.93% 5% - 6% 58.00% 36.00%

Cash 0.00% 0%-0.5% 0.00% 10.00%
Overall headline rate (weighted average) 7.85% Weighted average based on % allocation across investee compa-

nies as at 31 March 2019

Manager Ownership of investee company % Ownership Annual Profi t Share Comment
Manager holding in Company 1 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 2 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 3 0.00% 0.00
Manager holding in Company 4 0.00% 0.00
Total 0.00% 0.00 Additional revenues earned by Manager

Gross Return per annum Target % Gearing level Comment
Gross Annual Target Return 7.85% 20.88%

Administration costs Target % Comment
Administration 0.00%
Secretarial 0.00%
Custodian 0.00%
Share registry 0.00%
Audit & Accounting 0.00% See below as covered in other
Legal 0.00%
Other 0.20% Allowance for general costs such as auditing or external legal 

fees etc 

Annual fees Target % Comment
Annual Management Charge 0.5% plus VAT of NAV deferred
Annual Management Charge Threshold (if applicable) 4.00% Blackfi nch only charges an AMC at exit
Services fee for running service/investee companies 1.80% Service charge is 1.5% plus VAT

Transaction / Arrangement / Exit Fees charged at trade 
level (average p.a.) 0.14%

Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisi-
tions averages circa 0.4% per year. This equates to toal fees being 

paid equivalent of 0.14% (0.4% * 0.36% portfolio share) per 
annum directly from subsidiaries of the trading companies in 

these portfolios. 
Non Exec Directors 0.00% Covered in other admin costs
Other 0.00%

Returns Target % Comment
Return pre‑annual fees and pre‑performance fee / exit 
charge 7.65%
Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 5.71%
Corporation tax (expected) 19.00%
Corporation tax impact -1.09%
Post Tax Annual return pre‑performance fee / exit charge 4.63%
Performance fee/Deferred AMC 0.60% Full AMC of 0.5% plus VAT would be due as it is above the hurdle 

rate for the last 5 years performance
Net of tax & performance fee before exit charge (based 
on net investment) 4.03%

Assumed investment term (years) 5.00
Exit charge 1.00% 0.00
Exit value in £ (after 5 years) 118.19
Net return post‑exit charge (based on investment term 
of 5 years) 117.00

Table 9: Additional questions for  BLACKFINCH GROWTH
Source fi le ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx     13‑03‑2020 23‑46‑36

1. How much is the largest single withdrawals that you’ve processed 
in your BPR service and how long did it take to return the capital to 
the benefi ciary from initial request?

£747k - 11 days

2. What is the total £ volume of withdrawals from your BPR service 
that you have facilitated since the inception of your service (or the 
last 3 years whichever is the shorter) and what is the maximum and 
minimum time that the service has taken to deliver the proceeds 
from the day of request to actual cash withdrawal?

£4.1m; Min = 3 days; Max = 29 days

3. Is there gearing anywhere in the BPR structure (i.e. In the portfo‑
lio company or in the underlying company or partnership) and if so, 
what percentage?

Yes, on average 58% in Sedgwick Trading Ltd (Renewables). Capital Preservation portfolios are exposed to 
20.88% and Growth portfolios are exposed to 10.44%

4. For each of your underlying trades, what are a) your total pipeline 
of dealfl ow and b) the geared and ungeared project level returns 
(i.e. Pre any of your fees, includes related party fees of any descrip‑
tion, such as arrangement fees, transaction fees, dealing fees, 
corporate fi nance fees, fundraising fees, service fees) that you seek 
from each?

a) For lending, we have a pipeline of approximately £2billion worth of loans available each year. With regards re-
newables, we currently have 2 x deals in the pipeline which we expect to be acquired by the end of this quarter 
and see over £500m of potential deals in a given year. b) Renewable energy returns are circa 5-6% unleveraged 
with leverage of just less than 4%. Lending has a range of 9%-12%

5. What are the names of the portfolio companies and any subsid‑
iary companies/partnerships

Henslow Trading Ltd, Lyell Trading Ltd & Sedgwick Trading Ltd, where there are subsidiaries of the following: 
Solar Farm DFD Ltd, Palmersford Solar Ltd, Anesco Solar Ltd, SSB Cotgrave Ltd, Culworth Grounds Solar Ltd, 
Ferneylea 1 Ltd, Ark Hill Wind Farm Ltd and Weeton Renewables Ltd.

