
We do not agree that a completion date should be stipulated.  If this was removed or set back by even a couple of years, it could include projects 
by householders who have pioneered this technology and therefore should be rewarded under the scheme.

This could also lead to immediate and positive PR for the programme, encouraging more uptake and spreading the word of RE throughout the 
private sector especially.

If a deadline were set for applying for any projects completed before the 15th July 2009, shortly after the project launch, then this would generate 
a positive and immediate uptake within a very short period of time, raising the profile of RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

We do not feel that there would be an unacceptable level of abuse of the support offered under the scheme.  This is because the financial and 
convenience cost to install measures remains relatively high, so applicants are likely to really want to make a change for the right reasons rather 
than try and make a quick return.

Question: Q29

Yes.  We agree with the proposed approach.

Question: Q30

247 David Clough (individual) Existing generator

No

Question: Q01

No

Comments:  I fully support the idea of “pay as you save” loans to make renewable heat (and solar PV) accessible to those who do not have the 
savings to invest “up front”

Question: Q02

No

Comments:  There is more of a case for using approved product types for installations up to 45kW.  The consumer will wish to install products 
which work efficiently and which will maximise their return on investment.  Ground Source Heat Pumps, for example, could be assessed for 
efficiency and given A-G ratings in the same way as refridgerators or condensing boilers.  Let the consumer then decide.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

No

Comments:  Installers attend courses on the correct installation of equipment.  For example Worcester-Bosch run training courses on solar 
thermal, GSHPs, ASHPs and fossil fuel boilers.  This qualification should be sufficient to allow the installation to be accepted for the RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q08

Comments: Unable to comment on this

Question: Q09

Yes

Comments:  The use of deeming is a good incentive to improve energy efficiency.  Whilst I fully support the need to improve levels of insulation in 
the existing housing stock I do not believe it should be a pre-requisite for RHI support.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Comments:  I believe that most developers will build to whatever building regulations are in force at the time of construction.  When the new regs 
take effect they will build to those.

Question: Q11

22 June 2010 Page 338 of 1348



Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q12

No

Comments: Where energy efficiency and carbon emissions have been addressed to produce a better EPC rating than previously, such households 
will be disadvantaged compared with households which have not made an effort to undertake improvements despite the help available.  A simpler 
system could be based on house type (terrace/semi/detached/bungalow) and, possibly, either area or number of bedrooms.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Comments: The perverse incentive to overgenerate is low.

Question: Q14

Comments: Unable to comment

Question: Q15

Comments: Unable to comment

Question: Q16

Comments: No

Question: Q17

Yes

Question: Q18

Comments: Unable to comment

Question: Q19

Comments: No view on this

No OpinionQuestion: Q20

No:

Comments: I prefer a case-by-case approach so that difficult to treat properties are included in the uplift.

Question: Q21

Yes

Question: Q22

Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Comments:  Surely the increase in numbers of installations will tend to reduce the cost of the technology via mass production techniques.

Question: Q25

Yes

Question: Q26
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Comments: No, I do not believe it is justifiable or equitable to exclude installations completed before 15 July 2009.
I quote, “We foresee households playing a large role in the success of the RHI, leading the way with their own actions and influencing the actions of 
others.”
The “pioneers” who have invested their savings into renewable heat, following the advice of government, DECC and the EST, for example, are once 
again to be penalised for following this advice.  These are the very people who are promoting the uptake of renewables and energy efficiency in 
their communities and beyond.  Excluding them from the RHI risks losing their support and may increase the need to “police” the system, incurring 
extra administrative and field costs.  There are certain to be individuals who will scrap existing installations and install new ones simply to get 
around this exclusion. 
The impact assessment for this consultation gives (p29) 2589 renewable heat  installations in existence by 2011 and a projection of 143 843 by 
2020.  This means that even if all of these 2011 systems were pre 15 July 2009, it would represent only 1.8% of the projected figure for 2020.  In 
reality the percentage of excluded, existing systems is likely to be much lower than this as many of the 2589 will have been installed since the 
arbitrary cut-off date.  The relatively small cost of re-motivating this group of “pioneers” would be repaid many times over by the work they will do 
in actively promoting the uptake of renewable heat in their areas.  Compared to the cost of advertising and promoting RH by other methods this 
would offer excellent value.  
The initial predictions of a £104 increase in energy bills by 2020 (p25 impact assessment) would include less than £1.90 and more likely nearer 
£1.50 for the pioneering installations.  The equivalent of around 5 cigarettes, a small glass of wine or a glass of beer per household at today’s prices.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Yes

Comments: You are considering the possibility of people wasting heat energy by opening windows etc, just to receive the RHI.  No doubt there will 
be some who will do this, but it is very unlikely to be those who have already been reducing their energy use.  The consequences of excluding the 
pioneers raises the real risk that some will attempt to circumvent the rules or uninstall viable systems and then install new ones, simply to qualify 
for the RHI.  This does not make sense from the point of view of carbon reduction and would also increase the cost of running the scheme.  The 
answer is simple – include the pioneers in the scheme and they will work positively to support it.

Question: Q29

Comments: Unable to comment on this area

Question: Q30

248 Professor S. Forbes Pearson (individual) Other

You make no mention of working fluids for heat pumps.  There are many working fluids available for use in heat pumps.  Some of them have very 
high Global Warming Potential (GWP).  Concern about the adverse effect of leakage of some of these fluids is so high that EU has laid down that 
after 2011 no new motor cars within the Union may use working fluids having GWPs greater than 150.
It is probably not reasonably practicable to make such a stipulation for heat pumps but something should be done to encourage use of low GWP 
fluids.  Such fluids are available.
I suggest that significantly increased tariffs should be specified for working fluids having GWPs of less than 150.  This would have the effect of 
promoting low GWP fluids without prohibiting use of more conventional fluids.
The following table indicates GWP values for some common refrigerants and for some refrigerants currently under development.

Refrigerant	R404A R407C R410A R134a R152a R290 R1234yf R744 R717
GWP (100 yr)  3900     1800    1600    1430    120      20            4         1       0

It can be seen that leakage of refrigerants on the left of the table could have serious consequences for the environment.  Use of each refrigerant in 
the table is practicable under certain circumstances.
BSEN 378 lays down the circumstances in which they may used without excessive risk.

Question: Q01

Finance will be available provided the tariff is sufficiently high to provide an attractive inducement to both “owner” and finance provider.  Insofar 
as it is proposed to fund the tariff by a levy on fossil fuels used for heating, there is the double benefit of raising the cost of fuel, which is still too 
cheap, and making the alternative form of energy more attractive by comparison.
“Banks and other lenders” are described as one possible source of capital to finance installation of Renewable Heat Sources.  I would have thought 
that Building Societies would be the obvious source.

Question: Q02

The proposed method of certification is acceptable but, in the case of heat pumps, may well fall down because of lack of accredited suppliers and 
installers.  It appears that there is no ready made accreditation method and there is possibly not time to put one in place.
Insofar as heat pumps and refrigerating systems are essentially the same, it should be satisfactory to allow installation by recognised companies 
having staff qualified to install systems containing the working fluids in the heat pumps.

Question: Q03
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Asks about the policy of requiring products and installers to be accredited under MCS or equivalent. I agree in principle but I consider that the 
“equivalent” should be the systems used in the refrigeration industry to ensure that refrigerating systems are installed by operatives qualified to 
work with the fluids in the systems.  The systems should be designed and installed in accordance with BSEN 378.  Every refrigerating system is a 
heat pump.  The defining point is whether the heat rejected or the heat absorbed is the object of the installation.

In the ideal case both absorbed heat and rejected heat should be used but it is difficult to achieve this in practice for a variety of reasons.

Question: Q04

There is no limit to size of system covered by BSEN 378.  It is probably a mistake to try to apply MCS to heat pumps which are already covered by 
well established standards and practices.

Question: Q05

The main European Standard is EN 378.  There are other “product” standards covering domestic refrigerators and window air-conditioners that are 
appropriate.

Question: Q06

Not relevant to heat pumps.

I was distressed to see the definition of air source heat pumps on p9 of the document.  Unless one invents a new definition of “ heat exchanger”, 
the definition is both wrong and misleading.
One possible correct definition would be, “ Air source heat pumps are systems that extract heat from air outside the building and transfer it at a 
higher temperature to the inside of the building.”  Most heat pumps will be electrically driven but they need not be.  The definition given, lowers 
the whole tone of the document and also impacts on the description of ground source heat pumps that follows.

Question: Q07

Not relevant to heat pumps.

Question: Q08

Not relevant to heat pumps.

Question: Q09

I think that householders and owners should bring their property up to a specified minimum energy efficiency standard as a condition of benefiting 
from RHI support. There is a case for allowing RHI support even if the property is not up to standard because the carbon produced to heat the 
building will be less that the amount to heat the building using conventional fuels but the benefits of improving the housing stock are so great that 
it is probably worth imposing conditions.
I also think that the devices employed (heat pumps/bio-fuel boilers etc should also comply with laid down, stringent, efficiency standards.

Question: Q10

Asks how to ensure that builders do not  build to lower standards because RHI support will reduce heating costs. I think it should be a condition of 
RHI support that buildings be insulated to a specified standard

Question: Q11

Asks whether the proposals on where to (heat)meter and where to “deem” are agreed.
I do not agree.  I think that all installations of whatever size should be “deemed”.  That is, the load should be estimated and equipment installed to 
meet the load.  This is normal practice.
Insofar as the efficiency of the device is known, the actual load can be checked merely by measuring power or fuel consumption.  Inefficient 
operation as evidenced by high power consumption can be noted.  High power consumption would not lead to high payments under RHI.  
Industrial and process applications of heat pumps could use absorbed power in kW.h/year as the measure of entitlement, the efficiency of the 
system having been estimated at the time of installation. Actual use of industrial heat pumps will fluctuate depending on business demand but 
there is no need to measure heat flow.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

Asks whether a process based on SAP or SBEM or EPC would be acceptable.
I agree in the case of buildings but industrial process heating load would have to be assessed differently

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Asks whether metering for large scale/process heating would risk turning onto a perverse incentive.
I don’t think it would unless the RH Incentive were much too high.  However, I don’t think heat flow metering would be necessary.  Power 
consumption would be sufficient.

Question: Q14
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An obvious defect in the table is that water source heat pumps are omitted. They are mentioned at (9) but not in a way that would reflect their 
potential importance, particularly in cities with rising water table.  Water source heat pumps should be particularly important in UK which is rather 
a wet place and has many lakes, rivers and much coast line.  Abstraction of water is a sensitive issue, particularly if there is possibility of 
contamination or of rejecting heat into the stream.  However, the use of water source heat pumps causes no contamination and actually cools the 
stream which is highly desirable.  Strenuous efforts should be made to persuade water authorities to encourage use of water source heat pumps.

The document is obviously skewed in favour of domestic sized installations.  This is not totally unreasonable in view of the very large aggregate 
surface area (heat leakage) of domestic dwellings in UK.  However, larger installations could provide significant heat for a variety of purposes and 
are likely to be more efficient than domestic installations.

The consultation document shows a variety of tariffs for various types and sizes of heat pumps.
I accept that the tariff for small installations should be higher than for large and medium sized installations but I totally reject the concept of step 
changes in tariff depending on size of installation.  This would lead to “blighted” regions in terms of unit size.  Who would install a 50kW unit at 2p 
tariff when a 45kW unit would attract a tariff of 7.5p ?  Would unit size for tariff purposes relate to the aggregate size of multiple units in an 
installation or would it be based on individual unit sizes ?  I suggest that there should be a flat rate for small installations, up to 45kW, say, falling 
linearly for medium installations to a flat rate for large installations at, say, 350kW and above.  If this were done there would be no artificial 
constraint on unit size.

I think that it is a serious mistake to propose differing tariffs for different types of heat pump.
The rationale seems to be that ground source heat pumps are more difficult and expensive to install than air source heat pumps and therefore 
deserve more encouragement.  This is nonsense.  UK conditions are particularly suited to air source heat pumps and it would appear to be perverse 
in the extreme to discriminate against them.  In more extreme climates such as are experienced inland on the continent of Europe, there is a case 
for using ground source heat pumps because the ground heat source remains much more constant than the air temperature would be.  However, 
in our more idiosyncratic climate, the temperature does not fall nearly so much in winter but we might require heating on some days in June or 
July.  Air source is much more desirable in UK and should not be discriminated against.  I suggest that air source, ground source and water source 
should receive equal tariffs except, perhaps for some positive discrimination in favour of systems using low GWP working fluids.

It is a feature of  air source heat pumps in UK that the occasional cold winter ( one year in ten?) would require installation of much larger heat 
pump capacity than would suffice in normal years. Air source heat pump installations can be much more economic and more efficient in operation 
if they are designed with an auxiliary source of heating to cope with occasional very cold weather.  Such heat pumps are sometimes called “bi-
valent”.  There is no mention of bi-valent heat pumps in the document.  Obviously the support for a bi-valent heat pump would be based on the 
heat produced in heat pump mode only.

Question: Q15

Not relevant to heat pumps.

The document asks for information on air source heat pumps above approximately 350kW.
There is a severe limitation on the size of air source heat pump that can be produced because of the very large volumes of air that have to be 
circulated.  I think it can be assumed that air source heat pumps of more than about 200kW would probably be “bespoke” and specially 
constructed for particular applications.  Such bespoke units that have to bear all design costs on each unit are obviously much more expensive than 
standard units.

Question: Q16

Based on experience of individually designed units it would be reasonable to assume a selling price of the order of  £330 /kW for such heat pump 
units but large heat pumps vary so much in their conditions of application that it would probably be better to specify a pay-back time and a 
minimum CoP (say 3.0).

Views are requested on appropriate tariffs for water source heat pumps.  The view has already been expressed that tariffs should be equal for all 
types of heat pump with the possible exception of an incentive (an uplift) to promote use of low GWP working fluids.

Question: Q17

Not relevant to heat pumps.

Question: Q19

Asks whether an uplift should be provided for renewable district heating.
I believe that renewable district heating should be encouraged by all possible means.  I further believe that unless positive discrimination is 
exercised in favour of renewable district heating,  it will not take place in UK.  UK has many coastal towns and cities.  Each one of them could be 
heated from the limitless resources of the sea that surrounds us.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

I believe that an uplift should be available for all eligible district heating networks.

Question: Q21
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I agree in general with the proposed overall approach to calculating uplift.
Calculation of uplift should be in proportion to typical cost of installation of networks in Scandanavian countries that have considerable experience 
of district heating.  It should be borne in mind that the network depreciates with time and might need to be replaced or upgraded during the 
period of  RHI.
In general in Scandanavia the cost of heat from a district heating system is very competitive and therefore everyone who has access to it tends to 
opt in if they can.  I think you should assume that the network should not be restricted to “hard to treat” properties but that the area served by the 
network will, more or less, determine the type of property being served.  In many cases in UK that would amount to 100%
I think that there should only be one uplift but that “ small” networks should not necessarily qualify.
Large district heating systems using heat pumps are practicable and many have been installed, but not here.  For a variety of reasons I would rate 
the prospects for district heating schemes in UK at close to zero unless some significant incentive is provided.

Question: Q30

249 Nick Hiscox (individual) Existing generator

Performance of Heat Pumps

Question: a) Summary

I have only recently become aware of the consultation regarding the Renewable Heat Incentive Scheme; unfortunate this has made it impossible 
for me to read the consultation document in full and respond accordingly, I am however, sending you my observations and experience of Ground 
Source Heat Pumps, their classification as “renewable” energy and also how some manufacturers are providing misleading information as to the 
true extent to the performance of the pump.

In July 2008 we installed an 18 KW/h ground source heat pump; this was done after spending 2 years working on the project and satisfying 
ourselves it would meet our requirements for providing hot water and heating from a renewable source. In April 2010 we are removing the heat 
pump due to its inefficiency. 

Our ground source heat pump is fed by an “open loop” bore hole approx 70 metres deep; the water that runs from the bore hole and through our 
heat pump is then discharged via a holding tank back into the water course, this way the “source water” is of the highest and most constant 
temperature possible and the best source of water required by a ground source heat pump.
Therefore our “complete” ground source heat pump system includes the heat pump, the bore hole pump, the pressure vessel to store the ground 
source water and also the numerous circulation pumps that pump the water from the heat pump to the respective hot water and heating buffer 
tanks – please note that without any of the above the Ground Source Heat Pump will NOT operate. 

Despite the manufacturer claiming a C.O.P of approx 4.5:1 (for each unit of electric put in we should get out 4.5 units of heat) we are only 
achieving approx 3:1 on the pump alone therefore only 65% of the claimed performance, in addition to this we find suppliers of ground source heat 
pumps deliberately omitting the power usage of all the ancillary equipment (bore hole pump etc) required to accommodate a ground source heat 
pump, when we consider the total power used by our ground source heat pump and the ancillary equipment our C.O.P drops to approx 2.5:1 
therefore operates at 55% of the claimed performance capabilities! 

Please note that at a C.O.P of 2.5:1 it is cheaper to run a conventional oil boiler, compare the installation cost of an oil boiler with a heat pump 
£2500 versus £14500 and I am afraid there is very little incentive to install a heat pump, beside that at 2.5:1 I think it would be very hard to claim 
the Ground Source Heat Pump to be a “Renewable Source of Heating”!

Overall, Ground Source Heat Pumps require a constant supply of electricity to operate on all levels, whether its taking the water from the ground 
or running the compressors to generate the heat its still drawing a massive supply of electricity to enable operation on any level, compared with 
Biomass or Solar then I do not believe its correct to claim Ground Source Heat Pumps as “renewable”, unless of course the electricity is “green” 
electricity?

I strongly urge you to consider Ground Source Heat Pumps in isolation (and perhaps Air Source Heat Pumps), please look into the net effect of the 
power required to run these pumps and the environmental cost of producing this power, I would also urge any certification process to consider the 
total power requirement of a Ground Source Heat Pump and all the ancillary equipment required to enable the pump to work, this is a major area 
some manufacturers are able to “hide” true performance figures.

I am more than happy to supply a fully detailed report on our heat pump, its performance and the also that of the manufacturer and their response 
to the lack of performance, in the meantime I hope my observations are beneficial.

