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We propose that 1.75 ROCs/MWh should apply where:

¢ No firm contract for the delivery of wind turbine generators relating to the
specified generating capacity has been entered into before 1 April 2010;

¢ A firm contract for the delivery of wind turbine generators for the specified
generating capacity of that generating station (or the specified part of a
generating station) is made no later than 31 March 2011;

¢ A copy of that contract is sent to Ofgem, or otherwise made available for audit;
and

¢ At least one foundation for the installation of one of the turbines subject to
the qualifying order in that generating station (or the specified part of a
generating station) is completed to above the surface of the sea no later than
31 December 2012.

The Ernst & Young analysis indicated that offshore wind projects at or near
financial close in January 2009 had considerably higher costs than in their analysis
completed in April 2007 (on which the current bands are based). They suggested
that if support were to be provided through the RO, the level required to provide a
reasonable economic return would be between 2 and 2.5 ROCs/MWh. The RAB
report concluded that our proposal for 2 ROCs/MWh was broadly consistent with
their experience, but stated that developers should be required to provide
evidence to DECC of actual costs.

We propose to step down support from 2 ROCs/MWh to 1.75 ROCs/MWh over
2 years, as we believe there will be a period of adjustment as the current cost
increases resolve themselves and stabilise. \We also believe that a step down
directly from 2 to 1.5 ROCs/MWh risks being so great a differential that it would
lead to a major distortion in the development and commercial negotiations of
projects which might reach financial close over this period. A step down should
also limit the cost to the consumer. RAB concluded it would be preferable to carry
out a further review in two years given the uncertainty as to future costs.

Q24. Do you agree with our proposed level of support for offshore wind,
including our proposal to step down support from 2 ROCs/MWHh to 1.75
ROCs/MWHh over 2 years?

2.89

If the criteria proposed above were used to determine eligibility for any banding
increase, we consider that a requirement for ‘firm contracts’ would typically
require specified delivery schedules for an identified number of turbines to a
project, and schedules of payments which cannot be broken by the developer of
the project without material penalty clauses. \We do not believe that framework
contracts or options for possible future delivery should be treated as firm
contracts. There is a possibility that a contract will be unfulfilled if the turbine
supplier fails. While we regard this as a low risk in the offshore sector, we will
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consider whether this circumstance requires specific provision, and if so what this
should be.

The RAB report recommended that the accreditation date for first generation
would be a more appropriate and consistent way to determine eligibility for an
increase in ROC support.

Where a project meets the eligibility criteria for any banding increase, we intend
that grandfathering principles will apply to protect investment decisions made on
the information available at the time and that any change in support will only apply
to future projects, i.e. a project eligible for 2 ROCs/MWh in 2010 would continue
to receive 2 ROCs/MWh for as long as it is eligible to participate in the RO.

Based on the evidence we have seen to date, we consider that where contracts
were signed before the Budget 2009 announcement, this was on the basis that
projects were commercially viable at 1.5 ROCs/MWh.

Since the announcement, some developers have argued that any increased
support for projects — which meet the proposed criteria — could risk unfairly
prejudicing competing projects in the existing regime which signed contracts just
before the Budget announcement. Their main concern appears to be their ability
to compete for services and the wider impact the review will have on long-term
investor confidence in the RO. We understand their concerns, but are conscious
that we must strike a balance between providing a stimulus to the industry and
limiting the costs to consumers. Our initial analysis suggests that widening the
scope to include such projects could cost an additional £1 billion.

We welcome views on the eligibility criteria proposed above, including the
proposal to set the cut-off date for eligibility at 22 April 2009, and seek further
evidence as part of this consultation process. One of the purposes of the
consultation is to review the criteria and ensure that they are appropriate.

Q25. Do you agree the proposed eligibility criteria and cut-off date for offshore
wind are appropriate?

Q26. Do you think the differential in ROC support between projects that
signed just before the 2009 Budget announcement in the existing regime and
projects which could become eligible for 2 ROCs will create an unfair
advantage? If so, please provide evidence.
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Biomass and sustainability

Summary

» We do not propose changing the new provisions for sustainability reporting within
the ROO 2009 as we need time for generators and Ofgem to become accustomed to
the new processes.

* We have commissioned, in partnership with the Renewable Fuels Agency, a study
to develop a methodology to measure the indirect impacts of co/by products and
wastes.

» We do not propose to limit the use of tallow within the RO at this time.

» We proposed to publish a guidance note clarifying the use of mixed feedstock.

» We are considering whether we should amend the co-firing cap.

Sustainability reporting

2.95

2.96

2.97

2.98

The ROO 2009 introduced sustainability reporting to the RO. This was in
expectation of future requirements resulting from the Renewable Energy
Directive. The first reports of the results of this reporting will be available in 2010
and it is hoped that this will inform understanding for a sustainability scheme for
other energy users of biomass such as for heat.

At the time of writing, it is not clear how solid biomass will be treated by the
European Commission in terms of sustainability criteria and delivery against the
EU 2020 renewable energy target. The Renewable Energy Directive establishes
minimum GHG emissions savings requirements for biofuels and bioliquids'. For
solid biomass used for heat and power, the Commission is required to report on
the requirements for a sustainability scheme by the end of 2009 and bring toward
legislative proposals if necessary following this decision.

We will consult on any required changes to the sustainability reporting
requirements of the RO in 2010.

We are establishing a Biomass Sustainability Working Group, co-chaired by DECC
and Defra with representation from the DfT and the Environment Agency, and will
shortly be inviting representatives from the industry. This will be a forum to
identify and share good practice and to help develop the UK'’s position on biomass
used for electricity (and heat) and related sustainability issues. Its remit will
include informing the UK's contribution to the development of international
standards on sustainability criteria for bioenergy.

12 Requiring a 35% GHG emissions saving over the counterfactual
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Mixed feedstock scenarios

2.99 Feedback since the launch of the ROO 2009 in April this year has indicated that
the area of mixed fuels is still causing confusion. This area of the RO can include
CHP, waste, biomass and co-firing, a range of different inputs including sewage
and landfill gas and complex technologies such as pyrolysis and gasification.

We will publish a guidance note shortly to provide more clarity in this area.

Indirect effects of co/by products and wastes

2.100 In the Government Response to the RO in December 20083, we noted there
were sustainability concerns resulting from the use of co-products, by-products
and wastes in the RO that are also feedstocks for other industries. This concern
was mainly expressed in relation to tallow, though we recognise the issue is
applicable more broadly.

2.101 In the case of tallow, the sustainability issue arises from the use of tallow by
other non-energy sectors, namely the oleochemical industry'*. Concerns have
been raised that demand created by the RO could lead to the supply of tallow
for the oleochemical industry being restricted, forcing them to substitute for palm
oil, which has particular sustainability concerns. It was suggested that
Government should consider placing a cap on the use of tallow within the RO to
limit its use for energy generation.

2.102 Since publication of the Government response, the only oleo-chemical producer
currently using tallow within the UK has announced that it is consulting on the
potential closure of its UK tallow processing plant. It is not yet clear how this
move will alter the UK market for tallow, but we are working with the
Department of Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) to scope out this issue.
Further clarification of European waste legislation is also desirable to provide legal
certainty on the circumstances when the \Waste Incineration Directive (WID)
applies to burning of tallow. Defra are currently engaging with the Commission to
gain this clarity. For these two reasons, we do not feel it is appropriate to propose
limiting the use of tallow within the RO at this time.

2.103 Similar issues occur with other co-products, by-products or wastes such as
molasses, straw and waste wood. They also impact on the Renewable Transport
Fuel Obligation (RTFO). The Renewable Energy Directive sets out how such
feedstocks should be treated in terms of biofuels and bioliquids and has
committed the Commission to providing a methodology to report the full indirect

13 Reform of the Renewables Obligation, Government response to the statutory consultation on the
Renewables Obligation Order 2009 (URN: 08/1503x) available on www.decc.gov.uk. See page 52.

14 Oleochemicals are chemicals derived from biological oils or fats as opposed to petrochemicals, which are
derived from petroleum.

15 Currently limited by the EU Waste Incineration Directive (2000/76/EC) regulations which restrict the use of
tallow in co-firing installations
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effects of biofuel production pathways. However, there is currently no such
undertaking for solid biomass, though it may be considered within the paper on
sustainability reporting of biomass that the Commission is bound to deliver by the
end of 2009.

2.104 In the interim we have therefore commissioned, in partnership with the
Renewable Fuels Agency, a study to develop a methodology to measure the
indirect impacts of co-products, by-products or wastes. This study will apply the
methodology to a series of case studies — including tallow, solid municipal waste
and straw — and will be used to inform the development of future sustainability
reporting requirements for biomass feedstocks. The results will be considered for
inclusion in future sustainability reporting requirements for the RO and will also
be submitted to the Commission as part of the evidence base on this issue.

Q27. Do you agree that we should not impose a restriction on the use of
tallow in the RO until clarity of the new marketplace has been established?

Co-firing cap

2.105 The co-firing cap (paragraphs 13(3)-(6) of 2009 Order) works by setting a limit as
to the number of ROCs from co-firing generation with regular biomass suppliers
can present in compliance with their obligation. Under the 2009 Order this cap
will be set at 12.5% for the 2010/11 Obligation period.

2.106 The co-firing cap was introduced due to concern that if not restrained co-firing
ROCs might flood the ROC market, significantly decreasing the value of ROCs
for other technologies and meaning investors would place a higher risk premium
on their investment decisions.

2.107 The cap only applies to ROCs from stations co-firing regular biomass. It does not
apply to ROCs from stations co-firing with energy crops, co-firing with regular
biomass and CHP, or co-firing with energy crops and CHP.

2.108 Some respondents to the 2008 Statutory Consultation raised concerns about the
effect of the cap on the co-firing ROC market, arguing that the cap restricted
competition and disproportionately penalised independent co-firers. They argued
that the cap forced them to participate in a partitioned marketplace, and this
meant that they had to accept significant discounts in price for their ROCs.

2.109 Given this concern we have instructed consultants Oxera to look at these
arguments and provide us with a report on the effect of the cap on the co-firing
market. Mindful of concerns raised by other respondents that uncapped co-firing
could lead to unpredictable fluctuations in the ROC price, we have also asked
Oxera to look at the effect on the wider ROC market of changes to the size of
the cap (including its removal).
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2.110 Interim findings of the report suggest that in the long run the cap is unlikely to
significantly affect the ROC market for co-firing. This is due in part to the banding
allocated to co-firing in April 2009 which effectively doubles the amount of
co-firing generation with regular biomass needed to receive 1 ROC (i.e. 2MWh as
opposed to TMWHh). However, in the shorter term — 2011-2014 — there may be a
problem in that the cap may restrict independent generators’ ability to sell ROCs,
as plant due to close, for example plant under the LCPD (Large Combustion Plant
Directive), may now run at a higher capacity than originally envisaged.

2.111 We invite views and evidence on whether there is a case for the cap to be
changed in the future and welcome opinion on the conclusions of the Oxera
report which will be published on the RO website later this summer. We will
consider if there is any need to change the cap in light of the findings of the
report and the results from this consultation.

Q28. Do you consider the cap be retained at 12.5% going forward?

Q29. If you think the cap should be changed, when should this happen and at
what level should the cap be set? Please provide evidence supporting your
answer.

Technical and administrative issues

Summary

» A working group will be set up to look at how we calculate the future level of the RO

* We welcome input into:

How the level of the RO is calculated;

Possible methodologies for predicting expected electricity usage in subsequent
obligation periods;

How we use historic data to predict future generation; and
— How we use planning data to predict future growth.

» We propose that ROCs should not be revoked after presentation but that the
generator should be required to offset the equivalent amount or make a payment
into the buyout fund.

» We are making a small technical change concerning the 3-month average for
measurement of AD feedstock.

» We are proposing to allow Ofgem to use a correction factor to account for offshore
transmission losses.
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Calculating the level of the obligation

2.112 The changes introduced by the Renewables Obligation Order (ROO) 2009
included the requirement for the Secretary of State to announce the level of the
obligation for the next obligation period on 1 October preceding the start of that
obligation period. We will set up an expert working group to identify the
methodology to calculate the relative potential levels of the obligation, including
identifying relevant information to be used. This consultation invites suggestions
as to sources of information to be used and comments on the relative values of
those already identified. These responses will be fed into the working group for
consideration.

2.113 In order to announce the obligation level it is necessary to carry out three
calculations (A, B and C) as set out in the Order, Part 5 (articles 9-11).