6. Third party fees

a. What rate do borrowers pay including interest and fees 9 -12% with fees typically being 1-2% which are paid on top. However note that the lending can be longer then 
a year and so this will be less of a percentage in those cases.

b. Who benefi ts from these fees Introducing brokers 
c. What fees are paid to third parties involved in the investment 
origination and management process Lending brokers receive 1-2% and up to 1% may be paid for renewable introductions

7. Other returns from investment
d. Does the manager or any connected party (such as a shareholder 
of the manager) have an interest in any other companies that 
transact with the investee companies

No

e. If so, what is that interest? N/A
f. Is this disclosed in the product brochure N/A
g. What measures do you have in place to ensure that transactions 
are entered into on arms’ length terms N/A - However, we do have a confl icts policy to ensure arms length transactions

8. Arrangement fees, transaction fees, acquisition fees, fees of any nature at a project level

h. What such fees have been paid to the manager or another party 
over the last year and what do you expect to pay over the next 12 
months

Fees are paid directly by borrowers in the bridging and development lending and equate to circa 1-2% per 
annum and Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisitions averages circa 0.4% per year. 
This equates to toal fees being paid equivilent of 0.07% (0.4% * 0.18% portfolio share) per annum directly from 
subsiduries of the trading companies in these portfolios. 

9. BPR
i. How do you ascertain that the investments to date are BPR 
qualifying Annual review by Philip Hare Associates (PHA) (Tax Accountant).

j. How do you get comfortable that future investments will also 
qualify

If any further companies were to be added, then a further review would be carried out by PHA prior to acquisi-
tion.

k. Does the investee company’s auditor cover this area as part of the 
audit process. No, this is down to PHA

10. Irrecoverable VAT
l. If your trade involves all or part lending business, how do you 
show irrecoverable VAT

Not recoverable. VAT is part of the servicing cost 1.8% (1.5% + VAT) and is subsequently charged to the assets 
and not recovered as per the table above

m.     Do you charge VAT on your AMC Yes
11. Liquidity

n.       How do you check the portfolio liquidity in stressed and normal 
market conditions 

Average portfolio cash balances of 10% are targeted and in a stressed market the companies would simply not 
lend out returning funds and use them as liquidity. Continualy testing is carried out on liquidity on a monthly 
basis. 
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Table 10: Additional questions for  BLACKFINCH CAP PRES
Source fi le ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx     13‑03‑2020 23‑44‑02

1. How much is the largest single withdrawals that you’ve processed 
in your BPR service and how long did it take to return the capital to 
the benefi ciary from initial request?

£747k - 11 days

2. What is the total £ volume of withdrawals from your BPR service 
that you have facilitated since the inception of your service (or the 
last 3 years whichever is the shorter) and what is the maximum and 
minimum time that the service has taken to deliver the proceeds 
from the day of request to actual cash withdrawal?

£4.1m; Min = 3 days; Max = 29 days

3. Is there gearing anywhere in the BPR structure (i.e. In the portfo‑
lio company or in the underlying company or partnership) and if so, 
what percentage?

Yes, on average 58% in Sedgwick Trading Ltd (Renewables). Capital Preservation portfolios are exposed to 
20.88% and Growth portfolios are exposed to 10.44%

4. For each of your underlying trades, what are a) your total pipeline 
of dealfl ow and b) the geared and ungeared project level returns 
(i.e. Pre any of your fees, includes related party fees of any descrip‑
tion, such as arrangement fees, transaction fees, dealing fees, 
corporate fi nance fees, fundraising fees, service fees) that you seek 
from each?

a) For lending, we have a pipeline of approximately £2billion worth of loans available each year. With regards re-
newables, we currently have 2 x deals in the pipeline which we expect to be acquired by the end of this quarter 
and see over £500m of potential deals in a given year. b) Renewable energy returns are circa 5-6% unleveraged 
with leverage of just less than 4%. Lending has a range of 9%-12%