No OpinionQuestion: Q07

250 Fichtner Consulting Engineers Ltd Consultancy
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Fichtner are involved with many of the large scale biomass power projects under development
currently, as well as almost all of the Energy-from-Waste (EfW) and Refuse-Derived-Fuel (RDF)
projects in the UK. Through our support to developers, lenders, operators, institutional bodies and
ultimately the decision makers in the industry, we have an unparalleled appreciation of the
technologies commercially available, how they really operate, their layout and land-use
requirements and how much they cost to build and operate. As such we believe we are well
placed to provide feedback on this consultation.

See full response for further information supplied:
ANNEX A: Comparison of Incentive Revenues for Large-Scale Biomass
ANNEX B: Comparison of Revenues – Biogas above 200 kWth

Question: b) GeneralResponse

NO

Question: Q01

NO

Question: Q02

No. Bioliquids appear to have been excluded (beyond the small scale) on the basis of cost effectiveness and end-use prioritisation, due to limited 
supply. We do not believe that these reasons are justified, especially in the case of bioliquids CHP.
In the context of cost-effectiveness, bioliquids are generally more expensive than biomass, but this is countered by a lower capital investment 
requirement and typically a higher overall efficiency, especially for equivalent medium CHP schemes. The cost-effectiveness of bioliquid CHP 
facilities is demonstrated by the current level of interest in medium and large scale plants under the ROO incentive scheme; we know of a number 
of bioliquid fuelled CHP units in excess of 10 MWe and over 15 units of 100-500 kWe capacity being installed as part of the Building Schools for the 
Future (BSF) PFI initiative. These facilities have been
approved on the basis of the current financial incentive; on the basis that the RHI should incentivise CHP to a similar level, then should they not be 
equally as economically viable under the RHI?
DECC are also clearly concerned about the availability of bioliquids and the effects of overdemand
on sustainability, as the transport sector will also require bioliquids. This again should not be an issue, especially now that all bioliquids, regardless 
of end-use (i.e. power, transport or heat), can only be eligible for incentives if strict sustainability criteria are met.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

No

We do not believe that this requirement is appropriate for inclusion in the RHI. If the
authorities have concerns over emissions, these should be incorporated in the appropriate
environmental and planning legislation.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Generally Reasonable. 
For larger scale installations it will be necessary to consider how the heat is measured. We would suggest that the method used by the CHPQA is 
appropriate, where the useful heat stream exported is measured by mass and energy content, and it is assumed that condensate is returned at 
10oC.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

YES. The best approach may be to maintain the existing criteria of useful heat and metering
boundaries in the CHP QA guidance. These have been developed to prevent over-generation
and dumping of heat.

Question: Q14
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Our comments apply to large scale biomass & EfW CHP schemes (i.e. power generation in excess of about 20 MWe) 
Under the ROO, the CHP uplifts have produced interest in exporting achievable levels of heat from large biomass power-only schemes, albeit at 
relatively low percentages of the input energy. The CHPQI calculation has incentivised the development of efficient power systems with heat 
exports typically between 5 and 15% of the energy input. Under the RHI however, comparable incentive revenue can only be achieved with a much 
higher heat export of 25-40+%.
For example, a 100 Mwe biomass plant with an annual net electrical efficiency of 31% would need to export 90 MWth of heat (equivalent to 28% 
of the heat input) to achieve that same revenue as would be available under the ROO CHP Uplift (facilities with a higher electrical efficiency will 
achieve the full ROC uplift sooner and on more power export, increasing this figure further). The full workings for this example are included in 
Annex A. For the vast majority of facilities, the level of heat demand in the immediate area will fall far short of this; as an illustration, the heat loads 
for some of the larger CHP schemes in the UK, where biomass or waste fuels are used or considered, are given below:
• Sheffield District Heating Scheme – Circa 15 MWth Annual Average
• Nottingham District Heating Scheme – Circa 20 MWth Annual Average
Whilst the RHI provides a better incentive for large scale heat export, this is largely a theoretical scenario. Unless such heat consumers are able to 
take large amounts of heat from biomass or energy from waste, there would be no further development of heat offtake from large scale biomass 
and energy from waste schemes. Developers are extremely unlikely to develop schemes reliant on large heat offtakes because the project becomes 
non-viable if the heat consumer disappears, whereas electricity can always be exported to the grid. By contrast, the ROO CHP uplift is giving a 
viable and practical incentive to  developers to install achievable levels of heat offtake. There are several schemes either already operating, or in 
the process of being installed under the ROO. In our view, there is a high risk that under the proposed RHI, these schemes would have been 
shelved. 
In most cases, the proposed RHI Scheme structure is unsuitable for incentivising large scale
biomass. To adopt the RHI a similar incentive profile to the ROO is required; a high incentive
is necessary for the initial heat offtake to encourage the developer to set up the scheme,
with a lower incentive for larger amounts of heat to avoid the incentive being too generous.
Our proposal is therefore that the ROO should be left largely unchanged with the CHP uplift,
and the RHI introduced in parallel. Developers should be given a choice as to which
incentive is most suited to their schemes. The RHI would incentivise schemes with a large
percentage heat offtake available, whilst the ROO should be left in place to incentivise large
biomass plants where only limited heat offtake can be developed. Under the ROO, once the
CHPQA quality index of 100 is achieved, any additional heat export is incentivised under the
RHI at a tariff of £25 / MWh. This means that operators are incentivised to export more heat
if they can, with the RHI tariff compensating for the loss of power revenue. This would
remove the current disincentive under the ROO to not export any more heat than is
required to achieve a QI of 100.
The full explanation of our response to this question can be found in Annex A. (see full response for this)

, additional infoQuestion: Q15

Larger scale biogas combustion facilities will include biogas engines, biogas boilers and
advanced thermal technology facilities (i.e. gasification and pyrolysis). In a similar manner to
the large scale biomass banding, the large scale biogas banding should offer a level of
incentive similar to that available to the alternative. We do not believe that a single tariff
level will adequately reflect the different cost structures and drivers behind the different
types of biogas.
If a single tariff band is to be maintained, we believe that the rate should be set incentivise
developers to switch from biogas power generation to biogas heat generation. In this case,
based on our model set out in Annex B, we believe the tariff rate of 4 p / kWh applicable to
bio-methane injection should also be applied to large scale biogas.

Question: Q16
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No

Our comments apply primarily to the large scale biomass tariff banding.
With regard to the methodology for setting tariff rates, our understanding is that two
approaches were used to reach the range of 1.6 p / kWh – 2.5 p / kWh; achieving a project
IRR of 12% and equivalence to the ROO.
We believe that basing the tariff rate on achieving a specific IRR is not a reliable approach.
IRR is project specific; it is hard to work out and can be manipulated to deliver a preferred
result. We do not believe DECC will be able to collate sufficient information from
stakeholders to produce a reasonable basis for a tariff.
Equivalence with the ROO is a good approach to take. The ROO uplift has attracted
investment and has resulted in the construction of at least two large biomass schemes to
date, with many more in development. The approach will also help to ensure that the ROO
and RHI are harmonised; this is important, not only because all new CHP facilities will be
receiving benefits from both schemes, but also because there would otherwise be disparity
between ROO and RHI CHP schemes. As all facilities will be in competition for the same fuel,
the incentive needs to be consistent to ensure particular facilities don’t get an unfair
advantage over others.
With regard to the tariff lifetime, for the large scale biomass banding 15 years is proposed.
However we believe that the lifetime should be 20 years, in line with the ROO (for plants in
operation by 2017). We cannot understand the logic of providing different support lifetimes
for the RHI and ROO. For the same reason, we believe that the tariff lifetime for large scale
biomass should also be 20 years, in line with the ROO.

Question: Q18

No

As described, the mixed fuel use definition would be a poor one. The only plants included in
the definition are those generating heat from municipal waste. This does not seem
reasonable. There are a number of plants in development which are intended to burn solid
recovered fuel and many municipal waste plants also burn commercial and industrial waste.
It is not feasible to separate the fossil and non-fossil fuel elements to use separate boilers.
We therefore strongly suggest that DECC include SRF, C&I waste and waste wood in the
allowable definition of mixed fuel plants.
The method used to determine the percentage of fossil fuel content has been a continual
problem under the ROO. We believe continued progress needs to be made with Ofgem to
resolve this, and a similar methodology adopted for both the ROO and the RHI.

Question: Q19

No

District heating networks definitely need financial support, but the term ‘district heating’
covers such a wide range of heating networks that to apply a single uplift on a tariff basis
would not incentivise in a consistent manner. Parameters that will vary between projects
include network distance, number of consumers and peak load to average load ratio, which
will determine the actual size of the piping required for the network.
District Heating networks also require significant initial capital investment and are generally
over-sized for their initial heat loads to allow for expansion over time, meaning that it can
take many years before there is sufficient load to make the scheme viable. To provide a
tariff uplift to support capital investment would therefore not provide sufficient support at
the start of the scheme when heat loads are low, but this is exactly the time that capital
investment support is required.
It is also worthwhile noting that in general power companies do not construct and operate
district heating scheme. To provide an additional uplift to the power/heat generator would
be providing the incentive to the wrong party in this case. In our view, capital investment
support of district heating schemes would be better provided through initial grant funding.

DisagreeQuestion: Q20
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See response to Q20

The use of the term “hard-to-treat properties” isn’t really appropriate with the level of
development of district heating in the UK. To develop any new district heating system is a
major task. District heating schemes would be a good way to improve energy efficiency and
to expand renewable heat usage, but we would consider most properties currently fall into
the “hard-to-treat” category and the UK needs to consider how to develop the basic district
heating schemes before we need to be overly concerned about providing heat to more
difficult consumers. It is also inappropriate to discuss minimum numbers of customers.
Supplying one large customer, such as a leisure centre, hotel or office, is far more important
than a domestic house, so the discussion should relate to the amount of heat supplied, not
numbers of customers.
We would also note that the consultation states that the district heating uplift would only
be available where the network is built at the same time as the installation of the boiler.
While we agree that it would be wrong to provide the uplift for a pre-existing network, we
consider that the uplift should be available when a network is built and connected to a preexisting
RHI-eligible boiler, as this would allow new heat users to be added.

Question: Q21

For the purposes of securing finance for these projects, the RHI tariffs for biomass should be
consistent with the decisions made in the ROO. Without consistency, one scheme could
suffer in relation to the other as a result of changes in biomass prices. This would be seen as
a significant risk to investors and could result in an unwillingness to invest.
The proposal to split the biomass related tariffs into a fixed and variable component does
sound reasonable in theory. However in practice the mechanism of setting the variable
component will require careful consideration to ensure the perceived risk to funders is
minimised. A transparent pricing index would need to be established; this should firmly set
the basis for the current incentive level and the mechanism used to relate inventive level to
biomass value. The term ‘biomass’ encompasses a wide range of fuels, so a biomass fuel
price index is going to be hard to produce. The best market indicator is likely to be imported
woodchip prices; imported woodchip is far less likely to be affected by financial incentive
schemes in the UK than UK woodchip, for example. The robustness and transparency of the
mechanism will be essential in maintaining investor confidence.

Question: Q22

Yes

We don’t agree with DECC’s views on the likelihood of prices falling in the large plant sector.
Suppliers are limited and there are many potential projects. Prices seem as likely to rise as
to fall. Capital costs have increased dramatically over the last few years. Any attempt to
introduce a fixed “degression” at the moment would be counter-productive, leading to less
projects being developed. If and when there is a real pattern of degression, this approach
could be considered.
Q24:

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes

Whilst it is inappropriate to consider a review after only one year of operation, we believe
that it is essential that the RHI and ROO are considered together, with changes made
simultaneously. Therefore it is very important to align the two reviews. A review after the
first year is probably unnecessary, but does give the opportunity to amend any gross
inconsistencies if they came to light.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

The exchange rate is probably the single factor likely to make a dramatic difference for biomass. As
the majority of the expansion of biomass will come from imported biomass, and fuel costs are very
significant, a large swing in the sterling exchange rate could dramatically affect renewables.
Similarly, the majority of the capital cost of larger biomass plants is related to the euro.

Question: Q27
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We believe that the 2013 cut-off point for entrance to the RO Uplift scheme is too soon. Many
facilities that have already been designed on the basis of the ROO CHP Uplift will not be installed by
that date. For example:
• The development of a large-scale biomass facility will generally take around a year to achieve
financial close, followed by 3-4 years of construction. A facility that has been designed around
the ROO CHP uplift and that is looking to achieve financial close in the next couple of months is
unlikely to be ‘installed’ until 2014. There are many projects not this close to financial close.
• There are several biomass facilities which have applied for planning or where planning
applications are being prepared. Several of these include heat based on the ROO CHP Uplift and
the planning process strongly supports projects which do this. Gaining a planning consent is a
long drawn out process which invariably takes a year or more. Until planning consent is granted,
funders and suppliers do not take the project seriously, so there is at least one year from being
granted planning to reaching financial close. Construction will then take 3-4 years. Therefore,
many projects which have been developed currently may not be installed until at least 2015.
• The design of an Energy from Waste facility that forms part of a PFI project will have been set at
Call for Final Tender (CFT) stage. It generally takes a year to get from CFT to Preferred Bidder,
followed by a further year to achieve financial close. The construction period of an EfW is
generally three years. Therefore a project that has just reached CFT will not be ‘installed’ until
2015/2016.
In these cases, the ROO CHP Uplift will have formed a fundamental basis of the design and economic
cases for the facility; to remove their option to join this incentive scheme and place them on the RHI,
which will in most cases attract less revenue, will severely damage their economic viability. We
would recommend that the cut-off point is extended to about 2018 as a result. This will allow the
current tranche of projects under development to continue whilst the uncertainty around
introducing a new incentive is resolved. We would stress that unless DECC do delay the cut-off date,
we believe there is a strong risk that many of the current projects will be put on hold until there is
greater certainty in the RHI.
We note that if our proposal outlined in Question 15 to maintain the ROO in its current form and
introduce the RHI, but to allow developers to adopt the incentive which suits their scheme, there is
no need to set a final switch over date.
This assessment relies heavily on the definition of the work ‘installed’ which is not fully defined in
the consultation. Further clarification of the term installed should be provided in the legislation. We
have interpreted it to mean that the facility is capable of exporting heat.

Question: Q28

No

Any scheme needs to be well designed to avoid abuse. However, it has been difficult to
establish methodologies to make the ROO workable and this has led to delays in bringing
projects forwards. Examples of this are the difficulties in establishing how much energy is
related to fossil fuel in a fuel or how to measure the syngas quality to determine whether a
process qualifies as a gasification process or as an advanced gasification process. Developers
need to demonstrate their processes do follow the rules and do not manipulate them.
However, experience shows there is a greater risk that the development of renewable
energy is slowed down whilst acceptable rules are considered, or that the mechanisms
imposed are so cumbersome and expensive that they remove much of the benefits brought
by the ROO and RHI. It is very important to rationalise the ROO rules to make them simple
to administer but fair, and to adopt the same approach between the ROO and the RHI.

Question: Q29

251 Island Stoves Ltd Installer

No, not for stoves, as it will be too cumbersome/cost prohibitive.
The existing HETAS accreditation scheme ought to be sufficient.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

Not known

Question: Q06
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No.
We agree that open fires should be excluded from the scheme due to their low efficiency,
but we believe that wood-pellet burning stoves should be included as long as all the
following 3 criteria are met;-
(1) The stove conforms to the national standard for efficiency which is BS EN 14785.
This standard imposes a minimum efficiency pass level of 70%.
AND
(2) The stove is registered as a DEFRA exempted appliance under the Clean Air Act
1993. This currently represents the best legislative measure in the UK for ensuring
low emissions from small wood-burning appliances.
AND
(3) The stove is operated with wood-fuel that conforms to a national quality standard,
such as the HETAS Solid Biomass Assurance Scheme. This can easily be verified by
requiring the appliance owner to produce copies of their fuel invoices at the time
of the proposed annual RHI claim. The adoption of this criterion has the merit of
supporting existing Government initiatives, such as the UK Renewable Energy
Strategy, and also of accelerating the supply of high-quality wood-pellets onto the
UK market. It would also facilitate the annual check-up of comparing the actual
energy produced by the stove against the deemed performance level.
The adoption of all the above criteria would, we believe, result in the promotion of the
best performing wood-pellet stoves and wood-pellet fuels currently available on the
market and this should have a small and manageable impact on air quality, and actually
improve local air quality when replacing open fires, oil or coal heating appliances.
Moreover, we reject the argument put forward by DECC that “these present practical
difficulties as it is extremely difficult to monitor how much they are used (they are usually a
secondary source of heat the use of which will be optional)”(sic).
This argument is also true for other technologies which are planned to be supported. A
solar thermal system, for example, is also a secondary source of heat as the existing
(usually fossil-fuelled) boiler is always retained to generate hot water in the winter. To
what extent any technology is deemed to be optional depends on the value perceived by
the user. If the technology is valued, then it will be operated. Wood pellet stoves offer
many features – such as thermostatic control, timer control and automatic ignition – not
available with wood-log stoves and therefore they more closely resemble wood-pellet
boilers which are intended to be supported under the RHI scheme. The experience of
other countries, such as Italy suggests that wood-pellet stoves are extremely valued by
their owners as sales of wood-pellet stoves now exceed those of wood-log stoves after
being first introduced approx 15 years ago. Similar trends are also being observed in
Germany and Austria.
We also reject the argument put forward by DECC that “To what extent they are used with
renewable fuel rather than, for instance, coal” (sic)
While this argument may be valid for multi-fuel stoves, which offer different grate
positions for wood-logs and coal, it is certainly not valid for wood-pellet stoves which are
designed to operate on exclusively wood-pellet fuels. The same objection could be raised
for wood-pellet boilers which are a technology proposed to be supported under the RHI
scheme.
With regards to the argument promoted by DECC that the cost of administering the RHI
scheme for stoves would be large, we disagree and believe that the cost of administering
the RHI scheme would be low as we support the proposal to use a deemed basis for “small
schemes”. We suggest the following figures as typical for the annual energy produced by a
nominal 5kW wood-pellet stove;-
• Approx 4,000 kWhrs/year for a wood-pellet stove. It is not unreasonable to expect
longer operating hours in comparison with a wood-log stove due to the additional
features offered by wood-pellet stoves such as automatic ignition, automatic feed
and an on-board fuel hopper.
In addition to the above, some additional arguments for supporting wood-pellet stoves
are;-
• There are currently no UK manufacturers for pellet stoves. Without a strong
domestic market, it is unlikely that this will change; thereby leading to loss of
strong potential export sales to the thriving pellet stove markets of continental
Europe and North America. In addition, most existing, imported, pellet stoves are
not suitable for installing in existing UK houses due to their small fireplaces. There
is therefore a great opportunity to develop a home-grown product range for the
UK market.
• Emissions from pellet stoves are significantly less than from wood-log stoves. For
this reason, the United States’ Environmental Pollution Agency does not require
wood-pellet stoves to be EPA-certified, unlike wood-log stoves. They, therefore,
currently represent the best-available wood-fuelled technology for stoves.
• Pellet stoves are a supported technology under the existing LCBP scheme. By
excluding pellet stoves from the RHI, a loss of continuity is being created which will

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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be destabilising for many companies in the existing low carbon industry.
By adopting wood-pellet stoves into the RHI scheme, the scheme would gain greater
credibility with the UK public since for most existing houses, and especially where outside
space is at a premium or the roof is not pointing south, a wood-pellet stove may be the
only practical, automatic, renewable energy option for refurbishing the property.
Excluding wood-pellet stoves from the RHI scheme effectively disenfranchises such
householders from taking part in the decentralised, locally produced green energy shift
which the Government is seeking to create.