2.114 Both Calculations A and C require the Secretary of State to predict expected
electricity use in the subsequent obligation period. There are a number of
possible methodologies for calculating expected electricity use, all of which will
have different risks and benefits. For example a simple model assuming 1%
growth in electricity demand year-on-year which has proved generally effective to
date, will not take account of decreased electricity demand due to the economic
downturn. This can be compared with an estimate based on the National Grid's
maximum demand modelling which forecasts maximum possible demand and so
is likely to over-estimate actual demand.

Q30. Do you have a view on how we should predict expected electricity use in
a subsequent obligation period? What are the advantages/disadvantages of
any suggested methods of predicting expected electricity use?

2.115 Calculation B requires us to predict the likely number of ROCs which will be
generated under a banded regime from different eligible renewable sources for
the next obligation period, and ensure that the number of ROCs generated will
not be greater than the predicted obligation size.

2.116 For existing stations we will base this prediction on the ROC Register which
provides sophisticated historic information on generation from different stations.
In order to use this data we will need to check the variability of output from
different sources and the effect of this on the cumulative output. For example
the amount of generation that intermittent technologies (such as wind and hydro)
will produce is largely determined by weather conditions, while baseload
generation tends to be determined by fuel costs, although co-firing of regular
biomass is also driven by the co-firing cap. We will therefore need to ensure our
calculations take account of this potential variability and allow for it in determining
what assumptions we make about the output from different technologies. These
will need to include assumptions about the level of generation expected in wet/
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windy years as compared with dry/calm years as well as using modelling of year
ahead fuel prices.

2.117 In determining the number of ROCs that could be presented, it is necessary to
take account of the number of ROCs on the Ofgem ROC Register which are
listed as banked'® for the previous obligation period. We aim to do this by
examining real data for number of ROCs banked in previous obligation periods
and modelling for future periods.

Q31. Do you have a view on how we should predict the expected level of
ROCs generated from existing generating stations in a subsequent obligation
period? What are the advantages/disadvantages of any suggested method?

Q32. Do you agree with our proposal for accounting for banked ROCs?

2.118 For planned new capacity, due to start generating during the obligation period,
different information will be required. For those stations which are subject to the
section 36 planning approval process or go before the Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC) for approval we intend to use the posted date of
commissioning as this is the earliest date they will start generating, although we
recognise that a number of these posted dates are likely to slip due to project
delays. For those stations which are not subject to section 36 approval or the IPC
we will use a combination of information available from the BWEA and RESTATs
website.

Q33. Do you agree with our proposal for predicting new generation capacity
for the subsequent obligation period? What are the advantages/
disadvantages of this method of predicting this new capacity?

ROC revocation (after presentation)

2.119 A number of stakeholders have raised concerns around ROC revocation,
specifically the revocation of ROCs after they have been presented to Ofgem by
suppliers. We have not explicitly consulted on this or set it out in the ROO to date
resulting in some confusion over how the legislation should be interpreted.

2.120 ROC revocation was introduced to prevent generators over-claiming ROCs and to
allow Ofgem to rectify any mistakes made in allocation. The Government is keen
to ensure a balance between unwanted complexity/risk and ensuring a
consistent, fair approach. We therefore see a need to come to a common
understanding on the best approach to this matter.

2.121 Preventing any ROCs from being revoked after they have been redeemed would
remove commercial risk for both generators and suppliers and avoid the potential

16 Suppliers are able to use ROCs from the previous obligation period to meet up to 25% of their obligation.
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unravelling of commercial contracts. However, this could potentially lead to
generators not reporting a mistake in their claim until after the ROC had been
redeemed, when there would be no recourse available to correct the situation.
The generator would then be able to keep the extra income earned. In the same
way, general administrative mistakes would not be able to be rectified.

2.122 However, we recognise that revocation of ROCs from suppliers once the ROC
has been redeemed could impact on a supplier’s obligation compliance and
potentially lead to penalties being imposed through no fault of the supplier. For
generators, the uncertainty this imposes on the supplier could lead to a reduction
in the value a supplier is willing to pay for ROCs.

2.123 An alternative way forward that we propose to provide a solution is for Ofgem to
offset the number of ROCs to be revoked from the generators’ future output. For
example if ROCs from a generator were found to have been issued incorrectly,
Ofgem would subtract the same number of ROCs from a future claim from that
generator. Obviously this carries some risk that the generator may no longer be in
operation. In this case the original ROCs may need to be revoked.

2.124 To give some certainty to Ofgem and generators, we propose that a time limit be
set on how long Ofgem has to go back and take action. Given the auditing
timeframe, we propose six years from the date of the incorrect claim.

Q34. Do you agree that the proposal to offset redeemed ROCs against a
generator’s future output presents a proportionate approach?

3-month average for measurement of AD feedstock

2.125 In the Renewables Obligation Order 2009 Statutory consultation,!” we proposed
to allow the proportion of eligible electricity generated in a given month attributed
to “sewage gas”, “anaerobic digestion” and “digestible fossil fuel derived
substances” to be based on the relative dry mass of the sewage, non-sewage
and digestible fossil fuel derived substances used to produce biogas over the
previous three months (including the month in which the fuel is produced). This
reflects the fact that new substances are not necessarily added to an anaerobic
digester each month. This change was not reflected in the ROO 2009, which
restricted the measurement to one month only. We are therefore proposing to
make this change in the 2010 Order. We do not expect this change to affect any

current generators as no electricity is currently generated in this way.

17 Reform of the Renewable Obligation: Statutory consultation on the Renewables Obligation Order 2009
(URN 08/1022) available at www.decc.gov.uk
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Offshore wind transmission losses

2.126 The offshore transmission regime is expected to go live in June 2010 and will

mean that high voltage offshore transmission (i.e. the conveyance of electricity at
132kV and above), will become a licensed activity. The regime effectively moves
the network/generator boundary of an offshore generating station to a point
offshore; as opposed to currently where offshore generators own the 132kV
export cables leading to shore; i.e. the boundary was at a point where they
connected to the transmission or distribution network onshore. In most cases,
metering will need to take place offshore where the offshore generator connects
to the offshore transmission network. In instances whereby an export meter is
not located at the grid entry point (i.e. metering is onshore), Ofgem would seem
to need to take into account any transmission losses between this point and the
network/generator boundary for the purposes of the issue of ROCs. One
suggestion is for Ofgem to use an Elexon correction factor. Ofgem wiill publish
details of how they will make this adjustment in their guidance and we will look
into whether any changes to the legislation are necessary in time to implement in
April 2010.
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Scheme design proposal

Introduction

3.1 As our Renewable Energy Strategy sets out, we want to have the right incentive
in place for the right target group. The RO encourages renewable generation as
part of the wider electricity market, but it is a complex scheme intended for
professionals in the energy sector. In response to the 2008 Renewable Energy
Strategy consultation, a large proportion of stakeholders advocated Feed-in Tariffs
(FITs) as the most appropriate support mechanism for distributed and small-scale
electricity.’® This view was shared by Parliament, and as a result the Energy Act
2008 put in place powers to introduce FITs for installations of up to 5SMW?° (or
5,000kW) generation capacity.?'

3.2 FITs are a per-unit support payment (p/kVWh) for electricity generation. They are
already widely in operation in other EU Member States to support renewables.
The introduction of FITs will mean a major departure from how small low-carbon
generators in Great Britain are currently rewarded. Under existing arrangements,
renewable generators are awarded Renewable Obligation Certificates (ROCs),
and are paid for their electricity by suppliers through tariffs (in the case of
domestic-scale microgeneration) or through power purchase agreements (PPASs).
The tariff schemes vary between suppliers: some pay for all electricity that small
generators produce; others only for electricity exported. There are different
approaches to how the value of the ROCs is treated as part of the price paid to
the generators.??

3.3 We believe the FITs structure proposed here provides the right level of simplicity
and certainty to encourage non-energy professionals to invest in small-scale
generation. We also believe that it provides the incentives to encourage those
generators to consume the electricity they generate and become more energy
efficient while they do so.

3.4 Following the passage of the FITs enabling powers in the Energy Act late last
year, the proposed FITs design has been produced in a short space of time, and
the time remaining until the proposed start of the FITs scheme in April 2010 is
short. Therefore several aspects of the design and operation of FITs may not be
covered in this consultation. We welcome feedback on all aspects of FITs,
including issues not specifically referred to here.

19 www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/cons_res/cons_res.aspx

20 The limit will be set by order (see Section 41(4) of the Energy Act 2008). We are consulting on the limit in this
document.

21 These powers apply to Great Britain. Northern Ireland has not yet taken a decision on feed-in tariffs.

22 Review of the market for exported electricity from microgeneration, Ofgem, March 2008 www.ofgem.gov.uk/
Sustainability/Environment/Policy/SmallrGens/DomsScMicro/Documents1/Final MG report 11 March 2008.pdf
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Tariff structure

3.5

We propose the following basic structure for FITs:

¢ A fixed payment from the electricity supplier for every kilowatt hour (kWh)
generated (the “generation tariff").

¢ Another payment additional to the generation tariff for every kWh exported to
the wider energy market (the “export tariff”’). Generators will be guaranteed a
market for their exports at a long-term guaranteed price. The generator may
choose whether to sell exported electricity to the supplier at this guaranteed
export tariff, or negotiate a price for exported electricity in the open market.

¢ |n addition, generators will benefit because they will have the opportunity to
use that electricity on-site to offset some or all of the electricity they would
otherwise have had to buy.

Tariff based on generation

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Although the name ‘feed-in tariff’ suggests payment for electricity fed into the
grid for use in the broader energy market, we believe FITs payments should
include consideration of all electricity generated, not just that which is exported.
This will help to encourage use of electricity directly at the location where it is
generated.

Parliamentary debates on FITs during the passage of the Energy Bill (now the
Energy Act 2008) focused on a generation tariff. In subsequent discussions with
(and reports from) key stakeholders, the generation tariff was the most favoured
option and there was an expectation that FITs would be structured in this way.

The most likely alternative, a tariff paid only for exported electricity, would
encourage all the electricity generated to be exported straight onto the electricity
network, thereby reducing some of the wider benefits of using that electricity
directly on-site. Exporting all the electricity provides no incentive to smooth out
intermittent load on the local distribution network which may increase the costs
to that network.

The generation tariff will be a fixed price per kilowatt hour, set at different levels
for different technologies and installation sizes. See the “setting the tariffs”
section below for the proposed tariff levels. \We expect to lower the tariff levels
for new projects over the years, but any individual installation, once starting to
receive a tariff at a certain level, will continue to receive the same generation tariff
level throughout its entire support period under the FITs.
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Guaranteed payment for export

3.10 For the majority of small-scale installations at least some of the electricity will be
exported onto the electricity grid at some times of the day. \We propose that
generators receive a guaranteed market and price for that electricity. As with the
generation tariff, we propose that the export tariff will be fixed for any individual
project.

3.11 For small generators, finding buyers for their exported generation and achieving
a reasonable price for it can be difficult and creates an extra burden that is
disproportionate to the value of their exports. It is inefficient for non expert
generators at the small scale to negotiate PPAs. Generally speaking, the smaller
the amount and the greater the unpredictability of the electricity being delivered,
the lower the value placed on that electricity by suppliers, so it may be difficult for
generators to attain much value from their exports. One of the prime reasons for
introducing FITs is to remove the need for individuals and organisations whose
primary business is not energy to participate in the electricity market.

3.12 Following on from the Climate Change and Sustainable Energy Act 2006, and at
the time of the 2007 Budget, the Chancellor of the Exchequer requested Ofgem
to review the effectiveness of the market for exported electricity from
microgeneration. Ofgem reported in March 20082 that although many suppliers
were offering a range of tariffs which reflected the value to them of electricity
exported from household microgeneration, the market is complicated.

3.13 While the export tariffs offered by suppliers and work by Ofgem and the Energy
Saving Trust to provide information?* make a helpful contribution to the
development of the market for microgeneration, it is not clear that they are
sufficiently robust to support the expansion in small-scale generation that we
expect under FITs. This is for a number of reasons:

e \ery little of the electricity that is currently being paid for by suppliers is being
entered into the settlement system that is used in the UK to reconcile the
difference between the electricity flows into and off the grid and the payments
made by the various suppliers, meaning that the value is not being realised;
providing for this generation to be fully incorporated into the market is likely to
require changes to industry market arrangements;

¢ Prices are not guaranteed for the long term — they can be changed or
withdrawn at short notice; and

23 Review of the market for exported electricity from microgeneration, Ofgem, March 2008 www.ofgem.gov.uk/
Sustainability/Environment/Policy/SmallrGens/DomsScMicro/Documents1/Final MG report 11 March 2008.pdf

24 At the request of the Government in the 2008 Budget, Ofgem and EST worked together to put in place a
web-based tool to help customers compare the different export and generation tariffs available to
microgenerators — EST staff have also been trained to provide guidance to microgenerators. The web page is:
www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/Generate-your-own-energy/Sell-your-own-energy
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¢ In the long term, prices will fluctuate reflecting the underlying energy market
(fuel prices etc), which could result in returns to small generators that are
considerably greater than or less than the amounts they need to service their
investment.