5. What are the names of the portfolio companies and any subsid‑
iary companies/partnerships

Henslow Trading Ltd, Lyell Trading Ltd & Sedgwick Trading Ltd, where there are subsidiaries of the following: 
Solar Farm DFD Ltd, Palmersford Solar Ltd, Anesco Solar Ltd, SSB Cotgrave Ltd, Culworth Grounds Solar Ltd, 
Ferneylea 1 Ltd, Ark Hill Wind Farm Ltd and Weeton Renewables Ltd.

6. Third party fees

a. What rate do borrowers pay including interest and fees 9 -12% with fees typically being 1-2% which are paid on top. However note that the lending can be longer then 
a year and so this will be less of a percentage in those cases.

b. Who benefi ts from these fees Introducing brokers 
c. What fees are paid to third parties involved in the investment 
origination and management process Lending brokers receive 1-2% and up to 1% may be paid for renewable introductions

7. Other returns from investment
d. Does the manager or any connected party (such as a shareholder 
of the manager) have an interest in any other companies that 
transact with the investee companies

No

e. If so, what is that interest? N/A
f. Is this disclosed in the product brochure N/A
g. What measures do you have in place to ensure that transactions 
are entered into on arms’ length terms N/A - However, we do have a confl icts policy to ensure arms length transactions

8. Arrangement fees, transaction fees, acquisition fees, fees of any nature at a project level

h. What such fees have been paid to the manager or another party 
over the last year and what do you expect to pay over the next 12 
months

Fees are paid directly by borrowers in the bridging and development lending and equate to circa 1-2% per 
annum and Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisitions averages circa 0.4% per year. 
This equates to toal fees being paid equivilent of 0.14% (0.4% * 0.36% portfolio share) per annum directly from 
subsiduries of the trading companies in these portfolios. 

9. BPR
i. How do you ascertain that the investments to date are BPR 
qualifying Annual review by Philip Hare Associates (PHA) (Tax Accountant).

j. How do you get comfortable that future investments will also 
qualify

If any further companies were to be added, then a further review would be carried out by PHA prior to acquisi-
tion.

k. Does the investee company’s auditor cover this area as part of the 
audit process. No, this is down to PHA

10. Irrecoverable VAT
l. If your trade involves all or part lending business, how do you 
show irrecoverable VAT

Not recoverable. VAT is part of the servicing cost 1.8% (1.5% + VAT) and is subsequently charged to the assets 
and not recovered as per the table above

m.     Do you charge VAT on your AMC Yes
11. Liquidity

n.       How do you check the portfolio liquidity in stressed and normal 
market conditions 

Average portfolio cash balances of 10% are targeted and in a stressed market the companies would simply not 
lend out returning funds and use them as liquidity. Continualy testing is carried out on liquidity on a monthly 
basis. 
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Table 10: Additional questions for  BLACKFINCH CAP PRES
Source fi le ‑ BR Fee schedule ‑ combined 2019.xlsx     13‑03‑2020 23‑44‑02

1. How much is the largest single withdrawals that you’ve processed 
in your BPR service and how long did it take to return the capital to 
the benefi ciary from initial request?

£747k - 11 days

2. What is the total £ volume of withdrawals from your BPR service 
that you have facilitated since the inception of your service (or the 
last 3 years whichever is the shorter) and what is the maximum and 
minimum time that the service has taken to deliver the proceeds 
from the day of request to actual cash withdrawal?

£4.1m; Min = 3 days; Max = 29 days

3. Is there gearing anywhere in the BPR structure (i.e. In the portfo‑
lio company or in the underlying company or partnership) and if so, 
what percentage?