None

Question: Q08

The RHI scheme needs to encourage consumer take-up from the outset and
not to discourage it. If the take-up rate is deemed excessive then policies can be
introduced later at review stages to dampen down demand.
Q11:

DeemingQuestion: Q10

AgreeQuestion: Q28

252 Royal Forestry Society NGO

The RFS is an educational charity committed to promoting understanding and knowledge of forestry in England, Wales and Northern Ireland. It 
does this through a quarterly journal, its website and a unique programme of over 100 visits to woods and forests every year. It is currently 
developing its lifelong learning outreach through new short courses for woodland owners and the ‘Pancake Challenge’ an online woodland 
management game for all ages. It is heavily involved in promoting wood for energy and ran a sell out conference on the subject in 2007. 
The RFS has 3,600 members drawn from across the broad spectrum of the population with a common interest in trees and rural affairs.

The RFS Response
General
1.	These proposals are a well conceived and thought through approach to accelerating renewable heat. They have our broad support. Features we 
recognise as key to achieving the proposals objectives are:
(i)	A competitive rate of recompense which we believe will hurdle the new technology/ start up investment barrier 
(ii)	The long timescale which has been lacking from previous grant schemes : the certainty this gives is of equal importance to the level of financial 
support. 
(iii)	The recognition and emphasis through pricing on more local use, which is both appropriate and crucial to the optimum use of wood from 
England’s undermanaged woodlands.
2.	RFS is particularly concerned that lack of skill and forestry trained personnel could be a significant barrier to bringing woods into management, or 
lead to environmental damage through poor practice. RFS wishes to support Government in developing the expertise necessary to rapidly bring 
woods into production for energy, and asks Government through Defra and the Forestry Commission to consider urgently how best this might be 
achieved in partnership with RFS and other forestry organisations and educators.
3.	RFS sees these proposals as fundamentally apolitical and calls on whichever party forms the Government after the coming election to adopt and 
take forward these or similar proposals which we believe to be a practical and very worthwhile plank in developing practical answers to the threat 
of climate change.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Not obviously. We would advise against trying to cover every eventuality: the limits on the supply of biomass fuel mean that the aim should be to 
utilize it in optimum conditions, rather than trying to cover marginal situations.

Question: Q01

Capital is clearly out there waiting for the right opportunity. Because of the proposed  timescale which is a crucial positive feature of the proposal, 
it would give the assurance that has been lacking in previous stop/start grants.

Question: Q02

Yes but we suggest the Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) could contribute to accelerating technical and quality development by 
providing feedback to both business and Government on best practice & generic problems. Experience with biomass installations to date shows a 
very low level of knowledge, too many failed and flawed installations and some equipment that is simply technically poor. The same mistakes are 
made time and time again. A proactive MCS could be used to close in on these problems at very little additional cost to a traditional ‘dead’ 
regulation/certification approach.It could contribute, also, to the cost reductions over time which the consultation is right to factor into its figures.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

AgreeQuestion: Q04
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Yes to both questions: as noted above, we hope MCS can be used proactively as a tool for rapid technical and quality acceleration, helping tackle 
the persistent problems which currently undermine confidence in this area. We would also hope that Government take an overview of measures to 
provide skilled personnel for the whole supply & installation chain for biomass energy.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

For the future, yes. However, we would ask Government to reconsider the position on early entrants. We understand that paying RHI to existing 
installations might look like paying for something that is already there but it also seems unfair that pioneers who have provided the bedrock 
experience for  biomass heat are disadvantaged, and in proportion to the projected potential for biomass heat they represent a very small part of 
the total. RFS members have played a particularly significant role in the early development and use of wood energy technology.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Broadly, yes. Renewables and emission reduction should go hand in hand: the lesson that there is no one solution to optimizing energy use is 
crucial. However, care must be taken to avoid perverse effects. For example, several RFS members  who have been early entrants to wood energy 
have historic houses where the ability to improve insulation and energy efficiency is limited by the nature of the structure and heritage listing 
conditions. Similarly, wood energy has been used effectively to replace fossil fuels for horticultural polytunnels: whilst it would be desirable for 
these to be made double rather than single skinned, it would be unfortunate if such conditions became a barrier to  the installation of renewable 
heat .

Question: Q10

Yes. This is a sensible approach to getting the right balance between a reasonable level of control and excessive administration costs. The certainty 
of the deeming payment will be a significant incentive to smaller users because it removes yet another element of uncertainty

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Yes. For large installations it will be cost effective to asses – and possibly agree limits with the operator – the demand for heat. CHP is a potentially 
difficult area: because plants are generally larger there may be problems using the heat produced appropriately, and electricity is generated year 
round with the risk of producing unusable heat in summer.

Question: Q14

The question here is just how much large scale biomass heat you want to encourage bearing in mind (1) limited domestic supply (2) distributed 
plants in the 30 -500kW range are likely to most appropriate in terms of efficient use of heat produced and short travel distance for fuel supplies. 
The assumptions for some of the proposals for very large plants need careful consideration: are they based either on intensive new domestic 
production which could have unacceptable environmental side effects or on ‘exporting’ our environmental problems through unsustainable or 
damaging sourcing from other countries ?

Question: Q15

Tariff levels and the structure of the scheme look well suited to wood energy. The scheme is easy to understand and the timescale gives the 
guarantee prospective entrants have been looking for.

Question: Q18

This area needs further careful thought: district heating seems to split between existing wet systems, eg coal fired boilers for blocks of flats, and 
high density new build where district heating is likely to be cost effective at proposed tarrif levels, and retro-fitting existing buildings and more 
scattered new build where costs are liable to be very high. Bearing in mind that the biomass supply will never be enough to be available to all uses 
there may be a case for concentrating on the best opportunities and not spending money trying to fit sub-optimal conditions.

Question: Q20

Certainty is a key quality of the proposal. You should reserve the right to make changes, but for new entrants only. Making it clear that tariffs could 
go down in future will encourage new entrants to commit earlier rather than later, producing the rapid acceleration Government is looking for.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes – as with so much of renewable technology we are at the very bottom of the learning curve. The ability to recognize and embrace new and 
improved technology is key to achieving and exceeding Government objectives.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

 We encourage a proactive approach – in particular through the active use of MCS proposed above. Whilst seeing the point about solar, its is worth 
considering whether there might not be a better return from investing in improving the most economic end of the opportunities – including wood 
energy – for the quickest gains. Wood is simply another form of solar power – natural rather than industrial – and at present trees seem capable of 
capturing solar energy for human use more cost effectively than industrial solar panels.

Question: Q25
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AgreeQuestion: Q26

There is a real risk of imbalance between demand and fuel supply for woody biomass at both local and national level – particular care needs to be 
taken in fuelling large plants. Even temporary loss of fuel while woodland management catches up with demand could cause serious loss of 
confidence and require immediate Government action.

Question: Q27

See our response at Q7: We would ask Government to consider the position of early entrants: they have laid the foundations for an important area 
of renewable energy, will eventually be only a small proportion of the total sector and as a result of their initiative and enterprise perhaps do 
deserve the reward of RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Not obviously. The biggest potential problems are likely to be with the biggest plants, which are easiest to monitor and regulate.

Question: Q29

See our response to Q20: consider whether this resource could be better deployed to more optimal situations.

Question: Q30

253 Malaby Martin Ltd Potential generator

CHP, FIT/RHI,

Question: a) Summary
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Please find attached our company’s response to the Consultation on the Renewable Heat Incentive. We are developing one of the first AD plants in 
the UK and see efficient use of heat as one of the greatest advantage of AD implementation in promoting a green and diverse provision of energy 
for the future.  Please ensure that due consideration is paid to our response in developing a truly incentivised scheme of renewable heat provision 
in the UK. Offering an RHI will be a model to promote internationally and if designed correctly will enable the UK to be considered a leader in 
innovative policy around the world.

Malaby Biogas Ltd welcomes the introduction of a Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) as part of a range of support mechanisms to promote the 
uptake of renewable technologies as a means of addressing climate change issues, energy security, efficient operation of the economy and the 
development of UK expertise in new business sectors. By far the most underused resource is the beneficial application of heat which is currently 
seen as an unwanted by product in many industrial processes and generation technologies. By efficiently utilising heat already being produced 
considerable financial and economic benefits accrue to all sectors of the UK economy. Dependence on fossil fuels can be reduced by using existing 
and emerging technologies to harness the heat energy produced elsewhere in industry.

The introduction of an RHI will provide targeted support to those businesses that establish
themselves to be energy efficient through the beneficial use of heat. Examples include:
· heat generated in one part of the business being used in another
· heat used by the application of technology solutions to provide cooling capacity
· the export of heat (or heat derived cooling) to surrounding users

In order to ensure the rapid implementation of the beneficial use of heat by product the provision of a realistic and well thought out RHI will allow 
businesses and individuals to see a sufficiently attractive return on investment to commit the additional resources required over and above those 
that would normally be required to provide the heat through traditional means. The level of RHI tariffs should be set to provide sufficient incentive 
to promote implementation.

Malaby Biogas Ltd is intending to develop biogas plants in the UK using anaerobic digestion (AD) and, where appropriate CHP or Biogas to Grid 
(BtG) technology to generate renewable electricity and heat for onsite use and export. Plants accepting organic waste streams will provide a 
combined waste disposal and renewable energy solution. With the first plant currently in the planning process the proposal is the close integration 
of a new 20,000 sq ft business development of 9 units for occupation by sustainability conscious businesses. In order to efficiently use the energy 
generated onsite additional plant and infrastructure is required. This includes costs such as:
· heat exchange equipment
· ducting, cabling and conduits
· monitoring and metering equipment
· specialist maintenance services
· provisions for redundancy and non generation periods (back up plant and
connections)
In this the use of heat generated by the CHP unit to provide process heat is vital to the provision of biogas and the use of this heat ensures that the 
provision of fossil fuel generated heat is not required. This makes AD a particularly sustainable and energy efficient technology which is recognised 
by DEFRA and DECC in existing policy statements identifying it as a technology to be supported as part of a diversified energy generation mix. While 
AD implementation is capital intensive the operating costs are sufficiently low that implementation is considered realistic given the provision of a 
support mechanism to justify investment. Traditional support through the provision of grants and ROCs has not resulted in the desired growth of 
AD technology in the UK. 

The aim of providing a range of supports through the introduction of double ROCs for AD, FITs and
RHI is particularly welcomed given the current economic environment however it is vital than support be provided at levels which realistically 
promote the growth of AD encouraged by government.

Recent publication of the details of the FIT provide tariff levels for AD which do not accurately reflect the costs involved in developing plants at a 
rate stated in DEFRA's implementation plan. Other technologies (MBT, pyrolysis etc.) work more efficiently with the removal of wet food waste 
from the comingled waste stream however the level of FIT for such plants does not reflect the added costs associated with planning, ABPR and EA 
compliance, depackaging or digestate conditioning to PAS110 standards.

The benefits of medium sized plants are that they can be sited strategically closer to centres of population (and thus closer to grid connections and 
energy users) which enable reduced waste transportation costs and reduced environmental impacts associated with the movement of food wastes 
to isolated farms. These plants have the potential to provide significant contributions for waste reduction targets, renewable energy generation, 
energy efficiency and community involvement. In order to ensure the development of medium sized AD plants in the UK the FIT and RHI support 
needs to be provided at levels which accurately reflect costs and promote investment.
Establishing an RHI tariff which recognises the contribution that can be made by medium sized AD plants is vital to the implementation targets 
identified by government.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

The design of the RHI should reflect the scale of each particular technology and the associated costs connected with implementation of each scale. 
For example in biogas plants using AD technology at the medium scale (500kw 1.2MW per hour electrical capacity) the only viable model requires 
the use of food waste as a feedstock as a means of diverting it from landfill. Typically such plants will have a heat generation capacity of between 
700kW and 2.4MW per hour practical use of which would have the potential to off set a high level of fossil fuel use.

Question: Q01
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Complex installations included as part of an integrated biogas plant and commercial development may be custom made and proprietary. Therefore 
MCS certification may not be economic when the heat transfer technology is a small part of the overall installation and the supplier may not be 
installing sufficiently high volumes to warrant MCS certification. Therefore we would like to see the inclusion of an option for self certification for 
such complex installation or assessment through building control (Approved Inspector) channels or third party certification (suitably qualified 
heating engineer).

Question: Q03

Yes as long as MCS or equivalent is fit for purpose. There should also be provision for other methods of certification to be introduced in the future. 
This will promote efficiency of operation within MCS by encouraging competition.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Yes as long as MCS is fit for purpose. There should also be provision for other methods of certification to be introduced in the future. This will 
promote efficiency of operation within MCS by encouraging competition.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Not qualified to provide an answer to the first part. Recognition for these standards would by presentation of a letter or certificate from a suitably 
qualified assessor (heating engineer or building control inspector) confirming compliance with the relevant standard.

Question: Q06

In general yes although RHI eligibility for cooling should be included as this is an energy intensive process using considerable amounts of fossil fuels 
and the sustainability benefits of using renewable energy to generate cooling capacity are considerable.

As an AD user we consider the use of CHP generated heat for process heat as a beneficial use of renewable technology which reduces dependence 
on fossil fuels. The inclusion of process heat in the RHI would go some way to providing support for AD in line with government policy as outlined 
in DEFRA’s AD implementation plan. Such support has been lacking throught FITs to the point where there are significant sectors of the AD market 
which are not able to be viable such as on farm AD solutions. The extent of lack of FIT has been significant to the point where DEFRA’s 
implementation goals for 2020 are at risk of not being achieved. Provision of RHI to include AD process heat will assist in reinstating support for AD 
so these
targets can be met.

We propose that RHI should include the heat used in the pasteurisation and other heat requirements to allow ABPR feedstock to be processed to a 
point where its output will meet PAS110 standards. This is a secondary process to enable the digestate output of AD to be used as a product in 
agriculture and other sectors of the economy. By ensuring a support mechanism that promotes the most efficient use of feedstock will ensure a 
real reduction in waste volumes entering landfills as well as providing a low carbon, cost effective alternative to fossil fuel based fertilisers.

Question: Q07

Given the diversity and age of existing housing stock as well as the restrictions imposed by the planning systems (Conservation Areas, AONB, Listing 
regime etc) there are great difficulties in complying with broad energy efficiency standards. In many situations (eg rural properties) opportunities 
to increase energy efficiency and reduce fossil fuel dependence (off gas grid locations) exist by the installation of RHI
eligible technology. Such cases should be taken into account to ensure that RHI eligibility is still possible.

Question: Q10

The length of time required for planning consent will limit the number of houses that would be built before the new regulations come into force. In 
the meantime the Rhi will need to exist within the existing legislation.

Question: Q11

Generally yes, although there should be some credit given for those installations that provide metering where the RHI only requires deeming.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Yes the risk is low. Keep it simple.

Question: Q14
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The cost to consumers is minimal compared to the cost of uncontrolled use of fossil fuels. If consumers see RHI as a viable incentive then they will 
work towards reducing their consumption. Therefore the polluter pays. According to DEFRA's implementation plan the aim to have 1,000 installed 
biogas plants in the UK by 2020. Given the existing low FIT rate for AD plants the likelihood of meeting this target is low especially when 
considering the period between concept stage and planning consent is between 1.5 and 2.5 years. After including an average 12 month period for 
construction, permitting and commissioning fully operating plants take around 3 years to come on line. With very few biogas plants currently in the 
planning process (<20) it would mean an average of 145 planning applications per year to meet the target. Assuming the average biogas plant will 
be approximately 600kWe installed capacity (approx 1MW heat) the maximum heat installed capacity by 2020 would be 1,000MW. If 50% of 
generated heat were eligible for RHI then at a 5.5p tariff the total burden to consumers would be a less than £1 increase pa per head of UK
population between 2013 and 2020.

Question: Q15

Heat use above 200kW installed capacity will generally be provided via distributed heating network (dedicated process heat for smaller quantities 
of users such as businesses or wider district heating schemes). Crucially such schemes being new in the UK will require a cultural change by end 
users to become reliant on externally generated private heat rather than individual plant controlled by the user. To ensure the wide market 
adoption of such schemes additional infrastructure will be required to prove consistency of supply in the event of maintenance, malfunction of 
components or critical breakdown. The cost of such provision should be included in the calculation of the burden to provide useful heat from 
biogas via CHP or direct combustion boilers. Because of the absolute need to ensure heat provision in the
AD process to create biogas and the pasteurization of ABP regulated feedstocks provision of back up boilers is required via EA permitting and 
planning conditions. Provision of similar redundancy will be required in any heat distribution network and should therefore be provided for in the 
level of RHI support. The capital cost of installation the infrastructure to an efficient and reliable standard is considerable
and will probably require a metering system rather than deemed control. Therefore the support level of 5.5p/kWh should be used as a minimum to 
reflect the high level of costs. In order to reflect the level of FIT for electricity use we would suggest an RHI tariff level of 8p to 10p/kWh used. The 
cost of using fossil fuel energy (including embedded costs related to transmission losses and generation costs) in terms of
climate change impact and infrastructure provision is much higher than the suggested cost of the tariff provision to promote the use of heat 
generated from renewable sources. We propose that the inclusion of a tariff above 200kW is essential to the efficient use of heat to increase 
energy efficiency.