Evidence from investors is that uncertainty around the value of returns results in
them being heavily or completely discounted by financiers, i.e. that part of the
future income stream cannot be used in full as part of the security for a loan.

As a result, the extra uncertainty is factored into their financial decisions as a
requirement for higher total returns than would be expected if the income was
more certain. Our consultants suggest the impact is that investors require an
increase in the rate of return of one percentage point.

Therefore, we propose a system of long-term certainty for export payments.
We consider that the best way to achieve this would be to require suppliers to
purchase exports from FITs generators at a guaranteed minimum price. See the
“setting the tariffs” section for how this price may be set and the levelisation
section for how this price will be treated in levelisation.

The combination of a fixed generation tariff and a fixed export tariff effectively
provides a fixed total income stream consistent with the majority of FITs systems
operated elsewhere in the EU. This is regarded as a particularly efficient system
for generation at the small scale?®.

An alternative would be to allow the market to deliver the value for exports. This
would be similar to the current situation and to that which exists for generators
within the RO. This option would allow for competition to develop between
suppliers for small generators’ exports and for this growing sector of the market
to play a role in the broader competitive market. This could deliver some
confidence to the market but would be unlikely to deliver (e.g. greater than
ten-year) price security needed to support finance. This would reduce the
attractiveness to non-specialist generators and lead to higher costs passed on to
electricity consumers. However we are seeking views on other ways to deliver
this long-term certainty e.g. by central purchasing arrangements. Views are
therefore welcome from all stakeholders on the most cost effective way to
provide this.

Nevertheless, we recognise that there may be small-scale generators who will
want to negotiate a price for their exported electricity in the belief that they will be
able to attain a higher price than that guaranteed by the FITs scheme. This may be
the case particularly with controllable forms of generation such as biomass CHP
and anaerobic digestion, where by generating only at peak times, they can get the
benefit of high prices and deliver benefits to the electricity system. Therefore, we
propose offering generators a one-off choice of receiving a fixed export tariff or

25 Qualitative issues in the design of the GB feed-in tariff, June 2009, Péyry Energy Consulting and Element
Energy, available at www.decc.gov.uk
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opting out and only receiving a fixed tariff for generation and participating directly
in the market for the sale of their exports.

A further justification for ensuring that generators receive both generation and
export payments is to provide an additional incentive for energy efficiency. The
more energy they save, the less of their generation they use and the more export
payment they will receive. Providing an incentive to be energy efficient helps
meet our aspiration to drive change in public behaviour through FITs.

On-site use of electricity

3.20

3.21

3.22

Small-scale distributed generation realises the benefits of using electricity at the
point where it is generated. A proportion of electricity generated in large power
stations (such as coal, gas or nuclear) is lost when it is transmitted from the
power stations to the centres of demand where it is used; around 2% of
electricity is lost in transmission and around 5% in distribution.

Based on that concept, small-scale generators should be incentivised, where
possible, to use the electricity they have generated in their houses or at their
business premises, as that would be the most efficient use of that electricity.
There is a general expectation that it is appropriate to allow someone who has
purchased and installed generation equipment to be able to use the electricity
they have generated at no further cost. Prospective small-scale generators,
especially householders and small businesses, see a major benefit of on-site
generation in being able to reduce their electricity imports and reduce the impacts
of rising electricity costs, thereby becoming more energy independent. For
businesses with high electricity costs, this is likely to be a particular attraction of
installing small-scale low-carbon generation. They are able to remove or reduce
the risk and volatility of a significant cost to their business as well as, through
FITs, having an additional income stream from that generation.

A key aspiration of FITs is to drive behavioural change. There is evidence that
people who install small-scale generation develop a greater understanding of
energy and become more efficient energy consumers?®. For more people to
become informed energy users and change their behaviour as a result of FITs, it
will be important that they see a reduction in their imported energy and their
energy bills as a direct consequence of generating electricity. Unless generators
are able to use the electricity they generate, FITs may be seen merely as an
ethical investment opportunity rather than something with a direct energy impact
on the generator.

26 Sustainable Consumption Roundtable (2005), Seeing the Light: the impact of micro-generation on how we
use energy. www.sd-commission.org.uk/publications/downloads/Micro-generationreport.pdf
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3.23 In order to encourage management of demand to times when the installation is
generating, actual exports will be rewarded, and all consumption that exceeds
onsite generation at any time (rather than net imports over the year) will need to
be bought from suppliers.

Q35. Do you agree that FITs should be structured in order to recognise all
generation, rather than just exports?

Q36. Do you agree that the best way of delivering security for the investor is
to set a long-term guaranteed price for exports?

Q37. Do you agree that FITs generators should also benefit from on-site use of
their generation?

Q38. Do you have any other views on the basic structure of the FITs?

How the tariffs would work for different generators

Generators who use energy on-site

3.24 Under the proposed tariff model a householder or business that uses energy
on-site will receive three different strands of benefit from FITs:

¢ A fixed price for each unit of electricity generated by their installation. This price
will remain the same throughout the lifetime of the installation’s eligibility for
FITs payments;

e A guaranteed price for each unit of electricity exported onto the electricity grid
from their installation throughout the lifetime of the installation’s eligibility for
FITs payments; and

¢ The benefit from reducing their imports of electricity by using the electricity
they generate in their premises. This benefit will include lower bills and the
benefit of being at least partially shielded from future price rises in electricity.
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Figure 5:
Illustration of potential electricity flows for an on-site generator
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In this diagram, the site generates 2,500 kilowatt hours (k\VWh) per annum

(e.g. from a solar PV panel). They use 1,500kWh of the electricity they generate.
1,000kWh is exported, because it is generated at times when the household does
not use it. The household uses a total of 4,500kVWh per annum. Therefore, they
need to import 3,000kWh from their electricity supplier.

Under our proposal if the tariff for generation is, for example, 30p/kWh, the
generator will receive a FITs payment of £750 per annum (2500kWh x 30p) for the
electricity they generate. They will also receive a payment for the electricity they
export; assuming a price of bp/kWh this would be £50 (1000kWh x 5p). They also
derive a benefit from the 1,500kWh they generate and use on-site as that will
offset 1,500kWh they would otherwise have had to buy from their electricity
supplier. Assuming an import price of 10p/KWh this would be a saving of £150
(1500kWh x 10p).

If FITs were delivered by a generation only tariff, and generators were required to
pay import rates for all electricity used (including that generated on-site) the same
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return would be delivered to the generator of 38p/kVWh to provide £950 per
annum (2500kWh x 38p).

Generators with no on-site use

3.28

3.29

Generators who have no direct on-site use for their electricity, for example small
commercial wind farms or communities with a shared installation, will receive 2
strands of benefit from FITs:

e A fixed price for each unit of electricity generated by their installation; and

e A price for each unit of electricity exported onto the electricity grid by their
installation.

In practice, given that such installations will export virtually all their generation
they will effectively receive a single per unit payment for all their electricity (the
sum of the generation and the export tariff). Therefore, given a fixed tariff, the
only variable in their reward will be the quantity of electricity they generate.

Eligibility

5MW limit

3.30

3.31

Section 41(4) of the Energy Act 2008 provides that the Secretary of State may
specify the maximum capacity for FITs by Order, but that this can not exceed
5MW. Section 41(5) provides that CHP systems with an electrical capacity of
50KW or less may be eligible for FITs payments. We propose that these are the
limits we use for all technologies when the scheme is implemented. The
maximum 5MW capacity limit was introduced in legislation to provide certainty to
investors under the RO while giving us the flexibility for FITs to target the scale of
projects which may not otherwise come forward. \We continue to believe that the
greater simplicity and financial certainty of FITs will be attractive to investors up to
the bMW scale.

We will not require all installations within this capacity limit to move to FITs. At
some scales there will be a choice of receiving support through either FITs or the
RO. Therefore, different people and organisations will make a choice between the
RO and FITs on the basis of their risk appetite and their familiarity with the
electricity market. Large, risk-averse organisations whose primary business is not
energy are more likely to invest under FITs. This flexibility should maximise the
number of projects which are built at the sub BMW scale.
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Q39. Do you agree with the proposed limits of 5MW for renewable
technologies and 50kW for gas fired CHP for FITs installations?

Q40. If you disagree with the proposed limits, what lower limits would be
more suitable and why?

Off-grid and private wires

3.32 Remote communities and dwellings are potentially areas where small-scale
generation can deliver major benefits. These communities currently have high
energy costs and depend on carbon-intensive generation. \We therefore intend
that off-grid electricity supply will be eligible for FITs. There are however potential
issues with how the electricity generated by off-grid generators is used.
Therefore, we intend to replicate some of the procedures currently used under
the RO and require off-grid generators to declare that the electricity generated has
been used. Such premises would be subject to checks and audits.

3.33 We propose that off-grid generators would receive a generation tariff. Like on-site
generators, they will also receive benefits from avoiding the cost of generating
electricity by other means, e.g. diesel.

3.34 Because off-grid generators do not have a direct relationship with a supplier, there
are also issues regarding who should make FITs payments to these generators
and how they should be made.

Q41. Do you agree that generators off the electricity grid should be eligible for
FITs? If so, what safeguards should be put in place for these generators to
ensure the electricity is being used?

Technologies

3.35 FITs for small-scale low-carbon electricity are intended primarily to support the
widespread deployment of proven technologies now and up to 2020, rather than
to support development of unproven technologies.

3.36 Taking that into account, on the launch of FITs in April 2010 we propose to only
offer tariffs to those technologies which can realistically and effectively be
deployed in the short term.

3.37 Additionally, limiting the number of technologies provides the simplicity which will
make launching the scheme in April 2010 possible, and administering it thereafter
less costly.
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Therefore, from the start of the scheme, we propose to offer tariffs to the
following technologies, which we believe are the technologies available for
domestic and small-scale generation in the short term:

e \\/ind;
Solar PV;

Hydro;

Anaerobic digestion;
e Biomass and biomass CHP; and
e Non-renewable microCHP?;

Because of the short time available to develop the scheme, and in order to
maximise consistency between the RO and FITs, we are not intending to develop
detailed rules and standards for eligibility. Reference will be made to definitions
and standards used for the RO, including on issues such as fuel sustainability.

Renewable technologies which currently receive, or are eligible to receive,
support under the RO will continue to be eligible for that support — a lack of FITs
for these technologies from launch does not affect that arrangement.

We are not proposing to offer FITs for sewage gas or landfill gas. Although
individual generating units in these technologies commonly fall into the sub 5MW
capacity category, they are primarily deployed by large companies with experience
in the energy sector — not the types of companies or people the FITs scheme is
primarily aimed at. Furthermore, a large deployment of these technologies has
been financially viable under the RO so we do not believe they require the
simplicity and certainty of reward offered by FITs to drive further deployment.

The RO banding review included changes to the support for landfill and sewage
gas following several years of cost-effective operation and remains the
mechanism to continue encouraging the deployment of those technologies.

There are other renewable technologies for which we may want to offer tariffs as
they come closer to deployment at the small scale. We could do this by either:

¢ Providing a single tariff from April 2010 to capture all remaining renewable
technologies (this could be set using rewards they receive under the RO as a
guide); or

e Setting tariffs per technology as part of the regular review process (see the
“Setting the Tariffs” section below) to reflect changing circumstances.

27 Although we propose to introduce tariffs for non-renewable microCHP, these are being developed together
with the Heat and Energy Saving Strategy and the Renewable Heat Incentive and will be announced later in
2009.
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Q42. Do you agree with the selection of technologies for which we will be
providing tariffs from April 2010?

Q43. Should technologies for which we do not propose to offer a specific tariff
from April 2010 be handled by:

¢ Providing a single tariff from April 2010 for all remaining technologies; or

¢ Considering as a new tariff band as part of regular FITs reviews?

Multiple technologies at the same site

3.43 There will be instances of generators installing two types of technology on the
same site (e.g. a school may install a wind turbine and solar PV panels). Each
technology will receive its own tariff so the generator will receive different
payments per unit generated from the different technologies.

3.44 In order that the differentiated tariff payments are possible, the generator will
have to have a generation meter for each technology in order to measure the
output individually. Should a generator choose to meter the total of their
generation, they will only be able to receive the lowest tariff from their multiple
technologies.