Yes, on average 58% in Sedgwick Trading Ltd (Renewables). Capital Preservation portfolios are exposed to 
20.88% and Growth portfolios are exposed to 10.44%

4. For each of your underlying trades, what are a) your total pipeline 
of dealfl ow and b) the geared and ungeared project level returns 
(i.e. Pre any of your fees, includes related party fees of any descrip‑
tion, such as arrangement fees, transaction fees, dealing fees, 
corporate fi nance fees, fundraising fees, service fees) that you seek 
from each?

a) For lending, we have a pipeline of approximately £2billion worth of loans available each year. With regards re-
newables, we currently have 2 x deals in the pipeline which we expect to be acquired by the end of this quarter 
and see over £500m of potential deals in a given year. b) Renewable energy returns are circa 5-6% unleveraged 
with leverage of just less than 4%. Lending has a range of 9%-12%

5. What are the names of the portfolio companies and any subsid‑
iary companies/partnerships

Henslow Trading Ltd, Lyell Trading Ltd & Sedgwick Trading Ltd, where there are subsidiaries of the following: 
Solar Farm DFD Ltd, Palmersford Solar Ltd, Anesco Solar Ltd, SSB Cotgrave Ltd, Culworth Grounds Solar Ltd, 
Ferneylea 1 Ltd, Ark Hill Wind Farm Ltd and Weeton Renewables Ltd.

6. Third party fees

a. What rate do borrowers pay including interest and fees 9 -12% with fees typically being 1-2% which are paid on top. However note that the lending can be longer then 
a year and so this will be less of a percentage in those cases.

b. Who benefi ts from these fees Introducing brokers 
c. What fees are paid to third parties involved in the investment 
origination and management process Lending brokers receive 1-2% and up to 1% may be paid for renewable introductions

7. Other returns from investment
d. Does the manager or any connected party (such as a shareholder 
of the manager) have an interest in any other companies that 
transact with the investee companies

No

e. If so, what is that interest? N/A
f. Is this disclosed in the product brochure N/A
g. What measures do you have in place to ensure that transactions 
are entered into on arms’ length terms N/A - However, we do have a confl icts policy to ensure arms length transactions

8. Arrangement fees, transaction fees, acquisition fees, fees of any nature at a project level

h. What such fees have been paid to the manager or another party 
over the last year and what do you expect to pay over the next 12 
months

Fees are paid directly by borrowers in the bridging and development lending and equate to circa 1-2% per 
annum and Arrangement/Monitoring fees relating to each Energy acquisitions averages circa 0.4% per year. 
This equates to toal fees being paid equivilent of 0.14% (0.4% * 0.36% portfolio share) per annum directly from 
subsiduries of the trading companies in these portfolios. 

9. BPR
i. How do you ascertain that the investments to date are BPR 
qualifying Annual review by Philip Hare Associates (PHA) (Tax Accountant).

j. How do you get comfortable that future investments will also 
qualify

If any further companies were to be added, then a further review would be carried out by PHA prior to acquisi-
tion.

k. Does the investee company’s auditor cover this area as part of the 
audit process. No, this is down to PHA

10. Irrecoverable VAT
l. If your trade involves all or part lending business, how do you 
show irrecoverable VAT

Not recoverable. VAT is part of the servicing cost 1.8% (1.5% + VAT) and is subsequently charged to the assets 
and not recovered as per the table above

m.     Do you charge VAT on your AMC Yes
11. Liquidity

n.       How do you check the portfolio liquidity in stressed and normal 
market conditions 

Average portfolio cash balances of 10% are targeted and in a stressed market the companies would simply not 
lend out returning funds and use them as liquidity. Continualy testing is carried out on liquidity on a monthly 
basis. 
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Appendix A: Tax Efficient Review comments on the Oxford Capital situation
Summary
In late February Oxford Capital announced on their website that “Investment into the Estate Planning Service has been temporarily 
suspended.”
In a letter to investors they said the following:
“Why have we decided to suspend dealing in the shares? 
The Estate Planning Service has made investments in infrastructure projects as detailed in the Investment Memorandum. The share 
prices for each of the companies are set on a monthly basis and when establishing the share prices for each of the companies in 
which you hold shares, it is imperative that we are able to fairly determine the value of the assets they hold. This is to ensure all 
investors are treated fairly. Due to technical issues that are impacting the operations of one of the companies we have financed, we 
are not currently able to complete the valuation exercise with the level of accuracy we require. We are working with our professional 
and technical advisers to address these circumstances but until the resolutions have been quantified we are unable to value the 
shares and we feel it is prudent to temporarily suspend dealing.”