Question: Q16

No. The provision of Biogas tariff for 10 years at 5.5p/kW is not long enough. Given the high capital cost of AD installation (including regulation 
compliance and planning costs) a tariff or 5.5p over 20 years would be more appropriate. This brings it in line with heat pump technology which 
has a high embedded carbon cost due to its reliance on electricity input which has no control mechanism to require the electricity is produced from 
renewable sources. It should be remembered that AD is uniquely carbon efficient and provides broader climate change benefits than heat pump 
technology (through is beneficial use of waste products and mix of sustainable outputs (electricity, heat and fetiliser). Additionally a rate of 89p/kW 
would ensure that there is more parity with the FIT and provide sufficiently attractive rate of return to allow investment in AD to meet the DEFRA 
target of 1,000 installations by 2020.

There should be a Large Installation tariff for biogas installations above 200kW to promote efficient use of biogas where its generation is in close 
proximity to gas grid network infrastructure. The rate should be 67p/
kW to cover the high cost of planning and regulatory compliance.

Commentary provided in note 5 on page 48 is welcome and recognizes the reality of provision of heat via CHP at larger biogas output levels. In our 
particular case the installation of AD plants is planned to be in conjunction with commercial or residential schemes where the real world 
experience to date has been on CHP use rather than BtG applications. Application of BtG installation would be larger to provide economies of scale 
to ensure the provision of upgrading plant to ensure grid quality gas. Given that demonstrator plants are in planning to prove the application of BtG 
technology there is limited proven commercial experience and the default position is therefore CHP use. Installations of 200kW biogas are small 
and this would be the equivalent of an approximate CHP size of <100kW electrical output. Provision of a biogas tariff between 200kW and 1MW 
would be needed to ensure an attractive model for uptake of BtG otherwise the proven technology of CHP will remain the technology of choice. 
Thus we propose inclusion of a higher biogas capacity up to 1MW at a rate of 810p/ kW and the provision of a CHP tariff to attract the most 
appropriate application for given location.

In all cases of the application of AD whether it be BtG, CHP, additional district heating or other we believe the tariff period should be 20 years. 
Reasons given appear elsewhere but revolve around the issue to high up front capital investment and the provision of sufficient incentive to 
encourage investment decisions based on long term provision rather than short term returns.

Question: Q18

Consideration should be given to the climate change costs associated with the current methods for the disposal of waste. In this light the 
development of a truly incentivised RHI to reduce these costs and promote the benefits of renewable energy use (energy security, climate change, 
reduction of waste etc) is essential and cost effective in the long term.

Question: Q19

Yes. Given the response to Q16, if a tariff above 5.5kWh for heat above 200kW installed capacity is not forthcoming then an uplift for district 
heating will enable the economic viability of installing district heating infrastructure which is sufficiently robust and efficient to encourage best use 
of heat generated (whether by biomass boiler, CHP or solar). Providing a District Heating uplift must allow installation of
such a system to existing renewable heat provision where it will utilize heat which was previously wasted. This will enable installations to maximize 
the beneficial application of heat already generated.

Question: Q20
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Uplift eligibility should be open to all district heating systems irrespective of the
number of end users. The principle should be the application of renewable heat as
efficiently as possible and this will vary based on the location of the heat generator as well as the location, type and number of potential users. To 
regulate the eligibility would be too generalized and would stifle innovation and the introduction to renewable heat as a viable alternative to fossil 
fuel dependence. If a one or two heat demanding business are located close enough to a renewable energy plant where the heat can be utilized as 
an alternative to burning fossil fuels then such an opportunity to efficiently use the heat should not be dismissed because the RHI will not allow its 
use to support installation of infrastructure.

Question: Q21

Yes, the tariffs should be fixed for the life of the entitlement as suggested.

Question: Q22

Yes, we agree as suggested. Degression should be introduced only to accurately reflect the successful uptake of the technology in the preceding 
period.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes. Innovation of technology and cost reduction should be encouraged although the RHI should not be used to support high costs from 
manufacturers. The RHI should be an incentive for the application of renewable heat not an aid to support high technology costs.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

This should be controlled by the market and providing an RHI for use of heat will allow a market to grow. Price fixing, cartel formation etc is 
controlled by other legislation. The review process should allow for the gathering of evidence to prove cases of price control. Mechanisms to allow 
exclusion from the RHI of any
technology or manufacturer are provided through MCS or similar type controls.

Question: Q25

In the case of AD installations there is a long period of planning, design, funding, implementation and commissioning. Having frequent review 
periods where the RHI tariff may change will adversely impact upon the provision of AD capacity and biogas provision. By providing a mechanism 
for registering an AD installation early in this period would provide assurance to stakeholders of the level of RHI support
would allow the review process to continue irrespective of technology without impacting the development of any one sector or scheme. A 
suggested timing for registration would be at the time of submitting a planning application. At this stage early feasibility studies, surveys, 
assessments and designs have been completed and the consideration of practical installation methods will begin. Of course no RHI
would be payable until the generation and use of heat is underway so the assessment of financial commitment would be known with reasonable 
accuracy at the time of registration which would be included in the review assessment process.

Question: Q26

In the case of AD the provision of renewable heat is based on a variety of feedstock inputs. If legislation relating to the management or supply of 
feedstock changed (following disease, or safety scares for example), this would have an impact on the whole sector’s contribution to the RHI. 
Provision for feedstock fluctuations would therefore trigger an emergency review. Similarly the regulatory change to biogas output in the case of 
BtG would affect the AD sector which would trigger the need for an emergency review.

Question: Q27

The provision of renewable heat use by means of the introduction secondary systems to an existing installation should be included. This is because 
it is a beneficial use of heat which was not available at the time of installation. An example would be an AD plant supplying biogas to a CHP plant 
where some heat is used already but a secondary use of heat become available (farm diversification business, nearby housing development, 
additional commercial or residential use following the addition of more space or replacement of existing heating provision). Adding additional 
district heating networks to use the heat already being generated should be supported in the RHI even if the AD plant was built and operational 
before 15th July 2009.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

The is more concern that installations or parts of installations which would provide a beneficial use of renewable heat and which should be 
incentivised will not be eligible for support (AD process heat) and the efficient use of heat will not be promoted. This will be detrimental to the 
climate change goals which are the reasons for the provision of the RHI in the first place. We urge DECC to bear in mind the extremely high level of 
advantages that can accrue to society by the provision of a broad and efficient RHI.

Question: Q29
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We are planning to include a district heating network to supply a planned neighbouring development of B1 commercial units (20,000 sq. ft. split 
over 9 units). The heat will come via a biogas run CHP unit.

The network will consist of a main under ground hot water primary loop running from the CHP flow and return ports (insulated pipe work) to cover 
the site and provide spur access joints for each unit.. This primary loop will have temperature and flow monitoring equipment and safety feature to 
control overand
undertemperature controls. Each unit will access the primary loop at the spur connection point with flow and returns running to each unit’s heat 
exchanger. The low temperature loop for each unit will run into the space heating system for the unit (under floor heating). There will be an 
optional second circuit to provide process heat for the business functions of each occupier if required. Heat metering equipment, heat exchanger 
controls and flow and temperature controls will be installed as part of the infrastructure for each unit. Meter readings will be taken and billed to 
each occupier on a monthly or quarterly basis. There will be provision of a back up heating system either on a unit by unit basis or by a centralized 
boiler. This will provide security of heat supply in the event of AD failure, CHP unit being off line or fault in the supply network.

The infrastructure costs are not yet known however the following factors and
budget costs have been considered:
· Main flow & return pipe runs. 400m @£220/m = £88,000. This includes excavation
ducted pipe runs, back filling & making good road surface.
· Design Cost. £30,000. M&E design, planning and highway approvals etc
· Unit spurs, accesses, metering, housing etc. £12,000 x 9 Units = £108,000
· Heat exchangers, connections & back up provision (mains electricity). £12,000 x
9 Units = £108,000
· TOTAL COST. £238,000 (£26,500 / unit)

Question: Q30

254 HadLOW CARBON Community Other

Eligible use (swimming pool)

Question: a) Summary

It is difficult to determine from the consultation document whether renewable heat, such as that from solar thermal systems or biomass boilers, 
would be qualify under the RHI for heating swimming pools.  At the DECC workshop held in London on 26th February, Jo Greasley, Head of RHI, 
when asked this question, advised that this was not intended to be an eligible use but did not give any reason.

The purpose of this submission is to propose that renewable heating for swimming pools in schools, and possibly other community settings, should 
be an eligible use.  If the reason for its exclusion in the consultation was that it might be seen as incentivising a luxury application otherwise, we 
believe that distinctions should be made between private use and community use here.  We consider that access to a pool for our children serves 
important educational and sporting objectives and should not be classed as a luxury.  The adoption of renewable heating would clearly add to the 
educational benefits.

In the absence of support schemes such as the RHI, we will continue to burn fossil fuels to heat our pool.  Exclusion would therefore seem contrary 
to the purpose of the RHI, namely the achievement of 15% of our overall energy consumption from renewable sources by 2020.

If the reason for exclusion is that such use cannot be deemed under the SAP and SBEM methodologies referred to in the consultation, this should 
be a metered application in the same way that the consultation already proposes for process heat use below the 45kW threshold.  If there were 
still a concern about fraud, then it should be possible to develop a methodology to fix an annual ceiling based on the pool size, its location (inside 
or out), its usage and the size of the renewable installation.

We urge you to reconsider this matter.

No OpinionQuestion: Q07

255 Malcolm Crocker (individual)
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As I suspected the capital costs of installing a ground source heat pump do not include the cost of changes within the house to make the heat 
pump effective. Reputable installers will not connect the heat pump to existing radiators as these will have to run at too high a temperature to be 
efficient for the heat pump.
 
The costs you have missed out in converting my existing 4 bedroom house to ground source heating were:-
 
The underfloor pipework including heat distributors £3000 (£5000 to £10,000 quoted)
Under floor insulation                                            £800
Installation labour and plumbing                            £2500 at least
 
Total at least                                                        £6300
 
If these costs are ignored the RFI should anticipate a lower take up as the return on capital will be almost halved. If home owners rely on your 
published capital costs they will be disappointed.
 
I appreciate that it may be difficult to make a fundamental change to the tariffs at this stage before the launch. However a lower take up will 
release some funds to reward those owners who can prove a high COP installation. 
 
As I mentioned, installers are unwilling to quote a COP for their product as this depends on factors beyond their control. Actual COP could be 
measured by the owner if a fluid meter were to be installed in the ground loop to enable the heat gained from the ground to be calculated from 
the difference between the temperatures of the inflow and outflow from the heat pump. This divided by the electricity used during a test hour 
would be the COP for that hour under controlled circumstances.
 
The funds released above could be used to reward high COP installations which would then become prototypes of excellence for the future.

Question: Q18

256 Frances Cartwright (individual) Existing generator

No I do not agree. We took the decision to install a ground source heat pump in 2006. Since that date we have contributed to energy reduction and 
have reduced our carbon footprint considerably. Therefore, we should be rewarded under the new scheme.
Also as Ground Source Heat pumps are relatively uncommon. If we were rewarded, it would act as an initiative to us to recommend and encourage 
others to install the system. Those who act as trailblazers should be rewarded.
If we are not eligible, our property will be permanently at a disadvantage, as properties with access to RHI would be considerably more desirable to 
prospective purchasers than ours, even with our carbon credentials

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

257 CDM & JI Business, TFS Green

•	The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies 
for biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem 
destruction, communities, soils and freshwater. 
•	Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which makes no sense in terms of addressing climate change. Solar heating 
offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass. 
•	Biomass and biodiesel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK. 
•	Need for significant investment in insulating homes and strict regulations for building only the most efficient ones – reducing energy use this way 
would also make it much easier to meet renewable energy targets, and would be a cost-effective way of cutting carbon emissions.

Question: Q01

•	Bioenergy should not be eligible for subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use and plans are already unsustainable; creating yet another demand 
will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people. 
•	Genuinely climate-friendly and sustainable renewable energy sources should be supported, as should energy efficiency. Large-scale bioenergy is 
neither sustainable nor climate-friendly, and at the worst end of the scale, uses land which has been deforested, removing significant carbon sinks, 
releasing significant volumes of CO2 into the atmosphere (along with other particulates from land clearance fires), destroys biodiversity and animal 
habitats as well as land and homes for indigenous peoples. The RHI does not differentiate between bioenergy from, say, jatropha, which can be 
growth on waste lands, and palm oil, which has destroyed most of Malaysian and Indonesian Borneo 
•	Biogas- Whilst we agree with the principle of using biogas from agriculture and sewage sludge which are true waste products, the RHI may 
inadvertently encourage food waste to continue to be disposed of without proper consideration of the alternative uses for perfectly good and 
edible food, and to continue to apply a wasteful approach; depending on the tariffs, it may actually encourage the use of high quality food which 
should be either sold or given away. A reference for consideration which may be useful is a text by Tristram Stuart, “Waste – Uncovering the global 
food scandal”

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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•	There should be NO subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers. 
•	The RHI should aim at all times to be cogniscent of the massive public pressure against the use of bioliquids such as Palm oil. The EU is the second 
largest importer of palm oil despite scandals such as that involving Unilever 
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article6952288.ece

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

•	Following industry lobbying, the government now proposes much laxer standards for emissions than planned. This will cause more air pollution 
and serious health impacts. Particulates must be regulated, particularly in urban areas, as this may encourage greater health and environmental 
problems than the use of biomass will allow 
•	Collectively, biomass boilers may encourage unsustainable deforestation in countries where regulation is not strong enough to prohibit illegal 
removal of stocks or land  http://www.illegal-logging.info/index.php or where concessions are granted legally but through weak governance 
systems. Unless biomass import into UK & Europe is regulated by such measures as the US Lacey Act http://www.illegal-
logging.info/item_single.php?it_id=2753&it=news this will be encouraging imports of cheap biomass  to fuel a supposed “green” heat source

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

•	Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed, and more support to enable easy access to information. Having recently applied for a grant 
to install Solar Panels, the process of finding out who provided grants, eligibility, terms, who would be accredited to install the panels, and other 
aspects of the process, there is no doubt that there is a maze of information sources which do not provide a coherent approach or enable access 
easily. Without clear access, householders cannot be blamed for giving up. 
•	Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

•	Payments should depend on climate impacts. This means higher support for passive solar which is currently expensive even with the increased 
domestic tarrifs – but no support for bioliquids.

Question: Q18

•	See above – biofuel use is not sustainable, whether on its own or blended with heating oil.

Question: Q19

•	District heating should be encouraged to address inefficiency in individual dwellings and address fuel poverty in government-owned domestic 
dwellings.

Question: Q20

258 Scottish Rural Property and Business Association Trade Association

The Scottish Rural Property and Business Association (SRPBA) is a membership organisation that uniquely represents the interests of both land 
managers and land based businesses in rural Scotland. Our membership, which numbers around 3,000 in total and includes both those directly 
involved in active land management and professional members who advise clients, accounts for the majority of non-publicly owned land in 
Scotland.  Many SRPBA members have renewable energy interests and therefore this consultation is of considerable importance to the Association. 

General Comments 

•	The SRPBA is aware that the 2009 Renewable Energy Directive sets a binding target of having 20% of the EU’s energy consumption coming from 
renewable sources by 2020.  The UK’s share of this target commits the country to sourcing 15% of its energy from renewable sources by 2020.  In 
order to achieve this target the SRPBA is aware that 12% of all heat produced must come from renewable sources by 2020 – an 11% increase from 
the current situation.  Therefore, the SRPBA believes that it is imperative that a robust and effective Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) scheme is put 
in place in order to encourage this increase in renewable heat production.   
•	The SRPBA strongly believes that the 15th July 2009 cut off date for allowing access to RHI support discriminates against early pioneers.  There is a 
real question of equity involved in denying biomass boilers installed before this date support under RHI because as the number of biomass 
installations increases in the future, demand for woodfuel will increase and lead to increased woodfuel prices.  This situation will be detrimental to 
early adopters.  The SRPBA believes that while the support level required for existing biomass boiler systems is lower as the equipment has already 
been purchased, any existing biomass installations should be able to apply for a special level of RHI support.  It would be entirely wrong to penalise 
the early adopters of low carbon biomass technology by introducing a policy that will inevitably increase their costs above what they were able to 
budget for when they took the original investment decision.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

The SRPBA believes that tax issues relating to the RHI need to be clarified as they could greatly affect the financial models for some installations.

Question: Q01

22 June 2010 Page 359 of 1348



The SRPBA appreciates that the cost of renewable heat technologies are currently relatively high in comparison with traditional heating systems 
due to the fact that they are still developing.  We envisage that the cost of renewable heating technologies will fall in the future but until this 
happens it is essential that appropriate assistance is given to potential installers to entice them to make the change from more traditional heating 
systems.  

Therefore, the establishment of a low interest government financing scheme, such as “Pay As You Save”, would be extremely beneficial in certain 
circumstances giving householders the opportunity to invest in energy efficiency and microgeneration technologies in their homes with no upfront 
costs.  Repayments would be spread over a sufficiently long period that they would be lower than the predicted energy bill savings, therefore 
implying that financial and carbon savings are made from the start.     

However, we are aware that under the current economic climate the UK Government will not be able to finance this “Pay As You Save” scheme 
indefinitely and therefore we believe that energy service companies must also establish finance packages to deliver renewable heat technologies 
using RHI payments.  Furthermore, banks and lenders should be encouraged to finance upfront capital costs for an assigned proportion of the RHI 
but it is essential that these loans are low interest otherwise potential installers will not be enticed to take them.