Energy efficiency

3.45 Given that the introduction of FITs will incentivise the rollout of electricity
generating technologies to households, communities and small and medium
enterprises (SMEs), we have considered the arguments for using it as a vehicle to
introduce and improve energy efficiency measures at those premises.

3.46 There is also some logic to linking a potentially large rollout of FITs to greater
energy efficiency measures. However, on balance it appears that this would add
more complexity to the system. In addition, since the most important energy
efficiency measures are primarily aimed at saving heat rather than electricity, the
potential costs of incorporating such measures into the FITs scheme would be
better spent elsewhere.

3.47 Energy efficiency is being tackled more directly as part of the Heat and Energy
Saving Strategy through mechanisms such as the Carbon Emissions Reduction
Target (CERT), the post CERT supplier obligation and the Community Energy
Saving Programme (CESP). Furthermore, as announced in the Heat and Energy
Saving Strategy. Consultation document, from 2013 Government will adopt a
whole house approach to these measures.

3.48 Therefore, taking energy efficiency measures will not be a pre-requisite for the
payment of FITs, nor are higher tariffs being provided to those who have taken
energy efficiency measures.
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3.49 However, we recognise that the installation of generating equipment and the tariff

payment process could be used as a route to better information provision (e.g.
applicants would be provided with wider energy efficiency information when
installing their generation equipment).

Q44. Do you agree that the FITs should not require on-site generators to
comply with any energy efficiency standards as a condition for eligibility?

Q45. Are there any issues regarding eligibility that we have not foreseen here?
If so, how should we address them?

Getting the tariff

3.50 This section sets out our vision of how FITs will work for prospective generators

3.51

3.52

— from the decision to get involved in FITs, through development, accreditation,
finding a supplier, payments and consumer protection.

Our objective is that systems will be straightforward and user-friendly — this is one
of the main reasons for introducing FITs. However, because we are committed to
getting the scheme up and running quickly we will need to make use of many of
the existing arrangements that apply to the RO. We intend to make maximum
use of existing suppliers’ systems and schemes (such as the billing system) to
avoid duplication of regulatory and other arrangements. In the future we will
refine and simplify systems further.

We are currently working closely with key stakeholders, including Ofgem, on the
specification and development in detail of systems to implement the procedures
outlined here. These will be subject to further discussion as the detail of the
scheme is put in place over the coming months.

FITs and Renewables Obligation

3.53

We propose that new (from 1 April 2010) installations with installed capacity of
50kW and below that are eligible for FITs will only get the option of receiving FITs.
However, we propose that larger installations — with installed capacity of 50kW to
5MW — will have the right to choose between the RO and FITs. This will provide
investors with an opportunity to select the scheme which best suits their
requirements for the lifetime of the project. Generators will only be able to
choose once, before they start receiving support under either RO or FITs.
Allowing generators to change between the RO and FITs once they have started
taking support under either scheme could undermine the integrity of both
schemes, would be more complex to administer, and could encourage
opportunistic switching to maximise returns depending on which system might
offer a higher reward at any time. This would not constitute value for money for
consumers.
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For information on installations existing before 1 April 2010 please see the
Transitional Arrangements section of this document.

Finance

3.55

3.56

3.57

FITs provide regular payments over a number of years. For most eligible energy
installations, however, most of the cost is concentrated in the up-front price of the
generating equipment and its installation. Our modelling shows that the tariffs we
are proposing will provide levels of reward which should be sufficient to make
financing FITs installations a viable market proposition. As a result, we expect the
market will provide the necessary loans or other finance packages to drive the
uptake of small-scale technologies.

In the 2008 consultation on the Renewable Energy Strategy we sought views on
whether FITs should include some up-front capitalisation of funding. Responses
on this issue were mixed. Subsequent discussions with trade associations,
manufacturing companies, electricity suppliers and financial companies and
consumers have also confirmed a variety of views. Some organisations have seen
easy access to up-front, low-cost capital as essential to the uptake of the
technologies; others are of the view that tariffs themselves will be sufficient to
drive the financial market to develop products in this area and provide the
necessary capital,?® and would be discouraged by government intervention in this
area.

Therefore, we propose that central Government will not be looking to provide
up-front capital schemes to finance FITs installations in the majority of cases. This
does not preclude local authorities from offering such schemes at a local level.
Consideration of finance options will also be included in other Government policy
initiatives e.g. HESS, fuel poverty.

Q46. Do you agree with our approach not to offer up-front capitalisation to
schemes as part of the FITs? If not, what alternative approach do you propose
and why?

Ownership of installations

3.58

In general, generating equipment that will be eligible for FITs will be purchased by
an individual or organisation who will then receive the benefits of that generating
equipment and the FITs payments. It will be up to landlords and tenants of
domestic or commercial property to come to an arrangement about the receipt of
payments and on-site electricity use benefits through bilateral agreements.

28 It is important to note that this is primarily a discussion about installations at the very small/domestic scale.
We have not considered Government finance provision at the above TMW scale as there is already a market
for finance at that scale.
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3.59 Given the length of FITs payments (15 to 25 years), there will be regular instances
where the ownership of the property hosting the generating equipment on which
FITs is paid changes. For example, it may be common for the ownership of
domestic properties fitted with solar PV panels to change during the lifetime of
the FITs payments. We expect standard property ownership rights to be applied
to the ownership of the generating equipment. Therefore, the FITs payments,
along with the generating equipment on which they are made, will be attached to
the property. When ownership of that property changes we would expect the
ownership of the generating equipment and FITs payments to also change and
pass to the new owner of the property. It will be left to the market for the
previous owner to be compensated for the remaining value of the FITs payments
and on-site benefits (e.g. through a higher price paid for their property).

3.60 There are implications for suppliers of how a change in the ownership of a FITs
installation is managed which are covered in the Supplier Issues section below.

Assigning rights

3.61 We propose that a generator may assign the rights to the FITs payments to
someone else through a bilateral agreement. For example, an installer of the
equipment may offer a householder a guaranteed income from the equipment
under an arrangement whereby the installer rather than the householder will claim
the FITs payments from the supplier. In such a scenario the installer may become
an agent for the householder and take on any administrative burden on their
behalf.

Q47. Do you agree with our approach that a generator may assign the rights
to their FITs payments to a third party? If not what alternative approach do
you propose and why?

Accreditation, registration and connection

3.62 We propose that there will be a central accreditation and registration system for
FITs generators to ensure the integrity of payments and to minimise the burden
on suppliers to undertake audits. \We propose that a prospective generator that
demonstrates that they comply with the eligibility criteria for the scheme will be
entered into a centrally held register, and that this register will be used by
suppliers to verify eligibility, to ensure that payments are made at the appropriate
levels and to minimise the potential for abuse. The registry will include details of
the site, technology and ownership in order to identify the generator
unambiguously, assign the correct tariff and prevent double counting.
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Small generators

3.63

3.64

3.65

For microgenerators and others where systems exist we intend to make
maximum use of third-party certification to minimise the administrative and
compliance burden. The Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) is an
independent certification scheme accredited by the United Kingdom Accreditation
Service (UKAS), which assesses installer companies and products against robust
standards. It enables the provision of accurate forecasts of energy outputs to
generators as well as a level of consumer protection which meets the Office of
Fair Trading requirements. In addition, MCS gives assurances about the likely
quality, durability and performance of installations.

MCS, which is industry-led, is capable of providing independent assurance and
legitimacy to small-scale onsite energy installations. As such, it is the basis for
eligibility for grants under the Low Carbon Buildings Programme and CERT.

Given the establishment of the MCS as the only formalised industry standard in
the UK based on European and international standards, and that it has been used
as the basis of existing Government support programmes, it would be beneficial
to continue to use it for installations up to the capacity limit to which it applies
(currently 50kW). Therefore, we propose that the MCS or an equivalent scheme?®
has a role to play in the accreditation and registration of installations where that
scheme applies.

Registering installations larger than 50kW

3.66

In order to maximise the use of existing systems and processes we propose,

at least at the start-up of the scheme, to use the RO accreditation process for
installations in the 50kVW to 5BMW capacity range. This will involve a more detailed
accreditation process.

Connection issues

3.67

Prospective generators intending to receive FITs will need to ensure they have
any necessary physical connections to the electricity distribution and transmission
system and, if necessary, the right to export to the market. The transmission grid
and distribution networks in Great Britain were built to transfer electricity from
large power stations to industry, businesses and homes. The Renewable Energy
Strategy describes the work that is being carried out on the transmission grid

to facilitate a greater contribution from distributed energy to 2020 and beyond.

In recent years, that grid infrastructure and how it is managed and regulated by
Ofgem has been changing to accommodate different types and locations of
electricity generation. This work is continuing through the current review of price

29 There are European schemes which also define product standards that may be applicable to FITs installations
either in April 2010 or further into the future.
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control arrangements for the electricity distribution system to cover the period
2010-2015.

Q48. Do you agree with the proposed model for registration and accreditation
of plant claiming FITs discussed in the Accreditation, Registration and
Connection section?

Metering

3.68

3.69

3.70

We propose that all generation is metered and FITs payments are made to
generators on the basis of metered generation. An alternative would be to
estimate how much an installation would generate according to the type and
capacity of technology and where it was sited (this is known as deeming).
However, we believe it is important that FITs payments are made on the basis of
actual generation as this creates the right incentives for generators to keep their
equipment fully operational throughout its lifetime. Accurate metering, even
before the introduction of smart meters, can be implemented at reasonable cost.
Furthermore, it provides an additional incentive to put generation equipment in
sites where it will maximise generation and maintain those sites in optimum
condition; poorly sited installations will generate less and receive lower revenues
as a result.

There are up to three flows of electricity that need to be measured in order to
make FITs work:

¢ The gross amount of electricity that is produced by the generator;
¢ The amount that is exported; and
e The amount that is imported.

All of these flows will need to be metered in accordance with the requirements of
existing regulation. These are set out in the Electricity Act 1989 and subsequent
legislation and regulations®. We do not propose to change any of these existing
arrangements. This is because it would not be possible to do this by April 2010,
and we do not want to disrupt the introduction of smart meters.

Smart meters

3.71

Government is aiming for a rollout of smart meters to the domestic sector to be
completed by the end of 2020. A consultation on smart meters, including the
high-level functionality requirements, was issued on 11 May 20093'. The technical

30 Schedule 7 of the Electricity Act 1989, The Meters (Approval of Pattern or Construction and Manner of
Installation) Regulations 1998, The Meters (Certification) Regulations 1998, Measuring Instruments (Active
Electrical Energy Meters) Regulations 2006, Balancing and Settlement Code

31 http://decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/pn053/pn053.aspx
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specifications for smart meters and the associated communication model will not
be in place before the introduction of FITs. However, small-scale generation has
been and will continue to be considered in the broad functionality design of smart
meters, so once rolled out they will support the metering requirements of FITs
installations and the reporting of that data.

Q49. Do you agree with the principle that all generation should be metered to
qualify for FITs? Do you foresee any issues with that approach?

Finding a supplier and getting paid

3.72 The Energy Act 2008 provides that modifications to electricity supply and
distribution licences will be the basis for the delivery of the FITs scheme. We
propose that electricity suppliers will be responsible for paying FITs and in order to
receive FITs, a prospective eligible generator will need to approach a supplier that
provides FITs.

3.73 The issue of who would be required to offer FITs and in what circumstances could
be regulated in various ways, for example:

¢ All suppliers could be obliged to offer FITs to all applicants;
e Suppliers could be obliged to offer FITs to all customers that they supply;

¢ Only certain suppliers (e.g. over the threshold discussed in the Supplier Issues
section below) might be required to offer FITs to certain generators, e.g. off-grid
generators; stand-alone generators; or generators supplied by non-licensed
suppliers or suppliers that are not obliged to offer FITs; and

¢ Generators could have the right to switch both import and FITs supplier.

Q50. What are your views on regulating which suppliers should be required to
offer FITs, and in what circumstances?

3.74 We propose that generators will advise their chosen supplier of their intention to
receive FITs and give the supplier details of their registration. The generators will
also need to advise the supplier whether they intend to opt out of the guaranteed
export tariff. Once the FITs registration is verified, the supplier would notify the
central registry that it will pay FITs for that installation.