In February 2020 it was announced that Oxford Capital have taken the decision to transfer the Estate Planning Service to investment 
management firm Downing LLP, following an independent competitive tender process to prioritise the interests of investors. Down-
ing commented “We are in touch with Estate Planning Service investors and their financial advisers and the process of assessing 
the current valuations of their assets is underway. We will work hard to ensure a seamless transition over the coming weeks, and to 
protect customers’ investments and business relief over the long term.” 

TER comments:
With the amount of information available at present we wonder if some of the main questions
emerging with hindsight might include the following.

• Assets depending on unpredictable government actions are high risk.
• With asset backing in mind, might it have been less risky to have invested in assets that were already operational rather than 

undertaking construction risk. Was consideration given to taking out insurance to cover the construction risk or securing 
guarantees from the developers? 
We asked OC for a comment and were told: ‘Regulatory changes to EIS in 2015 meant that the Infrastructure EIS could not 
invest in operating assets. OCEPS made a number of investments in both construction loans and operating assets. In each 
case, appropriate insurance cover and guarantees under the EPC contracts were in place’.

• Given the size of assets under management in OCEPS, it might appear that too much investment was made in AD thus reduc-
ing diversification.

• Were the levels of debt that were taken on by the companies appropriate?
• How much disclosure to investors was there concerning the borrowing? 

We asked OC for a comment and were told: ‘ Our product literature issued at the time made it clear that debt or other types of 
finance may be considered by investee companies for short and medium term financing needs; and other funds managed by 
us may also invest in a company alongside the Oxford Capital Infrastructure EIS".

• There seem to be questions to ask as to governance where debt and equity are combined from pools of funds under the same 
management. Can the same team look after both asset classes? 
We asked OC for a comment and were told: ‘We have a clear conflict of interest (CoI) policy to govern these situations. We have 
worked with our third party professional advisers to ensure that the CoI policy is adhered to’.

• In all of this what role was played by the directors of the individual EIS companies?
• What level of fees were being charged by OC and why were they not reduced when problems emerged? For instance in Pendle 

Power, an investment written-down to 1p by OC, OC charged fees in the year to March 2017 of £103,530 and again in the year 
to March 2018. In Corner Energy, a company that owns and operates an AD plant whose performance has deteriorated, OC 
charged fees of £119,000 in the year to March 2017 and the same amount in the year to March 2018.
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Appendix B: The main arguments on using debt within BR offerings
 

IN FAVOUR OF DEBT
• Diversification - Using debt allows providers to invest in more assets as it spreads the equity raised further, creating greater diversification which 
lowers the overall risk to investors 
• Debt in renewables assets is the norm - Where the earnings generated from assets are volatile, debt certainly increases financial risks particularly 
if the debt carries a variable, market related rate of interest. However, renewable infrastructure assets have some element of predictable cash flows, 
including significant levels of government subsidies (often inflation linked) and, in the case of solar plants, reflecting low variability in annual solar 
irradiation. In the right circumstances, it can be reasonable and certainly the norm to utilise an appropriate level of debt.  
• Debt in renewables assets is often matched to the subsidies - The debt sizing is important and forms part of any DD, but the larger projects 
rarely get in to difficulty as the debt is priced usually to the level of subsidy received. Which means even if energy prices dropped to zero, the banks 
would not be able to step in as the subsidy alone would service the debt and decreases the risk of lenders enforcing their security.  
• Debt is cheap at the moment - The prudent use of project finance debt is a very well-established practise in infrastructure investing and is com-
monly employed by institutional equity investors, as well as in respect of retail funds. Debt has been utilized as a means of optimising infrastructure 
assets for decades and there is a mature network of both banks and institutional investors (in particular pension funds and insurance funds) which 
provide debt finance on competitive terms. Using debt in investments enhances returns to equity holders as long as the cost of it is lower than the 
underlying return from the asset. In recent years investors have benefitted from the historic low prevailing interest rates 
• Banks lending to projects is a reflection of low risk assets - Banks continue to be cautious and prudent when lending and require significant 
safety margins when assessing lending opportunities and companies’ ability to repay. So, the approach of banks is to lend conservatively, avoiding 
excessive loans and taking any significant risk so, de facto, they would not lend to these assets if they were regarded as ‘risky’. 
• The best assets often come with project debt in place - Certainly the larger, operational assets can come with debt in place, for all the reasons 
above. Debt can often be seen as a reflection of quality of the asset and operator. Projects without debt may simply be unable to get it, with all that 
implies, or that money simply had to be deployed quickly with no time to arrange debt. 