Question: Q02

The SRPBA agrees that Ofgem should play a leading role in running the RHI by registering all renewable heat technology owners, monitoring and 
enforcing the scheme, and making payments to owners.  We agree that irrespective of size the details of all owners should be held in a central 
database administered by Ofgem.

The SRPBA believes that the four stage process for registration outlined is reasonable but we do have concerns about certification under the 
Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS).  We consider the system of certification of installers and equipment to be complicated and 
expensive, therefore acting as a restriction to the installation of new equipment.               

In addition, we have concerns about the payment of the RHI as an annual lump sum.  If this lump sum is paid annually domestic generators may 
have to wait for a relatively long period of time before receiving any money.  This may discourage some potential renewable heat installers from 
changing to renewable technologies and may indeed make the change financially unfeasible.  If payments are to be made annually then the SRPBA 
believes that they should be made in advance.  If this is not possible then the payments should be made quarterly to minimise the length of time 
the investor is financially disadvantaged.

Question: Q03

The SRPBA believes that this approach would be a major impediment to achieving the renewable heat target for 2020.  The accreditation of every 
model, product and installer is costly and bureaucratic.  It is causing competent and experienced suppliers and installers to stop supplying 
equipment manufactured and recognised as competent in other countries.  Therefore, a small number of suppliers, equipment and installers have 
been able to command significantly higher prices than what would otherwise be the case because they are approved by the MCS.    
 
The SRPBA believes that for products manufactured in other countries their quality assurance standards should be tested and where possible 
approved.  It should not be necessary for every product to be tested by UK authorities and given a UK certificate.  We believe that it would be more 
cost effective and less restrictive if installations were inspected and approved by qualified inspectors rather than certifying every installer, at least 
until there is an adequate number of qualified installers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

The SRPBA does not agree with this proposal.  We believe that the same methodology of ensuring quality assurance should be employed for 
installations above 45kW as those below this value.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

Most countries which are manufacturing and exporting renewable heat equipment have roughly equivalent quality standards both within and 
outside Europe.  Spot testing of imported equipment should be sufficient to ensure that the standards used by the manufacturing countries are 
adequate.  

Insisting on having UK equipment and installation standards will increase the cost of schemes being installed in the UK and increase the 
administrative burden on the RHI.  The SRPBA believes this would reduce the effectiveness of the RHI to stimulate the use of renewable heat and 
would be counterproductive to the aims of the RHI.

Question: Q06

The SRPBA believes that in order to support useful renewable heat generation, the amount of heat required for a particular purpose (for example 
space heating, water heating, cooking) should be assessed to determine the RHI payment.  This would encourage recipients of RHI to use heat 
efficiently and to reduce heat loss.  An independent assessor should determine the heat required by a project, not a certified installer who may 
overestimate the total heat required.  

The SRPBA has concerns about not including wood burning stoves and open fires in the RHI.  The SRPBA has members who are involved in 
supplying wood chips and pellets to households with stoves and in order to enable their businesses to grow we believe that the installation of 
these stoves must be encouraged.  Therefore, while we accept that wood burning stoves and open fires are difficult to monitor, we do consider 
that their installation and use must be encouraged through some other form of incentive if the RHI is considered to be inappropriate.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

22 June 2010 Page 360 of 1348



The SRPBA believes that we should accept European Commission sustainability standards when these are agreed.  We should not put renewable 
energy biomass schemes in the UK at a competitive disadvantage with schemes elsewhere in Europe by imposing higher standards in the UK.  The 
SRPBA’s understanding of the RHI is that it should encourage a greater proportion of our energy consumption to come from renewable sources.  
We believe that by burdening the RHI with overzealous regulation and bureaucracy this objective will not be achieved.   
  
Air quality is a problem in some urban areas but rarely in rural areas.  Smaller installations are unlikely to emit significant quantities of particulates 
very far from the source of emission.  For smaller installations with chimney heights below a specified size there should be no restriction on 
particulate emissions outside urban smokeless zones.  If in the future the number of installations emitting particulates within an area starts 
creating a problem, smokeless zones and emissions standards can be reviewed.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

While the SRPBA does see the benefit of structuring the RHI to encourage energy efficiency, we believe that this structure should not discriminate 
against the installation of renewable energy systems in existing buildings which may not be able to improve their insulation or heat efficiency due 
to the design of the building or because it is a listed building.  The SRPBA believes that at this early stage in renewable heat development, the 
addition of an extra criterion in order to be eligible to receive the RHI would act as a disincentive to potential installers.  As the scheme and 
understanding develops over the course of the RHI, it may be feasible to introduce minimum energy efficiency criteria as part of the eligibility 
criteria.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

The SRPBA believes that if the RHI is determined by the size and use of the building, rather than the heat consumed, this should encourage 
developers to meet higher energy efficiency targets.

Question: Q11

The SRPBA agrees that for small scale installations, the tariff entitlement should be deemed by multiplying the proposed tariff per kWh with a 
deemed heat requirement (number of kWh per year).  We believe that this method would encourage the efficient use of heat generated and would 
be more cost effective for generators than installing a meter.  The SRPBA considers that asking an installer to assess the heat requirements of a 
building creates a conflict of interests and therefore an independent assessor should be employed to make this calculation.  

The SRPBA believes that if the RHI is paid out for large scale installations on the basis of heat generated as measured by a meter there is a risk of 
paying for an inefficient use of heat.  Where heat is metered for the purpose of paying an incentive under the RHI, the SRPBA believes that the 
maximum heat requirement should firstly be assessed by an independent assessor.  This should be used as an upper limit to RHI payments for 
metered heat.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

The SRPBA believes that SAP, SBEM and EPCs are the best methods available to assess building heat demand and therefore should be employed.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

If RHI is paid out on the basis of heat generated as measured by a heat meter there is a risk of paying for an inefficient use of heat.  Where heat is 
metered for the purpose of paying an incentive under the RHI, the SRPBA believes that the genuine heat requirement should firstly be assessed by 
an independent assessor.  This could be used as an upper limit to RHI payments for metered heat.

Question: Q14

The SRPBA thinks that a comparison study needs to be undertaken of proposed payments under RHI, ROCs and FITs to determine whether the right 
level of support payment has been chosen relative to other incentives.  If incentives to generate electricity (ROCs and FITs) are higher than 
incentives to generate heat (RHI) then operators will be encouraged to focus on the electricity aspect and ignore the heat aspect.  It is important 
that the RHI is sufficient to encourage energy produced from the combustion of biomass to be more fully utilised.  The SRPBA believes that close 
monitoring of the uptake of ROCs, FITs and RHI will indicate whether the correct level of support has been chosen

Question: Q15

The SRPBA broadly agrees with the approach taken but we do suggest that the take up of the RHI is closely monitored and tariff levels should be 
adjusted if necessary to ensure that the objectives of the scheme and targets will be achieved.  

The SRPBA has concerns about the reduction in the tariff for solid biomass from 6.5 pence/kWh for a 45 - 500kW scheme to 1.6-2.5 pence/kWh for 
a scheme above 500 kW.  This large change will artificially cause projects to reduce the size of boiler installations.  Therefore, the SRPBA 
recommends that an additional band for biomass boilers in the range of 500kW – 1MW is created.  This additional band would encourage boilers of 
the correct size to be installed and therefore increase the carbon savings of the schemes.

Question: Q18

The SRPBA agrees with the proposed approach to mixed fuels outlined in the consultation paper.  We consider that where an installation can 
generate heat from both renewable and non-renewable fuel sources, the RHI should only reward the renewable component of the mixed fuel load.

Question: Q19
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The SRPBA believes that an uplift should be provided and this should account for the increased costs and logistical difficulties involved in 
developing the network.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

The SRPBA believes that the uplift has to be reflective of the cost involved in establishing the network and therefore district heating systems should 
be assessed on a case by case basis.

Question: Q21

The SRPBA agrees that the RHI tariffs should be fully fixed for the duration of any project’s entitlement to RHI support other than to correct for 
inflation.  Investors need security with regards to expected returns, otherwise they will be reluctant to invest.  The SRPBA believes that biomass 
must be treated in the same manner as other renewable heat sources or it will distort the market.

Question: Q22

The SRPBA agrees with the proposal not to introduce degression from the outset.  We think that degression could be considered when the RHI is 
reviewed.  If it is apparent that the scheme is over subscribed and that the target of 12% of heat coming from renewable sources will be achieved, 
then degression should be considered.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

The SRPBA believes that the RHI should not actually fund research and development but this should be funded separately.  The RHI should be 
designed to encourage renewable heat production from tried and tested technologies.  However, where new products become available and their 
effectiveness is proven, new tariffs should be set to accommodate these technologies.  Therefore, it may be necessary to review the tariffs on an 
annual basis to take these newly proven technologies into consideration.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

This could be achieved by addressing the shortage of accredited installers, therefore making the market more competitive.  The situation could also 
be addressed by accepting European certifications of equipment instead of only UK certification.

Question: Q25

The SRPBA agrees with the proposed approach to reviews and the timing and scope of the initial review.  We consider the reviews essential for the 
effective implementation of the RHI and to ensure the best use of resources.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

An emergency review may be necessary if there is insufficient uptake of the RHI and the 2020 renewable energy target for heat will not be 
achieved.  Furthermore, a review may be necessary if it became apparent that the RHI was distorting the market by favouring one technology over 
another or encouraging the inefficient use of renewable heat resources.

Question: Q27

The SRPBA strongly believes that the 15th July 2009 cut off date for allowing access to RHI support discriminates against early pioneers.  There is a 
real question of equity involved in denying biomass boilers installed before this date support under RHI because as the number of biomass 
installations increases in the future, demand for woodfuel will increase and lead to increased woodfuel prices.  This situation will be detrimental to 
early adopters.  The SRPBA believes that while the support level required for existing biomass boiler systems is lower as the equipment has already 
been purchased, any existing biomass installations should be able to apply for a special level of RHI support.  It would be entirely wrong to penalise 
the early adopters of low carbon biomass technology by introducing a policy that will inevitably increase their costs above what they were able to 
budget for when they took the original investment decision.  There will be cases were schemes completed before 15th July 2009 were part funded 
by government grants.  These schemes should have the option of either paying back these grants and receiving RHI support or keeping the grants 
and receiving reduced RHI payments.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

The SRPBA believes that if the deemed heat requirement for a building is estimated by installers, there will be an incentive for them to over 
estimate the total heat requirements in order to sell more expensive equipment or to make heat estimates that favour their own particular 
systems.  Therefore, we believe that the RHI would be less open to abuse if the deemed heat was determined by an independent authority or 
inspector.

Question: Q29

The SRPBA cannot provide specific examples to answer this question.  However, we do think that the total RHI available to a scheme should reflect 
the fossil fuels saved and the reduction in carbon emissions achieved.

Question: Q30

259 Eunomia Research Consulting Consultancy
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design of scheme

Question: a) Summary

We think the question is the wrong one. If there are currently barriers to the finance coming forward for such schemes, does DECC believe that a 
support scheme for the heat generated is the right way to address the market failure? We strongly doubt that the RHI is the appropriate approach 
to address this type of market failure.

Question: Q02

Yes. We agree that wood burning stoves and open fires should be excluded, not just on the grounds of the cost of monitoring their use, but also 
due to the adverse air quality impacts that would arise were such uses encouraged in urban areas.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Unclear. The basis for this reduction is not clear (the research referred to is not referenced, and the only other justification seems to be related to 
what is generally achievable). Our own research in London suggests that the emissions from biomass installations may lead to excedences of air 
quality standards in much of London, so that the control of installations needs to be considered carefully. In particular, it might be 
counterproductive to allow installations which emit more pollutant per unit of energy to be instated, effectively pre-empting the presence of 
other, potentially more efficient (with respect to the pollution per unit of energy) installations. We would like to see more evidence, and greater 
consideration given to the effect on AQSs overall.
In any event, if the scheme is implemented as planned, it would appear sensible to encourage technological improvements, with eligibility for the 
scheme being based on the achievement of progressively tightening standards for new installations. Giving an early, clear signal of the intention to 
tighten standards year on year might stimulate innovation in this regard and reduce the extent to which burden shifting may occur.

Question: Q09

Is there any reason at all why the regulations’ effect  should not be brought forward?

Question: Q11

We believe the support level should relate to the environmental benefits of the scheme (see response to Q18 below).

Question: Q15

No

There does not seem to be a strong rationale for setting the tariffs using the rate of return approach.  At a time when public and private finances 
are coming under increasing strain, proceeding with a scheme formulated in this manner is an inefficient use of financial resources.  The 
accompanying NERA document detailing the design of the incentive structure, and the Consultation Stage Impact Assessment both make clear that 
costs are expected to outweigh benefits, and that there will be considerable economic rents accruing to those who have installed particular 
technologies.
At no point in the consultation document is there any consideration of an approach based on principles of economic efficiency, seeking to abate 
carbon at least social cost (accounting for both resource costs and monetised damage costs relating to reductions in local air quality, particularly in 
urban areas where biomass installations displace gas use).  Clearly driven by the over-riding desire to meet renewable energy targets, it appears 
that effectively using scarce financial resources is very much a secondary concern. 
Even accepting that the measure is far removed from a theoretically efficient policy lever, such as a technology blind carbon tax, there are, within 
the proposed approach, a number of judgements based on an acknowledged lack of evidence.  If determined to simply encourage ‘a renewable 
heat technology’ over an alternative fossil fuel technology, it seems reasonable that compensation be provided for the differential in upfront 
capital and ongoing costs.  Compensation for non-financial barriers, such as disruption an inconvenience in installation and maintenance, although 
clearly more difficult to assess, might also be considered reasonable. However, the assumption that an investment return of 12% for each of the 
reference technologies other than solar thermal must accrue to those who choose to install the technology does not seem to be based on any 
sound logic (indeed, it rewards the least efficient source to the greatest extent).  As most buildings require some form of active heating, a heating 
source should be viewed as an essential requirement, rather than a source of income. While there is clearly an element of risk involved in adopting 
arguably more novel technologies, it appears that adopters would be more than adequately compensated.  Moreover, as there are technologies 
within each band with lower installation and running costs than the reference technology, the rate of return for owners of these technologies will 
be higher still. 
The decision to apply a 6% rate of return for solar thermal appears to have been made on the basis  that DECC believes that a lower rate of return 
will be required to stimulate uptake. However, it is acknowledged in the NERA document that there is no empirical evidence that could be used to 
inform the expected level of uptake at a specific rate of return.
The calculation of the tariff for biomethane injection into the grid on the basis of parity with the Feed-in Tariff for electricity likewise appears to 
defy logic. The stated aim is to avoid influencing the choice of end use, between electricity and gas to grid, based on tariff values, but the modelled 
result is the most substantial economic rent of any of the renewable heat technologies. This issue would not arise were the levels of the RHI and 
FIT to be set on the basis of avoided damage costs, or conversely, if there were a carbon tax. 
The way in which the RHI support level has been set for biogas to grid takes no account of the relative environmental benefits of competing end 
uses.
It is very surprising to see such a scheme being carried forward in the current economic climate. The lesson for future policy, perhaps, is that 
principles of economic efficiency are worthy of more prominent consideration. The lesson is the more stark here because the economic landscape 
has changed so significantly over the period during which the RHI has been discussed.

Question: Q18
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No

This is the wrong policy for the matter being addressed. We see little merit in the use of RHI output subsidies as a means to develop district heating 
infrastructure. Who would own this? An alternative mechanism should be chosen with due consideration given to who would won such 
infrastructure. What is the rationale for a higher uplift for heating of this nature if there is no additional environmental gain? The use of the term 
‘hard to treat’ suggests some form of social rationale, but there is no such rationale here (renewable heat is not the sole form of heat) so why 
should additional support be given which adds a further layer of inefficiency on top of the ones already seemingly central to the scheme’s design?

DisagreeQuestion: Q20

We do not agree with the tariffs

Question: Q22

260 Biofuelwatch NGO
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YES

1. General Comments.

Biofuelwatch agrees that there is an urgent imperative to address global warming and that deep and rapid cuts are needed in man-made 
greenhouse gas emissions.  We fully endorse the use and expansion of renewable energy as part of the policy response to climate change, but only 
renewable energy that is truly sustainable and makes genuine worthwhile greenhouse gas savings.

At a time of financial constraint, and with the UK carrying an historically high budget deficit, it is critical that public funding of climate change 
measures is directed to solutions which give the highest payback in terms of actual carbon savings and which have a viable long term future. 
Providing financial support to measures that have a zero or negative impact on climate change, would clearly be damaging.
Like the Renewable Obligation for electricity, the RHI in its proposed form will subsidise unsustainable ‘high-carbon’ renewable energy from 
bioenergy, making it more difficult for more sustainable forms of renewables that can give real carbon savings to gain market share. Thereby 
slowing the rate at which we as a country reduce our carbon emissions.
The majority of our feedback is concerned with the promotion of bioenergy in the RHI. It appears to us that it is premature for bioenergy to be 
further promoted and financially subsidised for the Heat sector when the sectors that already make extensive use of bioenergy - Transport and 
Power – are reviewing their expansion plans in the light of concerns about sustainability. The DfT has recently announced that it will not lay down 
specific interim targets for transport renewable energy in the UK Renewable Energy National Action Plan and will consult on targets in early 2011. 
In the power sector, DECC is currently consulting on whether to grandfather support under the Renewable Obligation for biomass electricity, and is 
currently ruling out grandfathering for bioliquid use.
The proposed rules and tariffs in the RHI are likely to direct a majority of subsidies towards bioenergy, including biodiesel and imported woodchips 
and wood pellets, rather than to solar thermal or other types of energy.  Bioenergy may well be cheap– but the climate impacts of biodiesel and 
uncontrolled large-scale biomass expansion are likely to be worse than those of the fossil fuels they replace.  The impacts of liquid biofuel 
production on forests and biodiversity, on communities in the global South, on food prices and food sovereignty are already severe.  They will be 
replicated and greatly worsened by the new trade in woodchips and wood pellets, which will require ever more monoculture tree plantations and 
increased logging of natural forests.