3.75 We propose that it will be up to the suppliers paying FITs to decide their own
procedures for paying generators. \We propose that there be a protocol setting out
minimum standards to ensure consistency and fairness for generators and
prevent abuse by suppliers, as well as to ensure the functioning of the levelisation
process. However, we do not want to impose unnecessary regulation or prevent
suppliers from innovating and developing least-cost systems that suit them and
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their customers. We also do not want to interfere with billing and customer
relations between suppliers and their supply customers. We expect that metering
and payments will ultimately be fully integrated into existing industry structures.

Consumer protection

3.76 If FITs are to lead to greater participation in electricity generation by households,
communities and other non-expert generators, the systems, as well as being
simple, need to deliver confidence to generators that their rights in the market will
be protected and they will not be subject to exploitation.

3.77 We propose that the interests of generators — especially households — will be
protected by a range of arrangements. These include systems that are specific to
FITs and energy markets, as well as general competition and consumer
legislation.

3.78 In the case of installation, we propose using the MCS to provide consumers with
assurance about the quality of the product they are buying — that it will generate a
certain amount under certain conditions and be operational for a certain length of
time.

3.79 Through the licence conditions put in place to implement FITs we will also look to
ensure that suppliers maintain minimum standards of consumer protection for
FITs generators. We propose that these will include:

¢ An arbitration system covering disputes in administration of the scheme and
with suppliers, and compliance with the rules of the scheme;

¢ Non-discrimination in terms of prices for imports and other charges (FITs
customers should have access to all import tariffs and charging structures
available to comparable non-FITs customers); and

e F|Ts customers’ rights in regard to switching suppliers, ensuring that customer
transfer arrangements between suppliers fully incorporate FITs customers
without any detriment e.g. in timing, choice of suppliers, debt-blocking etc.

3.80 FITs generators will also be protected under standard consumer law and other
frameworks e.g. Consumer Focus, and potentially the Energy Ombudsman.

Setting the tariffs

Approach

3.81 We intend to set tariffs at a level to encourage investment in small scale low-
carbon generation that will make a contribution to meeting our renewable and
carbon targets. However, is important to ensure value for money for the scheme
as a whole, bearing in mind that the costs of support are shared by all electricity
consumers. We also need to ensure compatibility with other policies, so we do
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not want to create distortions in the market and perverse outcomes in regard to
the potential overlaps between FITs and the RO and the forthcoming Renewable
Heat Incentive (RHI).

Tariffs need to be set so that a reasonable return can be expected for
appropriately sited technologies. However, the expectation of a guaranteed return
on investment should not apply for all technologies at all scales and in all
environments: for example, we want to encourage wind turbines at sites with
good wind profiles and encourage orientation of solar PV panels to maximise their
generation potential. It is important to note that investment decisions will be
based on the total expected return, which will include the generation tariff,
expected payments for exported electricity and the financial benefit of avoided
electricity imports.

International experience has shown that the level of return does not have to be
extremely high. The German parliamentarian, Hans-Josef Fell, credited for
inventing and implementing the German legislation for their feed-in tariff (the
Renewable Energy Sources Act, EEG), proposed a target return of 5-7% as
“significantly higher returns were not desired because the extra costs to be
passed on would push up the price of power too far. If returns were too low,
this would lead to investments hardly being made any more."3?

We therefore considered tariff levels that would provide a rate of return of
approximately 5-8% for well sited installations, taking into account the risks
associated with deploying the different technologies and the likely effect those
risks would have on investors’ willingness to invest. If particular technologies
entail complex design and approvals such as planning permission, for example
a rural mast mounted wind turbine, the return on investment may have to be
higher than where permission is not required, or easier to obtain, for example
with solar PV.

To ensure that the transition from feed-in tariffs beneath 5MW and the
Renewables Obligation (RO) is smooth, so that developers at the margins of FITs
are not inappropriately incentivised to downsize their projects to obtain support
through FITs (particularly at larger project scales) we propose tariff levels that are
equivalent to support available through the RO. We recognise that the tariffs we
propose could in some cases benefit from an increased number of bands to
further improve the transition between FITs and the RO and we welcome views
and suggestions.

32 www.hans-josef-fell.de, “Feed-in Tariff for Renewable Energies: An effective stimulus package without new
public borrowing”, March 2009. www.boell.org/Pubs_read.cfm?read=193
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Degression

3.86 Degression is where tariffs for new projects are reduced annually to reflect, and

to some extent encourage, expected decreases in technology costs, and is a
feature of international best practice. Degression applies only to new projects:
existing projects remain on the tariffs that they have been previously assigned
and are unaffected by degression. \WWe propose degression rates in line with
expected technology cost reductions for different technologies at different scales.
This gives the technology supply chain industries an indication of the cost
reductions that will need to be achieved so that the tariffs can still deliver a
sufficient return to encourage investment from potential generators.

Other approaches to tariffs

3.87

3.88

3.89

An alternative to considering tariff setting from the perspective of the potential
investor is to look at delivering a level of generation at “least cost”. The
Renewable Energy Strategy has put forward a lead scenario of small scale
generation contributing 2%, or 8TWh, of renewable electricity by 2020. We could
look at delivering this 8TVWh through the most cost effective technologies
available within the BMWW legislative boundary for FITs provided by the Energy Act
2008. Our modelling suggests that taking a least resource cost approach would
not deliver at the household and community scale but would encourage primarily
large generators i.e. close to BMW wind, hydro, biomass and waste installations
— similar in scale and technologies in the RO.

We are grateful to the Renewable Energy Association for their suggestion of
terraced / tiered tariffs®®, where tariffs are higher in the early period of a
generator's deployment. We particularly note the potential benefits of such a
scheme in reducing risks of gaming around tariff bands: where there could be an
incentive to downsize technologies to take advantage of higher tariffs at lower
bands. However we are concerned that adoption of this innovative scheme,
which has not been attempted in any other country that implements a feed-in
tariff, would make the scheme too complex for potential generators to
understand.

We have proposed fixed degression rates in this consultation, though are aware
of other options, such as degression rates that fluctuate depending on capacity
installed in any particular year.

33 Renewable Electricity and Heat tariffs, preliminary recommendations on their implementation from the
renewable energy industry, www.r-e-a.net
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Uplift for combined heat and power

3.90

As outlined in the section on cross-cutting issues, we propose that once the
Renewable Heat Incentive is implemented, the heat output of CHP will be
rewarded under the RHI. As an interim measure, initial FITs for CHP generators
include an uplift comparable to that which applies under the RO.

FITs for non-renewable micro combined heat and power

3.91

3.92

3.93

The table of generation tariff levels does not include generation tariffs for
non-renewable microCHP technologies. We intend to develop these tariffs over
the coming months and announce them in the autumn.

As was debated during the passage of the Energy Act 2008 through Parliament,
we recognise the important role that microCHP of various technologies could play
In meeting our carbon objectives in the household and small business sector as
part of comprehensive low carbon solutions for housing and other buildings. We
consider that development of tariffs should be undertaken separately from other
technologies — but still with the objective of introducing in April 2010. This is for
the following reasons:

¢ MicroCHP technologies are the only technologies that FITs can support that are
non-renewable: that is, they can generate heat and electricity from fossil fuels,
generally natural gas. The assumptions and methodology used to develop FITs
for renewable technologies do not apply.

¢ Unlike other technologies to be supported by FITs, domestic scale microCHP
technologies are at an early stage of their development; these products are not
yet available in commercial quantities. Industry estimates suggest that Stirling
engine mircoCHP units may begin commercial roll out from 2010, with fuel cell
microCHP technologies following in 2012 or 2013. Accordingly the cost
forecasts and market growth capabilities from our own research and other
sources are highly uncertain and we are therefore undertaking further work.

¢ Deployment of microCHP will generally be undertaken in response to an
identified heat need. Accordingly we believe it is appropriate to consider its role
in FITs alongside our other heat policies, most notably the Renewable Heat
Incentive (RHI) and the wider heat and energy saving strategy (HESS).

We propose that domestic microCHP units will have access to the fixed export
reward from their suppliers that will be offered across feed-in tariffs, and that
work will proceed over the coming months to develop appropriate generation
tariffs.
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Initial proposed generation tariff levels

Generation tariff levels

Table of generation tariffs for first year of FITs (2010-11)

Technology Proposed Annual
initial tariff | degression (%)
(p/kWh)

Anaerobic digestion Electricity only 9 0
Anaerobic digestion CHP 11.5 0
Biomass <B50kW 9 0
Biomass 50kW-5MW 4.5 0
Biomass CHP 9 0
Hydro <10kW 17.0 0
Hydro 10-100kW 12.0 0
Hydro 100kW-TMW 8.5 0
Hydro 1-6MW 45 0
PV <4kW (new build) 31.0 7
PV <4kW (retrofit) 36.5 7
PV 4-10kW 31.0 7
PV 10-100kW 28.0 7
PV 100kW-5MW 26.0 7
PV Stand alone system 26.0 7
Wind <1.5kW 30.5 4
Wind 1.5-15kW 23.0 3
Wind 15-50kW 20.5 3
Wind 50-250kW 18.0 0
Wind 250-500kW 16.0 0
Wind 500kW-5MW 4.5 0
Existing microgenerators transferred from RO3% 9 N/A

Tariff lifetimes

3.94 We propose that tariffs will be paid for 20 years for new projects*. We recognise
though that some technologies may have lifetimes that are shorter than this
period, and that there may be advantages to providing shorter tariff lifetimes.

* 25 years for PV
34 See Section 4 of this document.
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Export price

3.95 As discussed above we are looking to implement a tariff scheme where there is a

tariff for all electricity generated and the value of exported electricity is fixed for
the generator. Various options exist for considering what the fixed export price
should be, but the range is considered to be between the minimum price paid for
unplanned exports to the electricity system (the “spill price”) and the retail price.
We wiill continue discussions through the consultation period on what the fixed
export price should be and the level will be reflected in final tariffs. The generation
tariffs in this document have been developed based on an assumed guaranteed
export price of bp/kWh. Final tariff proposals will be adjusted accordingly.

Reviews

3.96

3.97

3.98

3.99

We want to provide certainty in the FITs mechanism going forward but recognise
that it will be important to review and adapt it as circumstances change including
technology costs and supply chains. Therefore, we propose having a programme
of reviews after which it will be possible to make changes to FITs.

Reviews should take into account other policy developments. For example the
recent Heat and Energy Saving Strategy Consultation recognises that in the
longer-term Government may need to assess whether the current model for
delivering household energy efficiency will be fit for purpose and if alternative
frameworks could better meet these needs, including coordinating delivery
through a central body. When conducting reviews of our financial incentives we
will draw on these developments to ensure a coordinated approach where
possible.

There are three potential approaches to reviewing support levels across schemes
(or a mixture of two or more):

e Early reviews (based on a significant change in technology costs or other
agreed criteria);

¢ Periodic reviews of pre-defined periods; and

¢ Tariff reviews on the achievement of specific milestones (e.g. when a pre-
determined amount of renewable energy capacity has been achieved).

A policy framework with long periodic revisions will generally lead to higher
investment security for the supply chain than one with short periodic reviews.
We need to strike the right balance between flexibility and investment security.
It is also important to note that we have only a relatively short time horizon to
2020.
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3.100 It is also important that we recognise the effect that the expectation of revisions
could have on the uptake of renewable energy technologies. In particular, if
investors believe there is a reasonable chance that support could be reduced
when considering whether or not to make an initial investment, potential
investors may prefer not to undertake that project. Conversely, if investors
believe that support levels could rise when considering an investment this may
give them an incentive to wait until the higher support level is in place. These
considerations led us to suggest the following principles:

e Existing projects will receive the same level of support throughout their
participation in FITs (i.e. support will be grandfathered); and

¢ As costs of technologies fall, we expect that levels of support for new projects
will reflect that. Project costs will be considered as part of reviews.

3.101 We propose to conduct periodic reviews of FITs with their timing to coincide with
the Renewables Obligation banding reviews taking into account the above factors
and affordability. Therefore, any changes to the scheme resulting from the first
major review of FITs would be implemented in 2013, alongside any changes
required to the RO following the proposed RO banding review, with a set
programme of reviews thereafter. In the interim, the degression rates that we set
when the scheme is launched would apply annually.

3.102 We propose, if necessary, to use early reviews to consider any significant
changes to the fundamentals affecting the operation of the scheme outside of
the periodic review timetable. This approach is similar to the approach to early
banding reviews under the RO.

Q51. Do you agree with the tariff levels, lifetimes and degression rates we
have set out for the chosen technologies? If not, what evidence do you have
for choosing alternatives?

Q52. Do you agree with our proposed guaranteed minimum price for the
exported electricity? If not, what price would you propose and what is your
proposal based on?