IN FAVOUR OF NO DEBT
Taking on debt can result in exposure to significant additional risks with the aim of achieving higher ‘potential’ returns and / or trade diversifi-
cation. Where long term debt facilities are used, say, on renewable energy facilities, first legal charges are placed against assets owned by BR 
services. This gives rise to several related risks:
• The impact of any losses in asset value would be magnified. For example, 50% leverage on an asset would double such losses by equity 

holders.
• Control may be forfeited to the senior lender in the event of any breach of covenant such as asset values reducing, creating a breach of Loan 

to Value. The introduction of a senior lender with potentially different objectives can lead to disruption where events do not go to plan.
• The ‘sizing’ of debt to the level of inflation linked renewable energy subsidies means that investors are highly exposed to changes in UK 

wholesale power prices, as the relatively predictable subsidy payments are mainly allocated to debt service payments. This results in a 
higher volatility of returns to the investors who are “missing out” on the benefit of the renewable energy subsidies and their inflation link-
age. It also leads their returns to be largely predicated on capital growth.

• Long-term project finance requires hedging via complex interest rate swap contracts. Mark to market movements in swap contracts can 
have a materially detrimental impact in the short-term performance of BR services.

• Just because debt is cheap today doesn’t mean it will be tomorrow for future investors looking to acquire renewable energy projects. Future 
higher costs of debt will likely increase the yield required by investors to purchase assets, reducing the valuation of these assets leading to 
magnified losses for existing geared investments. However this might be counter balanced with higher energy prices driven by the interest 
rate rise.

• The liquidity of a BR service might be negatively impacted by the use of long-term debt. In the event of a suspension of the BR service (for 
example if valuation becomes delayed following an issue arising on a project, or the Chancellor seeking to change the BR eligibility rules), 
leverage could make it significantly harder for the manager to provide liquidity on the portfolio. In a distressed scenario like this the pri-
mary focus of the manager will, rightly, be on avoiding any loss of control via a breach of debt covenants, rather than providing liquidity for 
investors. This risk was highlighted during the Global Financial Crisis and since the Brexit vote when most of the illiquid leveraged property 
funds suspended dealing in their shares. Those BR services without long-term debt might have more liquidity options as they should be in 
full control of their assets without a lending bank breathing down their neck. At that time, those BR services without long-term debt could 
of course seek borrowings on their unlevered assets to address a short term liquidity issue. 

• The fund manager may end up the primary beneficiary of leverage by being able to take excess returns via higher management and ar-
rangement fees, whilst having the investors bear additional downside risk for the same net return - a worse risk adjusted return.

Advisers and investors should consider the potential risk of rising interest rates; a risk which increases if the term of the debt runs for a number 
of years. If the fund manager has not locked in the interest rate for the life of the asset/project using complex hedging transactions, equity 
returns are vulnerable to increases in LIBOR rates. 
Appropriateness of leverage and volatility with Business Relief clients. Most typical BR investors are elderly and therefore risk averse and on a 
personal level reluctant to borrow. At the risk of generalisation, the older, risk intolerant BR investor will rarely comprehend the downside risks 
of using leverage. At a time when markets have been relatively benign for the last ten years, they may not appreciate that debt magnifies the 
effect of valuation movements and that the manager may lose control of the asset to the senior lender in the event of a breach of a covenant. 