We are disappointed that the RHI seems to downplay the crucial role of energy conservation (i.e. behaviours that demand less heat energy), and 
energy efficiency (i.e. buildings and appliances that waste less heat by their design). For example, a householder can get paid £1,500 a year for 15 
years for having biomass boiler in place, and is only required to have the house insulated to minimal standards with less than half the amount of 
loft insulation recommended by the Energy Saving Trust (125mm vs 260mm). Such high level of payments will not encourage frugality in using fuel, 
indeed they seem to give the message that renewable heat is abundant and conservation is not very important. 

Government consultants have shown that current policies will increase biomass use outside domestic homes from a current 450 MW to a 
minimum of 3.5 GW but possibly as much as 22 GW and that the bulk of the demand will be met from imports (tinyurl.com/yjmsjbw). They project 
that UK production of woody biomass could be as much as 3.5 million tonnes per year by 2020, whereas announced plans for solid biomass 
electricity power stations alone indicate an annual consumption of over 26 million tonnes. Renewable heat use of biomass would be in addition to 
this demand for electricity generation.
2. Bioenergy carbon savings

We cite the following references and published commentary as some of the extensive evidence of the real doubts that bioenergy can produce 
worthwhile carbon / GHG savings once a full assessment is made of the overall impacts of their production, in particular the effects of Indirect Land 
Use Change.

1. N2O release from agro-biofuel production negates global warming reduction by replacing fossil fuels, Crutzen et al, January 2008
2. Fixing a Critical Climate Accounting Error, Timothy Searchinger et al, Science 23 October 2009, Vol. 326. no. 5952, pp. 527 - 528
3. Land Clearing and the Biofuel Carbon Debt, Joseph Fargione et al, 2008

4. Carbon payback times for crop-based biofuel expansion in the tropics: the effects of changing yield and technology, Gibbs et al, July 2008

5. THE REAL IMPACT OF GROWING BIOFUELS - Calculating Indirect Land-Use Change, Greenpeace, BirdLife International, Friends of the Earth 
Europe, European Federation for Transport & Environment, December 2008

6. European Environment Agency’s Scientific Advisory Body, 10 April 2008
www.eea.europa.eu/highlights/suspend-10-percent-biofuels-target-says-eeasscientific-advisory-body
“The 10 % target [proposed for renewable energy in surface transport] requires large amounts of additional imports of biofuels. The accelerated 
destruction of rain forests due to increasing biofuel production can already be witnessed in some developing countries. Sustainable production 
outside Europe is difficult to achieve and to monitor. The overambitious 10 % biofuel target is an experiment, whose unintended effects are 
difficult to predict and difficult to control.”

3. Sustainability of Bioenergy - general

More subsidies for biodiesel and wood pellets/wood chips will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on 
biodiversity, ecosystem destruction, communities, soils and freshwater. In our view bioenergy should not be eligible for any subsidies. Current 
biofuel and biomass use and plans are already unsustainable; creating yet another demand will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people. The 
same aims – i.e. greenhouse gas reductions and energy security – are achievable through other means and these should be stimulated. 

With regards to solid biomass and biogas, the consultation refers to the possibility of future EU standards. However, the European Commission has 
announced that there will be no mandatory biomass standards in the foreseeable future. This means that even illegally logged wood and wood 

Question: Q01
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from plantations established at the expense of old-growth forests can be subsidised as ‘renewable energy’.  On the other hand, no credible 
certification scheme (including the FSC) exists or has been proposed which is able to preclude serious environmental and social harm and which 
can address indirect impacts.

Relying on a reporting requirement has been shown to be ineffective: According to the Renewable Fuel Agency reports, 90% of biofuels used for 
transport are imported and of those only 4% meet government standards, two years after the reporting requirement was introduced. 

No standards or reporting requirement is proposed for biogas even though subsidies in Germany have led to large-scale expansion of maize 
monocultures at the expense of biodiversity and even carbon-rich moorlands.

4. Sustainability of Bioenergy - capacity

As proposed the RHI gives incentives for bioenergy to be used as a source of renewable heat. It proposes that biomass will be subject to 
compliance with a reporting requirement and biodiesel to EU standards. The outcome is clearly intended to be an increase in the amount of bio-
energy used for heat.  But there is no indication in the RHI of the sustainable levels of bio-energy that can be accommodated in the heat market. 
This is particularly important at a time when other energy sectors are also making claims on available bioenergy supplies – i.e. transport, power 
generation and, in future, aviation. 

Bioenergy is a finite resource. It is a serious error to stimulate ever-increasing growth in the use of bioenergy. There must be mechanisms to assess 
the overall impact of current demand for wood and agricultural products as well cumulative growth across all sectors and at a national, regional 
and global level, and to overall manage consumption within sustainable limits.  However this is not currently the case, no credible mechanism for 
avoiding serious environmental, social and climate impacts, including indirect impacts, from bioenergy has been proposed and economic reasons 
favour cheap imports particularly from the global South for any large-scale bioenergy use.  We therefore believe that the precautionary principle 
should be applied.  In the UK, this must mean a moratorium on all subsidies and other incentives for bioenergy.    

According to Forestry Commission statistics, around 80% of the wood used in the UK is imported.  The UK’s wood, including paper consumption, is 
already responsible for the destruction of tropical forests and grasslands (for tree plantations) and thus for more climate change.  A new large 
market for wood can only worsen the situation.  

Of the 12% target for renewable heat by 2020, how much is expected to come from bioenergy? Have the global impacts of the UK’s current wood 
and paper imports be taken into account before making a decision to create a new UK market? 

The UK Wood Panel Industries Federation, comprising ConFor, UKFPA and WPIF, has recently expressed concerns about the impact of expanding 
biomass usage on their existing operations saying in their report ‘Wood fibre availability and demand in Britain 2007 to 2025’:

“Demand for wood fibre is forecast to increase dramatically in Britain in the next 15 years. The principal reasons behind this rise are Government 
policies and incentives which encourage the use of wood as a source of renewable energy. Resulting imbalances between potential availability and 
forecast demand are projected across the major wood fibre sources in Britain. Such developments could result in significant supply and price 
pressures which would have major consequences for existing wood processing industries and for the future shape of the biomass energy sector in 
Britain.”

Allowing ecosystems including natural forests to regenerate and to continue sequestering carbon and maintaining biodiversity can play a significant 
and vital role in mitigating climate change and we believe that the climate impact of preventing such regeneration and protection of ecosystems 
must be counted as a bioenergy ‘carbon cost’.

5. Biomass extraction from forests – impacts on carbon storage

Research on terrestrial carbon sinks is developing. A recent study from the Finnish Environment Institute, Finnish Forest Research Institute and the 
Finnish Museum of Natural History at the University of Helsinki reports that current methods underestimate the impact of rising global 
temperatures on emissions of carbon stored in the soil. 

(Karhu, K., Fritze, H., Hämäläinen, K., Vanhala, P., Jungner, H., Oinonen, M., Sonninen, E., Tuomi, M., Spetz, P. & Liski, J. 2010. Temperature 
sensitivity of soil carbon fractions in boreal forest soil. Ecology 91(2): 370-376.)

The study concludes that climatic warming will inevitably lead to smaller carbon storage in soil and to higher carbon dioxide emissions from forests. 
These emissions will further warm the climate, and as a consequence the emissions will again increase. The positive feedback between climate 
warming and soil carbon dioxide emissions will tend to accelerate climate change.

Because present climate models underestimate the increase of soil carbon emissions in a warmer climate, they also underestimate the increasing 
importance of carbon storage in forests. The carbon storage of forests is more sensitive to climatic warming than previously assumed, and the 
carbon sink capacity of forests is therefore likely to decline faster than assumed. To maintain forests’ carbon storage, the accumulation of organic 
material in forests should increase not decrease. 

This is significant for climate policy on forests. Policies that promote more and more intensive harvesting of biomass in forests, for example to 
supply the wood pellet heating market, could accelerate carbon release from soils as global temperatures rise.

6. Bioenergy – air quality impacts 

It is acknowledged that a large number of people in the UK die early as a direct result of air pollution caused by biomass burning.  In a 
parliamentary reply on 10th December 2009, DEFRA Minister Jim Fitzpatrick reported a study which showed that in 2020, up to 1,750,000 life years 
will be lost in the UK due to emissions caused by bioenergy expansion.  Proposed guidelines to restrict air emissions from biomass burning have 
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already significantly watered down, following pressure from industry. It is essential that the health impacts of increasing bioenergy usage should be 
taken into account when finalising policy.

The Rogers review of local authority regulatory services, published in 2007, said air pollution contributed to between 12,000 and 24,000 deaths 
each year. Government figures show that average life expectancy is reduced by up to eight months by particulate pollution. Health costs of air 
pollution are up to estimated to be up to £20 billion a year.

In evidence to the House of Commons Environment Audit Committee in February 2010, Professor Frank Kelly, Professor of Environmental Health at 
King’s College, London, estimated that 3,000 to 5,000 people were dying each year in London alone due to air pollution.

The Committee on the Medical Effects of Air Pollution reported in 2009 - Long-Term Exposure to Air Pollution: Effect on Mortality’, concluding “We 
are left with little doubt that long-term exposure to air pollutants has an effect on mortality and thus decreases life expectancy.

Adding air pollution to London in particular will make it more difficult for the UK to meet its legal obligations under the EU Air Quality Directive 
2008/50/EC, specifically to achieve the PM10 pollution standard in place since 2005. London is the one region of the UK which has been declared in 
default of meeting EU targets for air quality improvement. The European Commission started infringement proceedings on 29 January 2010 against 
the United Kingdom for failing to comply with the EU's air quality standard for PM10 pollution. If London continues to breach standards for PM10 
and NO2 and demonstrates no real plan to resolve the problem, large fines are likely. 

If a large Government subsidised expansion of biomass burning goes ahead, it could be cited as evidence that there is no effective plan and no 
resolve to reduce air pollution and that, to the contrary, policies are being implemented that actively hinder achievement of legal limit values.

NO, we do not agree

1. We agree that wood-burning stoves should be excluded from the RHI. They are wasteful and it is impractical to measure or deem their heat 
output.

2. We believe that only bioliquids made from genuine waste cooking oil should be eligible for support because bioliquids made from virgin 
vegetable oils will have an overall adverse effect on the climate and the environment. But as waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels 
used in the UK at present, it would be uneconomic and ineffective to try to create a renewable heat sector based just on this feedstock.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

NO, we do not agree

1. We are encouraged to see that the RHI proposals limit the financial support for bioliquids to those used in domestic settings where there is 
already an oil-fired heating system. This is evidence that you are thinking of limits and this approach should be extended to the whole question of 
bioenergy capacity as set out in our answer to Q1.

2. However, we maintain that there should be no additional subsidies for bioliquids whatever the scale – instead existing subsidies, such as ROCs 
for bioliquids must be ended. There is already an unsustainably high level of bioliquid use in the transport and power sectors. Creating another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

YES

1. It is vital that the RHI plays a major role in driving up energy efficiency in building space- and water-heating and in industrial heat-using 
processes. The RHI extends across all forms of heat usage, and as you say, ” To meet our UK 2020 renewable energy target, we will need a large 
proportion of renewable heat to be delivered by the industrial and commercial sectors. Certain industries, such as the pulp and paper, agricultural 
and food and drink industries, are ideally suited to switch from fossil fuels to a renewable heat source like solid recovered fuel where the calorific 
value and renewable content can be varied to meet user requirements. ” Yet there is no discussion or proposals addressing energy conservation, 
efficiency and overall sustainability in these sectors. Nor by limiting the scope to ‘householders’ does this question invite comments on the 
commercial and industrial sectors.

2. We accept that a metering system is not viable for domestic scale renewable heat installations, and that a deeming method is the only realistic 
alternative. However it is surprising that the indicative loft insulation levels given for houses are lower than required under the current building 
regulations in England. 

3. We support the idea of both domestic and commercial RHI beneficiaries being required to install minimum energy efficiency standards in order 
to qualify, however those standards must be higher than those proposed.

4. When the details of the deeming scheme for households is developed, you will need to consider how to deal with situations such as a house 
being extended or converted to multiple occupancy during the lifetime of the RHI.

Question: Q10
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NO

1. The rate of investment return used for solar thermal is too low relative to bioenergy. At 6% it is also lower than that apparent from the actual 
tariff set for Solar PV under the FIT, although the consultation suggests it is at the same rate.  The consultation paper argues that low incentives for 
solar thermal can be offered because the technology is well known, however it is more than 20-times less well established in the UK than in 
Germany. Furthermore, a large-scale solar thermal programme will bring down costs.  

2. The structure of the Incentive favours those householders who have access to funding for what in some cases will be high up-front purchase and 
installation costs. Compared to the up-front grant approach, this structure therefore disadvantages some sectors of society. There is a danger that 
at a domestic level the RHI will mainly be of interest to more affluent individuals. You could review the evidence from the first months experience 
with the FIT to see whether this is a real problem.

Question: Q18

YES in principle but not for biofuels and biomass

AgreeQuestion: Q20

NO

1. With conventional energy prices expected to rise markedly in the next few years, those who install bioenergy renewable heat systems will 
almost certainly gain a progressively greater financial advantage by offsetting their use of fossil fuels. They should not therefore stand to benefit 
from grandfathering under the RHI.  We believe that the RHI should not subsidise bioenergy in the first place.  However if it was subsidised, this 
would make it very difficult for the government to respond to new evidence of serious harm from large-scale bioenergy.

2. On the other hand, those who install electricity-based renewable energy systems are likely to see their running costs increase over time relative 
to natural gas, and maybe even to mineral oil or coal. Rationale – the subsidies going to renewable electricity generation will push up power prices 
faster than those of primary energy sources. Electricity-based systems will also be able to progressively deliver a higher level of carbon saving as 
the carbon intensity of the national grid reduces over time. As a mechanism to reduce overall carbon emissions, then heat pumps are more 
valuable over time compared with bioenergy systems, since their contribution to sustainability and climate change (which is already highly 
negative) worsens over time as supplies get constrained. Grandfathering should therefore apply to heat pumps.

3. For solar water, there is no running cost in terms of fuel, and the offsetting savings will therefore increase over time. This would tend to argue 
for not grandfathering. But if the rate of return is retained as proposed at notionally 6%, we believe the absence of grandfathering would reduce 
the attractiveness of this type of system to the point where many homeowners would not invest.

Question: Q22

YES

AgreeQuestion: Q23

YES ? (Doesn’t that include bioenergy? Not sure I understand it_

Question: Q24

YES

AgreeQuestion: Q26

When there are new findings concerning bioenergy sustainability

Question: Q27

261 Home Builders Federation Trade Association

22 June 2010 Page 368 of 1348



The HBF is the principal trade association representing private sector home builders in England and Wales. Our members between them are 
responsible for the delivery of some 80% of new homes built each year and range from the largest national firms to comparatively small, more 
locally based companies.

We see the RHI as an important part of the policy framework relating to the delivery of the Government’s zero carbon homes policy and welcome 
the introduction of such an incentive to complement the Feed-in Tariff for smaller scale renewable electricity installations.

Our comments in answer to the consultation questions seek to ensure that the incentive is as accessible to home builders and their delivery 
partners as possible and helps to make the building of future new low carbon homes both more practical and cost-effective than might otherwise 
be the case.

We have made significant comments on the need to give greater focus to the importance of promoting district networks for renewable heat, to 
allow renewable cooling to qualify for the RHI and to adopt a less technology specific approach that would both give a greater role to CHP as an 
enabling technology and take into account the need to promote outcomes that achieve the best cost per tonne of carbon saved.

We are separately copying our submission to officials at CLG, BIS and Treasury with an interest in the zero carbon homes policy and would wish to 
ensure that means of optimising the role of the incentive in assisting delivery of future low carbon new homes is discussed cross-Departmentally 
with the industry.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Yes

Comments:

The consultation does not clearly enough distinguish between the promotion of investment in heat generating installations and that in heat 
networks required to distribute their generation. 

A full focus on what level and type of incentive is required to promote investment in future heat networks is vital to avoid sub-optimal results and 
the risk of heat dumping.

This issue is particularly relevant to aligning the Renewable Heat Incentive as closely and successfully as possible with the Government’s zero 
carbon homes policy. Under the zero carbon policy it is likely that on the one hand some on-site renewable heat installations will want to export 
surplus heat to other local users in the existing built environment and on the other hand new developments may wish to connect with or help 
finance off-site renewable heat networks under the “carbon compliance” and “allowable solutions” elements of the policy respectively. 

If a suitable return on investment in such heat networks is not available where such networks make sense technically, the zero carbon homes 
policy will become both more difficult and more expensive to deliver with a consequent threat to housing delivery. 

The Government therefore needs to give urgent consideration to a suitably designed uplift to the RHI to ensure that investment in feasible heat 
networks is encouraged.

We also believe the consultation gives insufficient attention and weight to the role of all types of CHP and low carbon technologies – including as a 
means of providing a bridge between the current position, where there is very little renewable heat generation and few related heat networks, and 
a future in which renewable heat infrastructure provides an established part of national energy supply and distribution.
In addition, the consultation document focuses too much on technologies and not enough on their relative efficiencies in saving carbon. There is a 
consequent danger that – coupled with our wider concern about the need to consider a more effective incentive for renewable heat networks - the 
RHI might as a result promote or lock in perverse outcomes that do not prove to be sufficiently robust for the longer term.

Greater emphasis on promoting feasible district heat networks and less on installations of specific technologies would help future proof the 
renewable heat strategy.

Question: Q01

Yes

Comments:

The lack of a properly designed and focused uplift in the RHI to encourage investment in heat networks would be a barrier to such projects being 
able to raise finance at affordable rates where they are technically sensible and practical to deliver.

A clear basis for homeowners being able to assign RHI income to developers or third parties in order for them to be able to raise finance effectively 
against this income is needed for the incentive to be effective in helping to reduce the cost of the zero carbon homes policy. There are contractual 
and marketing issues to consider and further discussion on this would be helpful to ensure that the possibilities for accessing the RHI income 
stream are as accessible to home builders and their delivery partners as possible.

Ideally home builders and their delivery partners would be able to access direct the RHI income stream for duly accredited installations on their 
developments as this would reduce the potential contractual and marketing difficulties of assignment by the householder.