Q53. Does the proposed review structure provide the right balance between
providing certainty and adapting FITs to the changing circumstances in which
it operates?
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Providing FITs to those on low incomes

3.103 As stated in the RES, we are keen to ensure that FITs can be taken up by
everyone. Households in fuel poverty and those on low incomes will be less
likely to have access to the upfront capital needed. We expect however that local
authority, community projects and social landlords will be potential beneficiaries
of FITs.

3.104 As mentioned in the Reviews section above we will want to take into account
other policies being developed, such as access to whole house financing options
which may include FITs payments. However, this issue will not be addressed in
the initial FIT structure from April 2010. This is for the following reasons:

¢ Fuel poverty is more often associated with the burden of high heating costs
than with electricity. Helping to address this issue is relevant for the
introduction of FITs, but even more so for the introduction of the Renewable
Heat Incentive (RHI) from 2011 and we are considering this issue in connection
with the Renewable Heat Incentive.

e QOur thinking on this area is at an early stage, and we would not be able to
design and consult on policy options for implementation with FITs by April
2010.

e Before taking a decision on any such options within either FITs or the RHI, we
will need to consider the interaction with other existing and potential policy
options for fighting fuel poverty, to assess whether FITs and RHI are the best
way of addressing this issue.

Q54. Do you have any initial views on the relationship between FITs and those
in fuel poverty or on low incomes?

Supplier issues

Coverage of suppliers

3.105 We propose that suppliers will be the key players in the delivery of FITs, and in
general should be required by licence conditions to offer FITs to their customers.
However, given there are potential short term cash flow implications of paying
FITs, we do not think it is appropriate that we mandate smaller licensed electricity
suppliers to have to bear that potential burden. Therefore, we propose that
suppliers who have a minimum of 50,000% domestic customers will be obliged
through their electricity supply licence to pay FITs.

35 This threshold is consistent with the Carbon Emissions Reduction Target (CERT) as stipulated in the Electricity
and Gas (Carbon Emissions Reduction) Order 2008. Currently this will apply to the ‘Big 6' electricity suppliers
(Centrica, EdF, EON, RWE Npower, Scottish Power and Scottish and Southern)
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3.106 Licensed electricity suppliers below the threshold who are not mandated to but
choose to offer tariffs will be able to pay FITs, as we want to involve the widest
range of suppliers in the scheme. We expect that some small suppliers, who can
be a source of innovation in the market and many of whom already have strong
green credentials, will want to take part in the FITs scheme. However we do not
want to create unnecessary burdens on small specialist suppliers who may not
be interested in participating; or for FITs to act as a barrier to entry for small
suppliers or affect the expansion of their market share.

3.107 We recognise the potentially disproportionate effect of cash flow issues and the
levelisation mechanism on small suppliers and will look to put in place measures
to mitigate these effects.

3.108 All licensed suppliers will however be required to make their fair contribution to
the cost of the scheme through participation in the levelisation process so that all
electricity consumers can make a contribution to the development of small-scale
low carbon electricity.

Levelisation

3.109 As a principle, we propose that FITs payments should be borne by all licensed
suppliers in proportion to their share of the UK electricity supply market. Broadly
speaking, this means that relative to their market share suppliers who pay out a
large amount on FITs are recompensed for part of that expense by suppliers who
spend less on FITs payments.

3.110 The levelisation process will work such that each supplier paying FITs will report
on the following:

¢ Details of amounts they have paid out (per specified period) on the FITs
generation tariffs; this will be the total amount they have paid out on FITs
minus the amount they have recouped from the sale of exports;

¢ Details of allowable FITs customer service charges; and

e Details of total supply; this will be based on information readily available
e.g. that provided under the RO.

3.111 Once each supplier has declared their supply data and the permitted FITs
payments and costs, it will be possible to establish the relative positions for each
of the suppliers whereby they will either owe or be owed money. The specified
payments would be expected to be made within a defined period.

3.112 As with current billing processes we propose that payments to generators are
made on a quarterly basis. This suggests that the levelisation process should also
happen on a quarterly basis. In future, as generation volumes from FITs
installations increase, it may be necessary to move to more frequent payment
and levelisation.
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3.113 Based on the information provided through the registration process it will be
possible to produce estimates of how much each supplier will be paying out in
FITs. These estimates are likely to improve with experience and more accurate
profiling. Therefore, initially the quarterly levelisation process may be based on
estimates with an annual settlement of funds based on actual figures.

Q55. Do you agree that the levelisation process described above provides the
best system for redistributing costs amongst suppliers? If not, what other
ways can we levelise costs across suppliers?

3.114 We are aware that for some small suppliers the levelisation process raises some
issues. For example a small supplier may not have access to sufficient cash flow
to make FIT payments in advance of the levelisation process. We could address
this by completing the levelisation process before payments are made to
generators. However this would mean that a generator would not receive
payment at the end of a claim period, but have to wait until the levelisation
process has taken place.

Q56. How can the levelisation process facilitate participation in FITs for small
suppliers?

Costs to suppliers of providing FITs

3.115 In developing FITs we are mindful of the effects that they will have on the
electricity supply market, both for suppliers participating in the scheme and for
those below the threshold that choose not to participate.

3.116 Administration of FITs will impose certain direct costs on suppliers that issue
them.

3.117 The costs of verification and administration of payments as well as the cost of
participating in the broader levelisation scheme represent a direct cost to
suppliers. In most cases suppliers will have a relationship with the FITs generator
so it may be expected that many of these costs represent marginal increases
over existing costs to supply (metering, billing etc) and suppliers will be able to
recoup these costs from the customer, or spread them over their customer base.

3.118 However, requiring suppliers to cover these costs without compensation could
discourage individual suppliers from participating fully in the scheme and seeking
out new generators, particularly those with no onsite electricity use. It could
potentially disadvantage the non-FITs customers of suppliers where their supplier
has an above average number of FITs customers. Further, it is inequitable.

3.119 A number of suppliers have also raised the fact that many of the costs of serving
customers are largely fixed e.g. billing and metering costs, customer service
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infrastructure, certain system charges, regulatory overheads such as CERT and
CESP, and shared costs of providing security of supply. It has been stated that
this could lead in the future to pressure on suppliers to change pricing structures
e.g. by more widespread use of high standing charges or steeply declining block
tariffs.

3.120 We therefore propose that an allowance for overhead costs should be allowed
for suppliers in the levelisation process to cover unavoidable costs of
administering FITs (see 3.107). This could be calculated on a per customer basis,
or some other means e.g. capped for large suppliers.

Q57. Should suppliers be able to include an administration cost in the
levelisation process? If so, what should the level of that allowance be and how
should it be determined?

3.121 We are also seeking views on whether there are any further impacts on suppliers
that should be recognised in the levelisation process.

3.122 We propose that FITs will include a requirement on suppliers to buy the electricity
exported from FITs generators. We propose that the amount paid as an export
tariff will reflect the value to suppliers of this electricity. WWe would expect that,
on the whole, suppliers will realise this value by selling on to other customers or
in the wholesale market. There would therefore be no reason to include the cost
of acquiring this electricity in the levelisation process. This would also provide an
incentive to suppliers to maximise the value of this electricity, and potentially
derive an additional benefit.

3.123 However we recognise that there may be additional costs — or in some cases
benefits — that arise because of unforeseen and large differences between the
prices paid to generators and the market value of that generation e.g. the cost of
registering small quantities of generation in settlements, unforeseen system
charges, or excessive market fluctuations in the value of electricity due to fossil
fuel costs etc. It may be justified to include some allowance for these differences
in the levelisation process. If so, we propose that this could be subject to regular
review. It should be noted that these reviews would not affect payments to
generators.

Q58. Should the levelisation process include consideration of large and
unforeseen price differences between prices paid to generators and the
market value?
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Auditing, assurance and enforcement

3.124 The organisations involved in the delivery and administration of FITs (the licensed
electricity suppliers, Ofgem, Elexon and, through the MICS, Gemserv) have
existing governance, audit and assurance procedures in place, some of which will
be suitable for use on FITs.

3.125 Therefore, as a general principle, where existing procedures exist, such as those
used for the RO, we will look to use these audit and assurance procedures.
We will work with the relevant organisations to ensure that the powers and
procedures in place provide the assurance we need to help achieve the following:

¢ Only eligible and accredited installations claim FITs;
¢ F|Ts installations only receive the tariff for which they are eligible;

¢ |nformation provided by generators is accurate and there are suitable checks in
place to prevent fraud; and

¢ |nformation provided by suppliers as part of the levelisation process is accurate
and timely.

3.126 The procedures in place to achieve these objectives are to include automated
checks, and ad hoc and scheduled audits and assessments.

3.127 However, while using existing procedures where possible we also want to keep
FITs simple. Therefore, we will be encouraging a risk-based approach to audit and
assurance where the procedures used are proportionate to the potential material
impact of fraud and misinformation.

3.128 As FITs will be implemented by the supply licence condition, the provisions will
be a “relevant condition” under the Electricity Act 1989. If the suppliers do not
comply with the requirements of the scheme it will be an enforcement matter for
the Gas and Electricity Markets Authority.

Q59. Do you agree with the proposed approach to auditing, assurance and
enforcement? If not, what alternative approach do you propose and why?

Q60. Are there any issues regarding the role of suppliers that we have not
foreseen here? If so, how should we address them?
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Technical and Administrative issues

Implementation

3.129 As allowed for by the provisions of the Energy Act 2008 (s. 41-43), we propose
that the FITs scheme will be implemented by amendments to standard
conditions of supply and distribution licences under section 6(1)(c) or (d) of the
Electricity Act 1989. We propose that electricity suppliers will be central to
delivery of the scheme and will be responsible for making FITs payments.

3.130 As provided in the Energy Act 2008, we propose that Ofgem will have a central
role in the scheme. We propose that any additional functions in connection with
the administration of the FIT scheme will be conferred upon Ofgem by an Order
made under the Act.

3.131 We wiill be working closely with Ofgem, suppliers and other industry participants
to ensure that the details of the systems are put in place to meet the planned
start date of 1 April 2010.

Definition of an installation/site

3.132 Given that the Energy Act 2008 places a total capacity limit on individual FITs
installations, and that we propose that tariffs will be banded by technology and
installed capacity, we need to establish how an individual installation is defined in
order to verify capacity limits per installation.

3.133 We aim to avoid creating perverse incentives such as under-sizing plants or
registering two installations by splitting one installation artificially into two in order
to benefit from FITs or a higher tariff within FITs (e.g. a 6MVW wind farm split into
two 3MW wind farms).

3.134 We believe that the structure and levels of FITs and their interaction with the RO
will be such that the risks of this behaviour will be small. Nevertheless, we need
to define what an installation is in order help prevent such instances occurring.

3.135 For the purpose of being eligible for FITs and qualifying for a tariff, we propose
that a single installation will be defined as a single technology per single site.
Therefore, the level of tariff will be determined by the total capacity of a site per
type of technology. This means that if a generator installs two different
technologies on a single site (e.g. a PV panel and a wind turbine) they will be
classed as two different installations. However, if the generator has multiple wind
turbines they will be classed as a single site when determining the tariff.

3.136 By defining an installation in this way we are aiming to prevent, for example, a
situation where ten 250kW wind turbines on a single site are classed as ten
separate installations rather than one 2.5MW installation.
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3.137 A single site could be defined as a single address or through a single planning
application for the purposes of establishing the aggregate capacity. Site capacity
will be declared as part of the accreditation process with subsequent checks and
audits in place to verify these are accurate.

Installations over multiple years

3.138 There are likely to be instances where generators increase the size of their
installation over time. For example, they may install one wind turbine in year 1 of
FITs and install another wind turbine in year 2 on the same site, increasing the
total capacity incrementally over a number of years. This creates issues with how
the total capacity of the site is treated for the purposes of tariff banding and how
degression is applied to the newly added generation on the site.

Q61. What do you think is the best way of defining an installation for the
purposes of FITs?

Q62. Once an installation is defined, do you think further checks are required
to verify this? If so, what would these checks be?

Q63. How could we deal with installations at a single site installed in different
years?

Tax issues

3.139 Sections 20 and 21 of the Finance Act 2007%¢ set out the current income tax
exemptions for domestic microgeneration in respect of the sale of electricity and
the income from ROCs.

3.140 The treatment of FITs with regard to tax is a matter for the consideration of HM
Treasury.

Eligibility for other schemes

3.141 Renewable and eligible CHP generation in receipt of FITs will continue to be
eligible for exemption from the Climate Change Levy and for the issue of
Renewable Energy and CHP Guarantees of Origin. We will be discussing with
Ofgem over the coming months how these can be administered within the FITs
framework.