Appendix C: Blackfinch Investment Team 
•	 Richard Cook ‑ CEO and Founder of Blackfinch: After previously managing the UK company, Richard founded Blackfinch 

in 2012 and took the company into its current direction. Richard developed and launched the first Blackfinch product, the IHT 
Portfolios, and built a team to deliver that strategy. Since founding the company, Richard has overseen the move into other 
tax efficient products, such as VCT, as well as recent diversification into multi-asset fund management. Richard leads the de-
velopment and growth of new investment products and businesses within the Blackfinch Group, as well as leading the senior 
team through defined cultural and corporate values. Richard is responsible for leading the senior team, including investment 
and distribution activities, and is currently leading the company’s ambitious growth targets. Richard has worked within the 
banking and fund management sector for 20 years, with previous roles at Merrill Lynch and Bank of New York. 

•	 Richard Simmonds ‑ Chief Investment Office (CIO): Richard has 15 years’ senior experience in financial services, specialis-
ing in asset-backed fund management. Richard has extensive project, corporate finance and fund management experience 
across multiple asset classes. Richard holds an Executive MBA from IE Business School, the Certificate in Discretionary Invest-
ment Management, and the Diploma in Financial Planning. Prior to joining Blackfinch, Richard held roles at NatWest, FTSE 
and Credit Suisse in London and New York.

•	 Guy Lavarack ‑ Investment Director: Guy brings in-depth knowledge of corporate finance gained througha number of 
structured finance (debt and equity investment) roles with Lloyds Banking Group. Other roles prior to Blackfinch include sales 
and marketing and divisional statutory company director for a FTSE listed outsourced services provider, and the Wind Prospect 
Group, where he led the project financing/sale of renewable energy assets. Guy has a masters degree from Cambridge Univer-
sity and is a Fellow of the Royal Geographical Society.

•	 Stefan Agopsowicz - Investment Director: Stefan has worked at Blackfinch since 2009, involved in the analysis and valu-
ation of potential new investment opportunities for investor portfolios. Stefan is a member of the CFA Institute. He holds a 
current Statement of Professional Standing issued by the CFA Society United Kingdom, having passed Level 1 of the CFA exam 
and qualified for the CFA Level 4 Investment Management Certificate.

•	 David Higson ‑ Investment Director: David joined Blackfinch in 2017 as Investment Manager. His previous role was as 
Manager in the Transaction Services team at PwC London, where he performed financial due diligence on deals across a range 
of sectors. David holds a degree in Economics from the University of York, is an ICAEW-qualified chartered accountant and is 
studying for the Investment Management Certificate.

•	 Jolyon Ridgwell ‑ Investment Manager: Jolyon joined Blackfinch in 2018 as an Investment Manager, responsible for the 
identification and management of acquisitions for renewable energy generation projects. Jolyon’s experience includes, most 
recently, work in the renewables sector for a green utility. Prior to that he worked for five years at a sustainability manage-
ment consultancy with a focus on funding and project finance aspects. Before specialising in renewables, Jolyon worked in an 
equity sales and management consultancy. He has an MBA from Cambridge

•	 John Hartigan ‑ Investment Manager: John joined the Blackfinch Property team in 2018. His previous roles include 
leading Commercial Refinance for Deloitte in the Midlands, eight years in Corporate and Commercial banking at Royal Bank of 
Scotland and, more recently, at ThinCats managing a portfolio of SME loans. John is an ICAEW-qualified chartered accountant, 
holds a Level III Certificate in Corporate Finance from the Chartered Institute for Securities & Investment and a masters degree 
in History from the University of Warwick. 

•	 Hamish Masson ‑ Head of Legal: Hamish joined Blackfinch in 2018 to lead its legal function. He has over 14 years’ experi-
ence practising as a corporate and finance lawyer both in London and internationally. Prior to joining Blackfinch he worked at 
Addleshaw Goddard, Barclays Bank, DLA Piper, and Harneys in London and the British Virgin Islands. While in private practice 
Hamish was ranked in all the major legal directories as a corporate and banking lawyer. Hamish has a Masters’ degree from 
the University of London and a Bachelors’ degree from the University of Durham.
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