Question: Q02
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Yes
Comments:

Although we are generally content with the proposals, we do have concerns about the proposal that for small and medium sized installations the 
Microgeneration Certification Scheme should be the preferred means of delivery and the sole basis for accreditation. We understand there are 
quite widely held concerns – including in the renewables industry - about whether the MCS currently works effectively. These concerns need to be 
addressed and we would favour policies that assist alternative accreditation mechanisms of the required standards to be established.

We would add that Ofgem is currently untested in this field and close attention needs to be given to ensuring that its relevant processes are fit for 
purpose both for smaller and larger installations.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

As mentioned in answer to Question 3, we believe there a quite widely held concerns about the effectiveness of the MCS. We would therefore 
propose that market competition for the provision of accreditation services meeting the required standards is encouraged. This would also help 
ensure the costs of certification schemes are kept as low as reasonably possible.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

Given the existing concerns about the MCS, this would not appear to be an appropriate step to take – at least until the operational issues relating 
to the MCS had been resolved.

We do, however, favour the principle of competition in the provision of accredited services. Suitable certification principles for medium and larger 
scale installations could be managed by Ofgem.

On a specific point, we also believe that the new limit of 300 kW for biomass installations to be dealt with effectively under the MCS is too high and 
should therefore be reduced.  The MCS is not at present fit for purpose to deal with installations of this size.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

Not in their entirety

Comments:

We support the bulk of what is proposed as a pragmatic application of the RHI to currently applicable technologies.

We do not, however, agree with the exclusion of renewable cooling from the scope of the incentive. With cooling requirements expected to 
become an important consideration in future for new and existing homes it risks frustrating the optimum development of both future building 
design and renewable heat technologies not to allow the RHI to apply to renewable cooling.

We also consider that more attention should be given to the role of CHP and low carbon technologies.

As mentioned in our overview comments under Question 1 above, the role of CHP and low carbon technologies as a bridging technology and 
facilitator of investment in renewable heat networks has been largely overlooked in the consultation.

Given the challenges of developing new heat networks there is a strong case for allowing all CHP installations – irrespective of their fuel source - to 
be eligible for support under the RHI for an agreed transitional period in view of the carbon benefits the network would provide. A transition 
period of about 8 years would seem appropriate in view of the lead times and payback periods involved. Beyond that networks and installations 
would need to qualify as proposed in the consultation for RHI support to continue to be available.

In addition, gas-fired CHP should be eligible for the RHI where suitable biogas is used as a fuel source.

Question: Q07

AgreeQuestion: Q08

Safeguards to air quality are very important, but whether these proposed maximum emission standards are sufficient we do not know at this stage 
– we do not currently have data that we can provide to assist a decision on this issue. 

We would point out that there are also Carbon monoxide  (CO) concerns as biomass boilers can produce up to 10 times the amount of CO 
compared to gas boilers.

No OpinionQuestion: Q09
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Yes – but with serious reservations on the methodology as indicated in our comments below

Comments:

We agree in principle that deeming is the best and simplest approach for ensuring household scale installations are coupled with the achievement 
of desired energy efficiency standards.

At present, however, the home building industry has concerns about the robustness and consistency of EPC assessments. There are also issues 
about the reliability of the SAP methodology which is being revised at present and may need to be updated further in future. For these reasons we 
do not believe it would be fair or acceptable to rely solely on deeming at present and that metering may also be needed – at least in the initial 
years of the RHI – as a backstop check to monitor the robustness of deemed decisions on the amount of RHI payable for household installations.

We think deeming will also be most suited to household level installations and more difficult to validate for larger scale installations where there 
may also be some risk of fraud.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

We do not think there would be any incentive for developers to build to lower energy efficiency standards ahead of the 2013 and 2016 building 
regulations changes as a result of the introduction of the RHI.
The work undertaken by the Zero Carbon Hub to determine the proposed minimum fabric efficiency standard under the zero carbon homes policy 
clearly identified that this level of efficiency represented the best balance in terms of carbon and financial cost and benefit. It follows that the 
application of renewable technologies not required to meet this standard of efficiency would be sub-optimal for the developer as well as in policy 
terms.
In addition, given the upfront capital cost involved and the consumer, service, maintenance and replacement issues associated with the use of 
renewable technologies, developers will naturally want to employ feasible and practical energy efficiency measures as their priority before 
considering the application of household scale renewable technologies.
Moreover it should be noted that for some types of new dwelling – notably flats and apartments - the new 2010 Part L requirements will already 
take performance standards close to the proposed minimum fabric efficiency standard under the zero carbon homes policy.
For all these reasons we do not think that any additional policy intervention is needed or justified on the point raised in the question. If 
nevertheless the Government seeks reassurance on this matter, the simplest answer would be to deem the RHI payable to be consistent with the 
requirements of the proposed minimum fabric efficiency standard under the zero carbon homes policy.

Question: Q11

Yes – but again with significant reservations

Comments:

Please see our comments on questions 10 and 11 above. The principle of deeming is sound, but at present we do have concerns about the 
reliability and consistency of EPC data and the SAP methodology for new homes. The ability to cross-check and adjust deemed allocations if 
necessary is therefore required which would mean considering some metering alongside deeming at this stage.

Question: Q12

Yes – but again with significant reservations

Comments:

Please see our comments on questions 10 and 11 above. The principle of deeming is sound, but at present we do have concerns about the 
reliability and consistency of EPC data and the SAP methodology for new homes. The ability to cross-check and adjust deemed allocations if 
necessary is therefore required which would mean considering some metering alongside deeming at this stage.

Question: Q13

Yes

Comments:

On the practical difficulties concerning heat meters our biggest concerns centre around potential reliability and costs. We understand, however, 
that the CHPA considers metering to be a practical option for larger scale installations.

Question: Q14
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Yes

Comments:

We believe that in general the proposed rates of return for installations are sensible and fair. We have some doubt, however, that the proposed 
tariffs for different types of installation necessarily achieve the target rates of return and ask that further work is conducted in partnership with 
industry stakeholders to validate final figures to ensure they are robust. 

We have a specific concern that the proposed tariff for large scale installations of more than 500 kW are too low at 1.6 to 2.5 pence per kWh. A 
level of about 5 pence per kWh is needed to provide a sufficient return on such installations.

We are also concerned that the proposed tariffs do not address the nature and level of incentive required to promote the development of 
renewable heat networks and district heating schemes where these are technically and practically feasible.

It is important that this other dimension of the policy is effectively put in place from the start of the RHI to ensure that the best and most cost and 
carbon-effective schemes can be developed for the future. Where such schemes are feasible they should prove more efficient for all parties. The 
sizing and location of renewable heat installations cannot be optimised without supporting investment in heat networks where this makes sense.

A further concern is that the proposals for tariffs have too much of a focus on technology alone and do not consider the need to promote solutions 
that are the most efficient in terms of saving carbon in terms of their cost per tonne of carbon. This further dimension of policy is important if the 
RHI and related policies to decarbonise UK energy supply are to promote sub-optimal outcomes for the longer-term future.

Question: Q18

Yes

Comments:

This is an important issue.

It is essential that an accessible and effective uplift to the RHI should be available for district heating from the beginning of the incentive in 2011. 
There is real scope to develop district heating networks in the UK, but where such networks are feasible the investment required will involve local 
distribution infrastructure as well as the generation plant itself. The additional risks and costs entailed mean that such investment will be unlikely 
to be forthcoming unless the rate of return proposed for installations is also made available to suitable district heat networks.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes

Comments:

An uplift should be made available to all eligible district heating networks.

A simple criterion for determining which networks qualify for the RHI is required.

Having discussed the position with bodies representing the potential providers of renewable heat, we believe a suitable criterion for determining 
eligibility for the RHI would be to establish a 12% rate of return on a typical high density heat demand (which could perhaps be pitched at 3,000 
kWh/m2/yr as recommended in work undertaken by the Poyry consultancy).  All installations and networks that otherwise complied with the 
standards of RHI would be eligible to claim the uplift if a network were developed or extended in tandem with a new installation.  

This would be a self-regulating approach because in areas where the heat demand was of a lower density the cost of developing a network per 
kWh of heat delivered would rise and, therefore, the return on the project investment would fall below an acceptable rate even with the RHI.  The 
advantage of this approach would be to avoid the need for bespoke eligibility criteria for determining if a network was eligible for support. By 
contrast, the concept of “hard-to-treat” properties would be very hard to apply and potentially add enormous administrative complexity to a RHI 
uplift. In turn that would create much greater certainty for potential investors. 

Within this overall approach it would also be necessary to ensure that uplifts were available for different types of network and their respective 
investment requirements.

Besides networks using industrial process heat – which fall outside the expertise and knowledge of the Federation – provision will need to be made 
to encourage investment in lower grade heat networks. There are likely to be two types of such networks:

•	Single building networks – where a scheme is designed to deliver heat across a single building with multiple customers such as a tower block.  The 
support level for such networks would need to be designed to cover the costs of heat exchangers, risers meters etc but not the cost of 
conventional digging.  
•	Multiple building networks – where the incentive would need to cover the cost of conventional heat networks servicing a number of buildings. 
Such networks would need the highest level of RHI uplift.

Question: Q21
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Yes

Comments:

The effectiveness of the RHI will depend on investors having certainty about the income stream available to them for the duration of the 
investment. We agree that attempting to allow for fluctuations in the tariff over time other than to correct for inflation would introduce 
undesirable complexity into the scheme.

Question: Q22

Yes

Comments:

It is important not to introduce degression initially given the immaturity of investment in renewable heat installations and networks and the 
related uncertainty about their costs.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Degression is a recognised means of encouraging technology costs reductions once a scheme such as the RHI is properly established. It has the 
merit of being an uncomplicated and readily explicable mechanism.

Question: Q25

Yes

Comments:

The reviews should be aligned with those for the Feed-in Tariff to ensure overall consistency of policy over time.

There should also be liaison with Communities and Local Government over the definition of zero carbon for new domestic and non-domestic 
buildings to ensure the RHI is as accessible and helpful as possible in realising these policy objectives effectively.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

We agree with the proposed approach.

AgreeQuestion: Q28

Please see our answer to question 21 above.

Question: Q30

262 Bupa Care Services Other

I an the energy manager for Bupa Care Service, the division of Bupa that runs over 300 care homes in th UK.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

AgreeQuestion: Q03

AgreeQuestion: Q04

AgreeQuestion: Q05

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Yes, agree with approach.
Not aware of other bioliquids.

AgreeQuestion: Q08
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Require householders to install basic energy efficiency measures such as loft insulation as a condition for them being eligible for RHI.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

Developments could be required to attain a certain standard of energy efficiency as a condition of eligibility for RHI funding.

Question: Q11

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Yes, these assessment measures could form the basis of a methodology.

Comments:
Whatever methodology is adopted, it is essential that the ‘deemed’ energy consumption of the building in based upon how the building will be 
used.  In the particular example of  Care Homes, it should be noted that:
i)	internal temperature setpoints are higher than those typically used in assessment methods, due to the fact that residents tend to ‘feel the cold’ 
and tend not to be very physically active.   The internal air temperaure set point in Bupa care homes is usually 23	C , compared to 21	C that would 
be typical in other residential environments (e.g. a hotel).
ii)	Heating systems often operate well outside of the ‘normal’ heating season for residential buildings – e.g. during cool summer nights.
iii)	Care homes operate 24/7.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Comments: For Air source heat pumps, there is a massive reduction in tariff from 7.5p for installations below 45KW to 2p for those above 45kW.  
This reduction is too large.  Why should an installation of 50kW, that will cost more than an installation of 40kW, receive such a huge reduction in 
tariff?  This will unfairly penalise those wanting to install systems in the 45 to 100kW range, for example.

The guidance is unclear as to the tariff application where there are 2 types of generation at a site. For example, if there was 40kW of Air source and 
40kW of ground source, would the tariff for each of these be the ‘below 45kW’ tariff?

There is little guidance for the situation where there may be additional fossil fuel generation on site. For example, if a renewable heat system 
works in tandem with a gas boiler, providing a proportion of the overall heat supply, how will the RHI apply to it.  What if part of a building is 
heated using renewalble heat and part is not?

Question: Q18

The guidance is unclear as to the tariff application where there are 2 types of generation at a site. For example, if there was 40kW of Air source and 
40kW of ground source, would the tariff for each of these be the ‘below 45kW’ tariff?

There is little guidance for the situation where there may be additional fossil fuel generation on site. For example, if a renewable heat system 
works in tandem with a gas boiler, providing a proportion of the overall heat supply, how will the RHI apply to it.  What if part of a building is 
heated using renewalble heat and part is not?

Question: Q19

Yes

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

AgreeQuestion: Q26

AgreeQuestion: Q28

263 Modern Energy Systems Ltd Installer

biomass boilers

Question: a) Summary

22 June 2010 Page 374 of 1348



Please see attached my response specifically regarding biomass boilers etc. I have been in this business exclusively for 40years and watched all of 
the changes occur. My comments reflect what I see as a danger of over complicating what is already a somewhat confusing array of overlapping 
regulations. As indicated the rapid expansion of the domestic market needs regulation but industrial projects are best left to experienced 
professional engineering companies who already have the necessary experience.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Yes. I can clearly see why products and installers up to 45kw need to be accredited under MCS because of the explosion in recent times of 
individual tradesmen and fossil fuel equipment suppliers wishing to become specialists in this field without the years of experience necessary

AgreeQuestion: Q04

No

Comments: Speaking as a supplier and installer of biomass systems  with 40years in the business  I see that there are clearly two main market 
sectors, Domestic/ small commercial applications and industrial applications. From my answer in Q4 the need to control  small scale is clear. 
However industrial applications should only be carried out by experienced companies who really do not need to be further regulated as their 
installations are already controlled by compliance with  PROCESS GUIDANCE NOTE  1/12(04) for emissions plus efficiency standards or below 
400kw net thermal input a suitable exemption certificate.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

As indicated in response to Q5 regulation on emissions and efficiency already exists .

Question: Q06

Again solely as a biomass specialist I can see the problem with stoves and any hand loaded heaters without automatic control.
All automatically fed and controlled devices should be included within the RHI,hot water boilers , warm air heaters, thermal oil heaters, steam 
boilers.
They are all currently regulated ref Q5. All mediums can be measured in terms of output and efficiency and all are used across the industrial sector.

Question: Q07

No

Comments: below 20 MW there are regulations for biomass boilers/ air heater emissions above 400kw net thermal input. The PROCESS GUIDANCE 
NOTE 1/12(04) states plant up to 3MW but in practice experience indicates that this is applied under local authority control way beyond this upper  
limit. It seems that what we need is  revised regulations that sets down emission limits for the range of plant above say 5OKW up to 20MW 
perhaps similar to Germany. which negates the need for MCS accreditation for other than domestic size applications.
The current UK emission regulations refer to Carbon Monoxide and particulates but not nitrogen oxides and these are expressed as mg/m3 flue gas 
relating to 11% oxygen. I see the proposal is for measurement in g/GJ and no mention of Carbon Monoxide. Strange?

Nitrogen Oxide will depend to some extent upon the Nitrogen present in the fuel. This can vary as to pure wood chip or processed wood such as 
chipboard and MDF. The proposed limit of 150g/GJ for unprocessed wood is okay but would not be achievable for chipboard , MDF and similar 
processed wood 240g/GJ or similar would be more appropriate. I would comment that there is a large quantity of processed wood currently burnt 
efficiently as fuel and more available within the industrial sector.. A major untapped source of renewable energy lies in the use of re-cycled timber 
which currently seems to fall within the  waste incineration directive and hence difficult to obtain a permit to burn. But if correctly selected and 
controlled under the appropriate emission controls would add greatly to the industrial energy sector.

Carbon Monoxide ---- Not mentioned?

Particulate  is currently regulated at 200mg/m3 or 80.62g/GJ which allows the use of high efficiency cyclonic grit separators as the primary 
abatement device. If we now move to a limit of 30g/GJ then another form of gas filtration will be necessary. Clearly this may be deemed 
appropriate for larger plant say 1MW upward for example, but will impose a significant proportional cost increase on smaller plant.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

264 Tim Wakeford (individual)
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I am writing to lodge my opposition to the consultation on renewable heat initiative (RHI), and add my support to the arguments raised by 
biofuelwatch (www.biofuelwatch.org.uk). The arguments against the promotion of biofuels are strong, and are yet being largely ignored by 
European governments. This has to change, with focus being realigned onto more sustainable, environmentally firendly, and humane energy 
sources. I realise that this will take time and investment, however, subsidising the wrong industries now may only hamper the efforts to gain more 
sustainalbe energy provisions.
 
Below are a number of points raised by biofuelwatch, that I believe need to be addressed before progress with any further energy action:
 
 
•	The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies 
for biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem 
destruction, communities, soils and freshwater. 
•	Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which makes no sense in terms of addressing climate change. Solar heating 
offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass.
•	Biomass and biodiesel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK.
•	Need for significant investment in insulating homes and strict regulations for building only the most efficient ones – reducing energy use this way 
would also make it much easier to meet renewable energy targets, and would be a cost-effective way of cutting carbon emissions.
 
•	Bioenergy should not be eligible for subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use and plans are already unsustainable; creating yet another demand 
will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people.
•	Genuinely climate-friendly and sustainable renewable energy should be supported, together with energy efficiency. Large-scale bioenergy is 
neither sustainable nor climate-friendly – they are a quick fix which can have significant and long-term negative implications. 
 
•	There should be no subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.
 
•	Following industry lobbying, the government now proposes much laxer standards for emissions than planned. This will cause more air pollution 
and serious health impacts.
 
•	Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.
•	Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.
 
•	Payments should depend on climate impacts. This means higher support for passive solar – but no support for bioliquids.
 
Please note these objections, and help work towards their goals.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

•	Biomass and biodiesel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK.
•	Need for significant investment in insulating homes and strict regulations for building only the most efficient ones – reducing energy use this way 
would also make it much easier to meet renewable energy targets, and would be a cost-effective way of cutting carbon emissions.

•	Following industry lobbying, the government now proposes much laxer standards for emissions than planned. This will cause more air pollution 
and serious health impacts.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

•	Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.
•	Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

265 Roger Pawling (individual)

•	The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies 
for biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem 
destruction, communities, soils and freshwater. 
•	Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which makes no sense in terms of addressing climate change. Solar heating 
offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass.
•	Biomass and biodiesel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK.
•	Need for significant investment in insulating homes and strict regulations for building only the most efficient ones – reducing energy use this way 
would also make it much easier to meet renewable energy targets, and would be a cost-effective way of cutting carbon emissions.