36 www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts2007/pdf/ukpga_20070011_en.pdf
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Next steps for FIT development

3.142 The timetable for moving forward is tight as we have undertaken to get FITs up
and running by April 2010. Key milestones will include:

e Consultation on the form of the proposed electricity licence amendments; and

¢ | aying in Parliament of the proposed electricity licence amendments and
associated legislation.
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3.143 In the coming months — including the three months that this consultation is open

—we will continue to undertake analysis and develop policy and to work with key
stakeholders including consumer groups; generators; manufacturers and

installers of generation equipment; Ofgem; and suppliers and others that may be
involved in the administration of the scheme.

3.144 During the consultation period there will also be formal opportunities for all
stakeholders to put their views forward at specific events (see annex 3).
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The introduction of the Feed-in Tariffs (FITs) scheme for small-scale electricity
generation up to a maximum of 5SMW wiill provide an alternative support
mechanism for certain categories of generator that would previously have been
eligible for support under the RO. This section details our proposals and decisions
for the interaction between the two schemes at this level of generating capacity.
It also sets out how installations built between the date of this publication and the
start-up date of the FITs will be treated. The arrangements we are proposing differ
according to the capacity of the generating station and the date of installation.
Generating stations above the maximum capacity supported by the FITs scheme
will not be affected by its introduction. The following table summarises our
proposals and decisions on these issues with details set out further below.

<50kW 50kW - FIT Max | >FIT Max

Installations accredited under |Automatic Remain in the RO |Remain in the RO
the RO before publication of  transfer to FITs
the RES

Installations completed during FITs from One-Off Choice  Remain in the RO
the interim period Introduction of FITs or RO

Installations completed after FITs One-Off Choice of |Remain in the RO
FITs become operational FITs or RO

Key

Stations that apply for accreditation under the RO during the interim period would be
automatically transferred to FITs with a reduction in the lifetime of support. See 4.11 for
further details.

Choice only possible until December 2010. Unless FIT option is explicitly taken
generator will remain in the RO. See 4.15 for further details.

4.2

As set out in paragraph 3.38 of this consultation, we propose to offer tariffs from
the start to the following technologies, which we believe are the technologies
available for domestic and small-scale generation in the short term:

e \Wind:;
Solar PV;
Hydro;

Anaerobic digestion;

Biomass and biomass CHP; and

Non-renewable microCHP.
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Generating stations that are not covered by this list will not initially be affected by
the introduction of the FITs, and will therefore continue to be eligible for support
under the RO.

For existing generating stations that have applied for accreditation under the RO
before the publication of the Renewable Energy Strategy (15 July 2009), we are
proposing the following approach:

In order to improve simplicity both for generators and for the administration of the
schemes we propose that all eligible microgenerators that have applied for (and
subsequently been granted) accreditation under the RO before the publication of
the Renewable Energy Strategy on 15 July 2009 will automatically transfer from
the RO to FITs. This will be a mandatory transfer, carried out by Ofgem with effect
from the date the FITs scheme becomes operational.

The exception to this arrangement will be where a contract is in force between a
microgenerator and an agent under the RO, which cannot be terminated before
April 2010 without incurring a penalty. In this case, a request can be submitted to
Ofgem to postpone the transfer to FITs. Ofgem will grant such a postponement if
the move with effect from April 2010 would lead to a loss to either party (for
instance as a result of contractual payments due beyond April 2010, or a loss of
revenue). The switch to FITs would then take effect as of the end of the RO
obligation period following either the earliest penalty-free termination date of the
contract or consent to switch from all parties.

Once these microgenerators have transferred to FlTs, they will receive a
generation tariff set at an approximately equivalent level to the value of their
previous ROC band. In addition they will have access to the export tariff and the
offsetting benefit as applicable for all installations in the FITs scheme (see the
Initial Proposed Generation Tariff Levels section above for a table of proposed
tariff levels). They will receive support under the FITs until 2027 (i.e. the same end
date for support as the current end date of the RO).

Where installations have received any grants before 15 July 2009 this does not
change the above approach.

Generators eligible for FITs that are already accredited under the RO and are not
microgenerators will remain in the RO, without the option to transfer to FITs. At
this scale the RO can be a more appropriate support mechanism than it is for
microgenerators, and the admin burden on Ofgem is not disproportionate.
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Allowing small generators to transfer to the FITs would incur additional costs and
risk disrupting the market.

Generating stations that had become operational before the publication of the
RES (15 July 2009) but that had not applied for accreditation under the RO before
this date will not be eligible for FITs. We do not believe it would be justified to
provide subsidies to installations which are already operating without support.

Q64. Do you agree with the proposed approach for the treatment of existing
generating stations?

410

4.11

412

4.13

As we announced in the Renewable Energy Strategy, any generating stations
eligible for FITs where installation is completed after the publication date of the
RES (15 July 2009) and before the start of the FITs scheme (the ‘interim period’)
will be able to benefit from FITs as if the installation had been completed on the
start-up date of the scheme, i.e. at the same tariff level and (subject to the below
exception) for the same support period, from the FITs start date (subject to
complying with the registration requirements).

We propose that for any eligible microgenerators that apply for accreditation
under the RO during the interim period, the following arrangements will apply:

It will be mandatory for these generators to switch to FITs, and an automatic
transfer from the RO will be carried out by Ofgem with effect from the date the
FITs scheme becomes operational. These generators will, as above, be moved to
the tariff they would have received had they started generating on the first day of
FITs. However, in this case we propose to shorten the support period to account
for the fact that they will already have received ROCs. \We propose to apply a
standard reduction of six months’ support (regardless of the actual period of ROC
support) in order to reduce the burden of administration.

In this instance, the switch will take effect regardless of any contracts in place
with agents under the RO, since we would expect generators and agents to
ensure that any such agreements entered into after publication of this
consultation are compatible with the proposals it contains. Note that, as set out
below, we propose that from the date the FITs scheme becomes operational,
new installations below 50k eligible for FITs will no longer be eligible for ROCs.



Section 4: 99
Cross Cutting

4.14 Small generators that applied for accreditation under the RO during the interim
period will be given a one-off choice to switch to FITs. Unless they exercise this
option, they will remain in the RO. To switch to FITs, they will have to notify
Ofgem of this choice. They can do this at any time until the end of December
2010. A choice notified by the end of December 2009 will result in a switch
effective as of the start date of FITs. A choice notified during 2010 will result in a
switch effective from the end of March 2011 (i.e. the end of the 2010-11
obligation period). Where such a switch takes place, we propose, as above, to
make a deduction from the FITs support period. If the choice is notified to Ofgem
during 2009, we propose to apply a standard reduction of six months’ support; if
the choice is notified during 2010, we propose to deduct 18 months’ support.

Q65. Do you agree with the proposed approach for the treatment of
generating stations that completed installation during the interim period?

4.15 As we announced in the Renewable Energy Strategy, the transitional
arrangements set out above will also apply for householders®” if the electricity
installation in question receives a central Government grant (such as under the
Low Carbon Buildings Programme). However, for recipients other than
householders we propose to require such grants (e.g. grants made through the
Bio-energy Capital Grants Scheme) to be paid back in order to receive support
through the FITs. Grants other than central Government grants will not affect
eligibility for FITs.

Q66. Do you agree that, for non-household installations built during the
interim period, we should make access to FITs conditional upon repayment of
any central Government grant received for such installations?

4.16 For new generating stations that have not applied for accreditation under the RO
before the date on which the FITs scheme becomes operational, we propose the
following arrangements.

4.17 As of the date the FITs scheme becomes operational, generators up to 50kW
who would be eligible to receive support through the FITs will no longer be able to
apply for accreditation under the RO. Microgenerators whose technology will not
be offered support through the FITs will still be eligible to apply for accreditation
under the RO.

37 Properties as defined in Section 3 of the Low Carbon Building Programme Terms and Conditions www.Icbp.
org.uk/uploads/documents/Icbp/LCBP % 20Householders %20Conditions %200f%20Grant%20ST 1Hv7.pdf
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Generators above 50kW will continue to have a one-off choice between applying
for accreditation under the RO or opting to receive support through FITs, since we
do not want to preclude generators at this scale from joining the RO. As stations
approach the capacity limit of the FITs, the rewards for certain generators may be
higher under the RO than the FITs. In addition, generators with a portfolio of
stations may prefer to deal with a single scheme.

The exception to this will be stations built under existing NFFO (Non-Fossil Fuel
Obligation) contracts. In order to minimise the administrative burden, we propose
that these stations would only be eligible to receive support through the RO once
their NFFO contract expires, and would not be eligible to apply for support
through the FITs.

Q67. Do you agree with the proposed approach for the treatment of new
generating stations once the FITs scheme becomes operational?

4.20

4.21

4.22

Since April 2009 the RO has provided an uplift in support for renewable CHP. In
most cases, the RO grants an additional 0.5 ROCs for each megawatt-hour of
Good Quality electricity produced from a renewable CHP plant over that
generated by an electricity-only plant using the same technology. This effectively
provides direct support for the heat output of these plants in the absence of any
direct support for the heat. The aim of this uplift support is to ensure that
opportunities for increasing the overall efficiency of renewable generation plant by
using the heat output are not foregone in order to maximise ROC revenue. There
is evidence that the uplift has led to an increase in projects under development.
This uplift will also be reflected in the proposed FITs tariffs from April 2010.

It has been foreshadowed that the treatment of CHP stations may change once
the RHI is introduced. Now that the decision has been made to implement the
RHI, we are considering options for decoupling support for heat and electricity for
new CHP plants. This could be achieved by:

¢ Retaining the RO uplift for CHP plants and providing further support under the
RHI if minimum standards are exceeded; or

e Removing the RO uplift for CHP and applying a per-MWh support rate for heat
output under the RHI (this could be a CHP-specific rate or the same level of
support provided for heat-only plants using the same fuels).

Separating out support for renewable CHP into discrete instruments for heat and
electricity would provide greater policy clarity. More importantly, it could
potentially provide a stronger incentive to operators to increase use of the heat
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output beyond minimum standards. This increase in overall efficiency would lead
to greater renewable output and progress towards renewables targets, as well as
energy and CO, savings. At the moment, because the basis of the incentive is
electricity, operators will tend to produce only the minimum amount of heat
consistent with meeting the standards for Good Quality renewable CHP. \We are
currently seeking confirmation from industry and through our own consultants
that these potential savings could be realised.

There are a number of issues that need to be considered in moving towards
separate support for heat and electricity output under the RHI, the RO and FITs.
These include potential administrative and compliance costs and consistency with
European law such as the Cogeneration Directive.

Subject to confirmation of existing analysis and further exploration of technical,
legal, and cost issues, we propose that the transitional arrangements for CHP will
broadly follow the arrangements detailed further above in this section. Following
feedback from this consultation, we will consult in more detail in the RHI
consultation later this year.

Q68. Do you agree with the decoupling of support for heat and electricity for
new renewable CHP plants? What are the technical issues that need to be
considered in implementing transitional arrangements towards the
introduction of FITs and RHI for CHP installations?

4.25

4.26

FITs aim to increase renewables deployment. Some other policies can have an
impact on renewables deployment as well — mainly policies that have introduced
or will introduce carbon reduction or similar obligations. An example of an existing
scheme of this type is the Carbon Emissions Reduction Target. Other schemes,
such as Zero Carbon Homes, are currently being developed.

We do not intend for FITs to make any special provisions for such schemes. This
would mean that those targeted by other schemes or obligations will have the
same access to FITs as anyone else. However, we may put in place limitations in
those other schemes. This will mainly be the case where such other schemes are
aimed at supporting non-renewable low-carbon solutions (mainly energy
efficiency). We want to avoid the situation where eligibility for FITs would result
in the diversion of effort away from the primary objectives of a scheme (energy
efficiency) in favour of supported renewables. See Box 3 below for details on a
range of affected schemes. Such restrictions (including consultation thereon) are
dealt with as part of the decision-making process for those schemes, outside the
implementation process for FITs.
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Q69. Do you agree that FITs should not restrict access for those projects
covered by other schemes?

» Zero Carbon Homes (as well as other building regulations requirements). Under
this policy, all new homes in England have to comply with zero carbon standards
from 2016; in the interim, building regulation standards for new homes are being
tightened step-by-step. The policy will mandate a high level of energy efficiency as
part of a zero carbon home, but we intend that certain on-site renewables will be
able to count towards the zero carbon standard.

» Carbon Reduction Commitment. The CRC will drive behaviour and infrastructure
change in large non energy intensive business organisations (such as large
supermarkets) and public sector organisations to reduce their carbon emissions.
This scheme largely aims to bring forward energy efficiency improvements.

» Voluntary Reporting Guidance. Guidance for organisations on how to measure and
report their greenhouse gas emissions, including where they are reducing their
carbon emissions through use of renewable energy. We are currently consulting on
this.®

» Carbon Emissions Reduction Target. This scheme mandates that energy suppliers
have to deliver measures to provide carbon dioxide savings in domestic properties.
It is largely aimed at bringing forward energy efficiency solutions.

+ Community Energy Saving Programme. Under this scheme, energy companies
must deliver low-carbon measures in a “whole-house” approach to homes in
low-income communities. Suppliers can deliver measures from a prescribed list,
including some renewables as well as other low-carbon solutions, to fulfil the
obligation.

* “Merton rules” (and other planning consent restrictions). Local authorities may
require a certain level of renewables in building developments as a precondition for
obtaining planning consent. It will be up to local authorities to decide whether
supported renewables may be counted in fulfilment of such conditions.

38 www.defra.gov.uk/corporate/consult/greenhouse-gas/index.htm
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Q3.

Q4.
Q5.

Q6.

Q7.
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Q9.

Q10.

Q1.
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Do you agree that, at this point, no extension beyond 2037 is required?

Do you agree that the criterion for treating projects under either the old 2027 end
date or the new 2037 end date should be accreditation before or after 26 June
20087 If not, what should the criterion be and why?

Do you agree that additional capacity or plant that is refurbished or replaced
should be entitled to the full 20 years of support, regardless of when the original
capacity started to receive support?

Do you agree with the proposal to increase headroom to 10% by 20147

Do you agree that the proposed series of 0.5% annual increases in headroom
over the time period set out is the best approach to implementing any increase?

Do you agree a wholesale price stabilisation mechanism would bring benefits to
renewable generators by providing a predictable and adequate level of
compensation?

Do you believe that these benefits can be realised in practice? In particular,
during periods of high fossil fuel prices, would suppliers pass the benefits on to
consumers?

Do you agree that a revenue stabilisation mechanism could help us meet our
target by encouraging more deployment?

What would be the best choice of wholesale power price index to adopt for use
with any stabilisation mechanism and why?

What impact do you think a stabilisation mechanism would have upon the
operation of the wholesale electricity market?

Do you envisage any other implementation challenges which might result from
the introduction of a stabilisation mechanism? If so, how do you propose we
deal with them?

Do you agree that this approach will minimise undesirable effects on market
confidence whilst we consider the introduction of revenue stabilisation? If not,
what further steps could we take to maintain confidence in the market?
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Q17.

Q18.
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Q20.

Q21.

Q22.
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Q24.

Q25.

Q26.
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Do you agree that a Contract for Difference option would be the best choice of
wholesale price stabilisation mechanism? If not, what would you recommend as
the best option and why?

Do you have any initial views on whether a stabilisation mechanism should
remove wholesale price risk from generators altogether or leave them with
some degree of risk, via a “cap and collar” mechanism?

Do you have any initial views on whether a stabilisation mechanism after 1 April
2013 should be optional or mandatory for generators under the RO?

Do you agree that biomass and generation involving co-firing should be excluded
from any new stabilisation mechanism? If not, why not?

Considering the balance between the benefits and the implementation
challenges, do you think we should introduce a wholesale price revenue
stabilisation mechanism?

If you believe that a price stabilisation mechanism should be introduced for the
wholesale power price, do you think that it should be applied to the ROC price as
well?

Do you agree with the proposed conditions? Are there any more conditions we
should consider?

Do you think we should set support levels for stations located outside the UK in
line with those for UK-based generation?

Do you agree with our proposal to limit the eligibility for stations located outside
the UK to those with a direct interconnection to the UK? If not, why?

Are there any other specific issues we should consider when implementing
international trading in renewable electricity through the RO?

Do you have any comments on the Ernst & Young report on the current capital
and operating costs for offshore wind projects? Is there any other evidence
which we should take into account? If so, please provide details.

Do you agree with our proposed level of support for offshore wind, including our
proposal to step down support from 2 ROCs/MWh to 1.75 ROCs/MVWh over 2
years?

Do you agree the proposed eligibility criteria and cut-off date for offshore wind
are appropriate?

Do you think the differential in ROC support between projects that signed just
before the 2009 Budget announcement in the existing regime and projects
which could become eligible for 2 ROCs will create an unfair advantage? If so,
please provide evidence.
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Do you agree that we should not impose a restriction on the use of tallow in the
RO until clarity of the new marketplace has been established?

Do you consider the cap be retained at 12.5% going forward?

If you think the cap should be changed, when should this happen and at what
level should the cap be set? Please provide evidence supporting your answer.

Do you have a view on how we should predict expected electricity use in a
subsequent obligation period? What are the advantages/disadvantages of any
suggested methods of predicting expected electricity use?

Do you have a view on how we should predict the expected level of ROCs
generated from existing generating stations in a subsequent obligation period?
What are the advantages/disadvantages of any suggested method?

Do you agree with our proposal for accounting for banked ROCs?

Do you agree with our proposal for predicting new generation capacity for the
subsequent obligation period? What are the advantages/disadvantages of this
method of predicting this new capacity?

Do you agree that the proposal to offset redeemed ROCs against a generator’s
future output presents a proportionate approach?

Do you agree that FITs should be structured in order to recognise all generation,
rather than just exports?

Do you agree that the best way of delivering security for the investor is to set a
long-term guaranteed price for exports?

Do you agree that FITs generators should also benefit from on-site use of their
generation?

Do you have any other views on the basic structure of the FITs?

Do you agree with the proposed limits of 5MW for renewable technologies and
50kW for gas fired CHP for FITs installations?

If you disagree with the proposed limits, what lower limits would be more
suitable and why?

Do you agree that generators off the electricity grid should be eligible for FITs? If
so, what safeguards should be put in place for these generators to ensure the
electricity is being used?

Do you agree with the selection of technologies for which we will be providing
tariffs from April 20107
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Should technologies for which we do not propose to offer a specific tariff from
April 2010 be handled by:

— Providing a single tariff from April 2010 for all remaining technologies;
or
— Considered as a new tariff band as part of regular FITs reviews?

Do you agree that the FITs should not require on-site generators to comply with
any energy efficiency standards as a condition for eligibility?

Are there any issues regarding eligibility that we have not foreseen here? If so,
how should we address them?

Do you agree with our approach not to offer up-front capitalisation to schemes
as part of the FITs? If not, what alternative approach do you propose and why?

Do you agree with our approach that a generator may assign the rights to their
FITs payments to a third party? If not what alternative approach do you propose
and why?

Do you agree with the proposed model for registration and accreditation of plant
claiming FITs discussed in the Accreditation, Registration and Connection
section?

Do you agree with the principle that all generation should be metered to qualify
for FITs? Do you foresee any issues with that approach?

What are your views on regulating which suppliers should be required to offer
FITs, and in what circumstances?

Do you agree with the tariff levels, lifetimes and degression rates we have set
out for the chosen technologies? If not, what evidence do you have for choosing
alternatives?

Do you agree with our proposed guaranteed minimum price for the exported
electricity? If not, what price would you propose and what is your proposal based
on?

Does the proposed review structure provide the right balance between providing
certainty and adapting FITs to the changing circumstances in which it operates?

Do you have any initial views on the relationship between FITs and those in fuel
poverty or on low incomes?

Do you agree that the levelisation process described above provides the best
system for redistributing costs amongst suppliers? If not, what other ways can
we levelise costs across suppliers?

How can the levelisation process facilitate participation in FITs for small
suppliers?
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Should suppliers be able to include an administration cost in the levelisation
process? If so, what should the level of that allowance be and how should it be
determined?

Should the levelisation process include consideration of large and unforeseen
price differences between prices paid to generators and the market value?

Do you agree with the proposed approach to auditing, assurance and
enforcement? If not, what alternative approach do you propose and why?

Are there any issues regarding the role of suppliers that we have not foreseen
here? If so, how should we address them?

What do you think is the best way of defining an installation for the purposes of
FITs?

Once an installation is defined, do you think further checks are required to verify
this? If so, what would these checks be?

How could we deal with installations at a single site installed in different years?

Do you agree with the proposed approach for the treatment of existing
generating stations?

Do you agree with the proposed approach for the treatment of generating
stations that completed installation during the interim period?

Do you agree that, for non-household installations built during the interim period,
we should make access to FITs conditional upon repayment of any central
Government grant received for such installations?

Do you agree with the proposed approach for the treatment of new generating
stations once the FITs scheme becomes operational?

Do you agree with the decoupling of support for heat and electricity for new
renewable CHP plants? \What are the technical issues that need to be considered
in implementing transitional arrangements towards the introduction of FITs and
RHI for CHP installations?

Do you agree that FITs should not restrict access for those projects covered by
other schemes?
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AD - Anaerobic Digestion; a biological process which produces bio-gas from discarded
food and farm waste.

Banding — A mechanism to provide different levels of support to different technologies
based on, for example, technology type and installation capacity.

‘Big 6’ electricity suppliers — Centrica, EdF, EON, RWE Npower, Scottish Power and
Scottish and Southern.

BWEA - British Wind Energy Association.

CERT - Carbon Emissions Reduction Target; an obligation on energy suppliers to
deliver measures that provide CO, savings

CESP — Community Energy Saving Programme; a programme to deliver energy
efficiency packages.

CfD - Contract for Difference; a contractual mechanism which allows for pricing risk to
be transferred from one party to another by exchanging a floating rate for a fixed price.

CHP - Combined Heat and Power; the simultaneous generation of useable heat and
electricity in a single process.

CHPQA - CHP Quality Assurance Programme, provides a means to assess and
monitor Good Quality CHP capacity

Co-firing — fuelling a power generation installation with a mix of fuels, e.g. biomass
and fossil fuel.

Degression — a mechanism whereby tariffs are reduced annually to reflect, and to
some extent encourage, expected decreases in technology costs.

DNO - Distribution Network Operator.
FITs — Feed-in Tariffs.
GHG - Greenhouse gas.

Good Quality output — Good Quality denotes the outputs of CHP plants that have
met the energy efficiency criteria set by the CHP Quality Assurance (CHPQA)
programme.

Grandfathering — provides certainty for an investor by setting a guaranteed support
level for projects for their lifetime in a scheme, regardless of future reviews.
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Headroom - works by creating a positive gap of a predetermined size between the RO
target and the predicted quantity of renewable generation. This ensures the level of the
obligation remains above actual generation and ROC values are more stable and
predictable.

HESS - Heat and Energy Saving Strategy.

LCBP — Low Carbon Buildings Programme; a programme providing grants for the
installation of microgeneration technologies

Levelisation — A mechanism whereby FITs payments would be borne by all licensed
suppliers in proportion to their share of the UK electricity supply market.

LPG - Liquefied Petroleum Gas.
MCS - Microgeneration Certification Scheme.

NFFO - Non-Fossil Fuel Obligation; the government’s instrument for encouraging
renewables before the RO.

OFTO - Offshore Transmission Owners.

Oleochemicals — Chemicals derived from biological oils or fats, as opposed to
petrochemicals, which are derived from petroleum.

PPA - Power Purchase Agreement.

RAB - Renewables Advisory Board; and independent NDPB sponsored by DECC that
provides advice to government on a range of renewables issue.

RED - Renewable Energy Directive.
RHI - Renewable Heat Incentive.
RO - Renewables Obligation.

ROO - Renewables Obligation Order; a form of secondary legislation known as a
Statutory Instrument; sets out the detail of the RO and can only be amended if it is first
subject to a consultation and then debated and approved by both Houses of Parliament.

RES - Renewable Energy Strategy.
ROC - Renewable Obligation Certificate.

RTFO - Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation; an obligation on supplies of road fuels to
ensure a certain percentage of the fuel they supply is made up of renewable fuels.

SME - Small/medium sized enterprise.

Spill price — price paid to generators for generation in excess of what they are
contracted to produce.

SRF - Solid Recovered Fuel a homogenous fuel created from municipal waste.

UKAS - United Kingdom Accreditation Service.
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Event Team Date
Meeting/workshop on the Registration, FITs Late August/
administration and levelisation of FITs — aimed at Early September
suppliers
Meeting/workshop on the Registration and FITs Late August/
administration of FITs — aimed at generators Early September
MicroCHP workshop FITs 10 September 2009
Stakeholder workshop on the ROO 2010 RO Week of 28

September
By-products, Co-products & Wastes Study Findings RO 7-October

Presentation

For more information about these events, please e-mail: rfi@decc.gsi.gov.uk
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