Question: Q01
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•	Bioenergy should not be eligible for subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use and plans are already unsustainable; creating yet another demand 
will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people.
•	Genuinely climate-friendly and sustainable renewable energy should be supported, together with energy efficiency. Large-scale bioenergy is 
neither sustainable nor climate-friendly – they are a quick fix which can have significant and long-term negative implications.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

•	There should be no subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

•	Following industry lobbying, the government now proposes much laxer standards for emissions than planned. This will cause more air pollution 
and serious health impacts.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

•	Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.
•	Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

•	Payments should depend on climate impacts. This means higher support for passive solar – but no support for bioliquids.

Question: Q18

•	See above – biofuel use is not sustainable, whether on its own or blended with heating oil.

Question: Q19

266 Puffin Energy Ltd Supplier
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In response to questions 4 and 5 in the consultation document, we strongly disagree with MCS accreditation being necessary to acquire the RHI 
payments. This is an extremely expensive and time consuming process for both the installer and boiler manufacturer. It also appears to be 
extremely complicated.
 
One Austrian manufacturer, that we are aware of, has spent just under £10,000 and believes they are quite close to getting this certification - but 
he has not got it yet.  Annual fees to stay accredited are huge too and, I am told, if you move your registered address there is a £250 charge levied.

We would suggest that the UK looks at adopting EN303-5 like almost all other European countries have.    I also don’t see why the UK needs a 
separate accreditation when almost all other European countries, particularly where they are selling large volume of boilers, accept EN303-5.  The 
impression that we are getting, through discussions with various boiler manufacturers, is that they are put off by the MCS accreditation in the UK 
and are happy to concentrate on other countries which have a bigger market for their product.
 
From the MCS web site there would appear to be only 3 wood pellet boiler manufacturers accepted for MCS accreditation. One has only two 
boilers registered and only Windhager offer a complete range of pellet boilers that are MCS accredited.  Is it a coincidence they are also amongst 
the highest priced?  Each boiler type and size requires accreditation so a boiler manufacturer that has got a range of sizes for pellet boilers, logs 
and chips has serious costs!

In our opinion, EN303-5 should be the standard adopted throughout Europe, as it already has the large number of countries  accepting this 
standard.
 
We feel that without getting EN303-5 standard accepted the industry will be stifled and delay the part it could play in the future of energy supply 
by as much as decades. 
 
 
For the installation engineer/ heating engineer there are also far too many complications in MCS accreditation and should have an ‘add on’ 
package available if they have either have  GAS SAFE or the oil equivalent certification. These certification schemes come at a fraction of the cost.  
If the RHI is going to insist on MCS for their installers then I would suggest that there is some sort of finance available for them to cover the costs of 
the accreditation process.
One installer commented to us recently that it cost him about £5,000 for accreditation and there is a large annual cost on top of this, which is also 
more than GAS SAFE.  One Installer told me that to move address cost £250. It is for this reason we have 9 people certified for the whole of 
Scotland according to the MCS accreditation web site - 9 people for 250,000 houses is not enough.  
We would urge that EN303-5 is adopted for the boiler and a sensible program of training for installers.  Remember that a large number of these 
people are small businesses with 1 to 10 employees and something like MCS would simply take up too much of their time.  I would like to 
emphasise that we are not opposed to training and certification, but it must be made cheaper, less complicated and take a lot less time and be to a 
common standard across Europe.  

Hopefully you will take our points as an active player in the biomass industry and a member of Scottish Renewables into consideration.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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In response to questions 4 and 5 in the consultation document, we strongly disagree with MCS accreditation being necessary to acquire the RHI 
payments. This is an extremely expensive and time consuming process for both the installer and boiler manufacturer. It also appears to be 
extremely complicated.
 
One Austrian manufacturer, that we are aware of, has spent just under £10,000 and believes they are quite close to getting this certification - but 
he has not got it yet.  Annual fees to stay accredited are huge too and, I am told, if you move your registered address there is a £250 charge levied.

We would suggest that the UK looks at adopting EN303-5 like almost all other European countries have.    I also don’t see why the UK needs a 
separate accreditation when almost all other European countries, particularly where they are selling large volume of boilers, accept EN303-5.  The 
impression that we are getting, through discussions with various boiler manufacturers, is that they are put off by the MCS accreditation in the UK 
and are happy to concentrate on other countries which have a bigger market for their product.
 
From the MCS web site there would appear to be only 3 wood pellet boiler manufacturers accepted for MCS accreditation. One has only two 
boilers registered and only Windhager offer a complete range of pellet boilers that are MCS accredited.  Is it a coincidence they are also amongst 
the highest priced?  Each boiler type and size requires accreditation so a boiler manufacturer that has got a range of sizes for pellet boilers, logs 
and chips has serious costs!

In our opinion, EN303-5 should be the standard adopted throughout Europe, as it already has the large number of countries  accepting this 
standard.
 
We feel that without getting EN303-5 standard accepted the industry will be stifled and delay the part it could play in the future of energy supply 
by as much as decades. 
 
 
For the installation engineer/ heating engineer there are also far too many complications in MCS accreditation and should have an ‘add on’ 
package available if they have either have  GAS SAFE or the oil equivalent certification. These certification schemes come at a fraction of the cost.  
If the RHI is going to insist on MCS for their installers then I would suggest that there is some sort of finance available for them to cover the costs of 
the accreditation process.
One installer commented to us recently that it cost him about £5,000 for accreditation and there is a large annual cost on top of this, which is also 
more than GAS SAFE.  One Installer told me that to move address cost £250. It is for this reason we have 9 people certified for the whole of 
Scotland according to the MCS accreditation web site - 9 people for 250,000 houses is not enough.  
We would urge that EN303-5 is adopted for the boiler and a sensible program of training for installers.  Remember that a large number of these 
people are small businesses with 1 to 10 employees and something like MCS would simply take up too much of their time.  I would like to 
emphasise that we are not opposed to training and certification, but it must be made cheaper, less complicated and take a lot less time and be to a 
common standard across Europe.  

Hopefully you will take our points as an active player in the biomass industry and a member of Scottish Renewables into consideration.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

We would urge that EN303-5 is adopted for the boiler and a sensible program of training for installers.  Remember that a large number of these 
people are small businesses with 1 to 10 employees and something like MCS would simply take up too much of their time.  I would like to 
emphasise that we are not opposed to training and certification, but it must be made cheaper, less complicated and take a lot less time and be to a 
common standard across Europe.

Question: Q06

267 Sustainergy Potential generator

The administration systems need to be very quick, straightforward and user-friendly

Question: Q01

I want to install a Finoven (made by Dutch company  www.Tigchelkachel.nl), this is a batch fired log boiler (masonary stove) with very large heat-
exchanger to exclusively run radiators, underfloor heating and domestic hot water. This product is NOT MCS registered (and due to cost and other 
reasons they are unlikely to) but they are going for a European efficiency approval, the boiler is already certified to be 87.5% efficient which beats 
most on the market.  I want to lobby the government to accept this great boiler without MCS listing, but with other European standards.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

I want to install a Finoven (made by Dutch company  www.Tigchelkachel.nl), this is a batch fired log boiler (masonary stove) with very large heat-
exchanger to exclusively run radiators, underfloor heating and domestic hot water. This product is NOT MCS registered (and due to cost and other 
reasons they are unlikely to) but they are going for a European efficiency approval, the boiler is already certified to be 87.5% efficient which beats 
most on the market.  I want to lobby the government to accept this great boiler without MCS listing, but with other European standards.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

To encourage the development of new renewable systems, you should ensure that they are all eligible under the RHI.

Question: Q07

22 June 2010 Page 379 of 1348



The energy efficiency norms should be set to coincide with the best practice, which government and the EST are promoting.

Question: Q10

The tariff levels must be attractive enough to persuade people to invest in these systems, which are relatively new to the UK market. We believe 
your 12% proposal is the minimum level.

Question: Q18

We think it is appropriate that existing systems should be eligible for the tariffs even if they were installed before 15th July 2009.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

268 Ian James (individual) Potential generator

I should like to have my opinions on the consultation document considered by yourselves.

I am a tenant in a social house scheme.  I’m not entitled to any grant aid and I’m looking to install solar water heating on my home.   The 
requirement to have MCS registered installers appears to do only one thing raise prices.

I can buy a kit of approved components from several companies eg H2Solar or LILI for about £1000 plus VAT.  I can then use a solar trade 
association installer to install the panel and change the cylinder etc, for a cost of less than £750.  A total of less than £2000.

I’m getting quotes from MCS companies of £4000 plus. Eg Ardenham Energy £3999 starting price  Solar UK Ltd quoted over £4000. 

Will I and others like me be able to claim RHI payments if we use Clear Skies accredited materials and Solar Trade Association Installers.? The LCBP 
is already weighted against long term tenants, why penalise those with low incomes who have to seek alternatives to MCS installers.

There are already professional bodies for installers why load extra expenses onto and already expensive install.

I have a PV array which qualifies for FIT as the installer happened to be MCS registered. I’m using monies from my personal injury trust to fund my 
solar activities, without FIT payments and hopefully RHI’s I could not consider the installations.

I do not believe that MCS registration should be a requirement for an installer if they are already qualified heating engineers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

I should like to have my opinions on the consultation document considered by yourselves.

I am a tenant in a social house scheme.  I’m not entitled to any grant aid and I’m looking to install solar water heating on my home.   The 
requirement to have MCS registered installers appears to do only one thing raise prices.

I can buy a kit of approved components from several companies eg H2Solar or LILI for about £1000 plus VAT.  I can then use a solar trade 
association installer to install the panel and change the cylinder etc, for a cost of less than £750.  A total of less than £2000.

I’m getting quotes from MCS companies of £4000 plus. Eg Ardenham Energy £3999 starting price  Solar UK Ltd quoted over £4000. 

Will I and others like me be able to claim RHI payments if we use Clear Skies accredited materials and Solar Trade Association Installers.? The LCBP 
is already weighted against long term tenants, why penalise those with low incomes who have to seek alternatives to MCS installers.

There are already professional bodies for installers why load extra expenses onto and already expensive install.

I have a PV array which qualifies for FIT as the installer happened to be MCS registered. I’m using monies from my personal injury trust to fund my 
solar activities, without FIT payments and hopefully RHI’s I could not consider the installations.

I do not believe that MCS registration should be a requirement for an installer if they are already qualified heating engineers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

269 Association for the Conservation of Energy (ACE) NGO
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Summary
1. ACE strongly supports Government’s move towards a low carbon economy, and European policies such as the Energy Performance of Buildings 
Directive (EPBD) and the Renewables Directive that help to achieve this. Any credible policy to promote renewable energy, which necessitates 
financial support, must at its heart ensure that energy is used as efficiently and effectively as possible. This ensures that only the renewable energy 
that is required is supported, keeping costs low, energy affordable, businesses productive and improving our security of supply.
2. Government currently has several priorities to tackle in this arena, including climate change, energy security, fuel poverty, and energy costs and 
productivity, and several objectives to achieve including meeting the carbon budgets, the 15% renewable
energy target, alleviating fuel poverty by 2016, and delivering 7 million 'eco-upgrades' by 2020 and 25 million by 2030. Renewable Energy and 
Energy Efficiency can work effectively together to tackle these problems and achieve the objectives but when designed poorly, policies involving 
renewables can have a hugely detrimental effect.
3. Unfortunately the Renewable Heat Incentive, as proposed in this consultation, embodies an ill thought through policy that exclusively pursues 
one target – that in the Renewables Directive - hindering (or worse, reversing) progress towards others. In its present form, the policy will not cut 
carbon to anywhere near its potential, will do very little to improve the UK's security of energy supply, ignores the opportunity to twin with 'eco-
upgrades', may actually reduce the energy performance of the building stock, and has the potential to hugely increase the number of households in 
fuel poverty. ACE strongly warns Government of the adverse effect that introducing the RHI in this form will have, and urge them to look at the 
design of the policy again, particularly at the four main issues below.
4. Firstly, it is ludicrous that the policy will allow efficient gas boilers (potentially subsidised recently by the taxpayer as part of the scrappage-
scheme) to be replaced by heat pumps or biomass boilers. This replacement of heating technology reduces the energy performance of a property - 
lowering its EPC rating, saves a relatively small amount of carbon but increases fuel bills for the building in question, not to mention the costs 
borne by the taxpayer or energy consumers. Allowing gas boilers to be replaced in this way will create a hugely inefficient and ineffective scheme. 
Heat pumps and biomass boilers have a role to play, but if Government is serious in cutting carbon, their role should be in properties that are not 
on the gas network where expensive carbon intensive fuels are currently in use.
5. Secondly, the consultation rejects a requirement for mandatory energy efficiency standards in buildings that receive the RHI. Relying on 
'deeming' to incentivise energy efficiency investment is unlikely to succeed and sends entirely this wrong message to householders: 'You'll be paid 
for the important renewables but the energy efficiency measures are optional'. Instead, ACE strongly favours a voucher scheme which takes the 
place of the initial years’ RHI payment and can only be redeemed against the installation cost of the lower cost energy efficiency measures. 
Government must also require that properties requiring more expensive insulation measures like solid wall insulation are insulated if beneficiaries 
are to receive the RHI payment, since these properties should receive insulation over the coming years as part of Governments HEM strategy. To 
assist these households to afford the insulation, ACE suggests the RHI payment be based on the heating requirement without insulation, but that 
the system installed is appropriately sized based upon an insulated property. This will give these households a greater ROI and a lower upfront 
capital cost, both which can be used to cover the cost of the insulation. Households that fail to implement this within two years will have their RHI 
payment revoked.
6. Thirdly, for the larger non-domestic recipients of the RHI, ACE is astonished that Government sees the risk of payment based on metering 
leading to over-generation
as 'low'. It will be in the interests of any profit-seeking business to run their systems as long as possible to maximise their returns. Such a situation 
must be avoided: whilst it will notionally still contribute to the 15% renewables target, it clearly brings no security of supply or carbon saving 
benefits, but merely increases the overall costs of the scheme.
7. Finally, but most importantly, it is absurd that Government is consulting on a proposal without setting out how they intend to pay for it. Here the 
choices are stark: fund a programme through general taxation and have a programme that is generally progressive in nature (albeit with little 
access to those on low incomes); or through the costs being passed on in energy bills. If the latter option is chosen, the impact assessment 
estimates the increase in domestic energy bills up to 21%1 within the decade. This would be unacceptable, given the fact that few fuel poor 
households are likely to have the capital to be able to access the scheme but will pay for it in their bills, unless the RHI is accompanied by a credible 
national fuel poverty programme that fuel poverty proofs all homes.
1

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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In General
ACE has serious concerns that the design of the RHI reflects siloed policy making at its worst. At a time when the Department for Energy and 
Climate Change (DECC), responsible for the RHI consultation, has itself just released its Household Energy Management Strategy (HEM) which sets 
challenging targets for high levels of energy efficiency delivered through whole house packages; when the same department is responsible for 
reaching challenging carbon emissions reductions targets by 2020 and 2050; and that same department is about to fail on its legally binding 
commitment to eradicate fuel poverty in all vulnerable households by this year and is getting further away from a similar target to eradicate fuel 
poverty in all households by 2016, it is astonishing to see that the RHI design actively ignores if not hinders all of these other policy priorities.
As is outlined more fully in our answers to the questions below, the current RHI design:
	 Gives no consideration to maximising carbon savings generated from the programme and promotes expensive carbon saving
	 Opens up the possibility for placing considerable extra costs onto energy bills (increasing bills by 14-20%2) therefore worsening the experience of 
and increasing levels of fuel poverty
	 Undermines the whole house refurbishment approach
	 Undermines the principle in household energy efficiency refurbishment of reducing demand first
	 Potentially incentivises measures to be installed that reduce the energy rating of a building
The RHI as it stands appears to promote renewable energy generation to the exclusion of any other consideration. What we should expect from a 
Department with the multiple priorities outlined above is not a policy that promotes one priority at all costs, but one that is appropriate and 
consistent with other energy and social equity priorities – and at a minimum does not obstruct progress on other policies and targets.
At a consultation event hosted by the Energy Efficiency Partnership for Homes (EEPH) on 19th March 2010, Jo Greasley acknowledged that the RHI 
“is not the most cost-effective way of saving carbon”, stating that the primary goal was to achieve the targets set for the UK in the Renewables 
Directive. What is pertinent is whether the RHI is the most cost-effective way of meeting even this target? As highlighted in our responses to the 
questions
2 DECC (2010) RHI consultation Impact Assessment
in this consultation, it is patently clear that this is not the case. There is no evidence in the consultation documentation that any other options or 
combination of options has been considered. The most obvious approach (one consistent with other DECC priorities) would be an intensive 
programme of energy efficiency to reduce the overall energy denominator and therefore reduce the absolute amount of renewable energy that 
would be required to meet the 15% target, in combination with a smaller and less costly renewables promotion programme.
In addition to the alarming disregard for other policy objectives in the design of the RHI, there are a number of practical issues central to the design 
and operation of the RHI that this document fails to address. We are astonished that DECC can seek informed views from stakeholders without 
illustrating some basic aspects of the new initiative.
Funding
Omitted from the consultation document is any indication of how the RHI might be funded. ACE finds it impossible to properly engage with the 
proposals set out in the consultation for the introduction of an expensive programme whilst being given no indication as to who will be paying for 
it and how.
The document promises announcement of the funding route in the Budget 2010, due to be delivered during the consultation period. This promise 
was reiterated by Jo Greasley of DECC at the EEPH consultation event on 19th March 2010. However, when the budget was announced on 
Wednesday 24th March, no mention of the RHI funding source was made.
The total cumulative cost of the RHI is estimated to be £36bn by 2020, as revealed by Jo Greasley of DECC at the EEPH event on 19th March. This is 
an incredibly expensive programme as compared to the other programmes – the FIT is expected to cost £8.6bn cumulatively to 2030 and CERT at 
£2.8bn over 3 years. It is estimated to add up to 21% to energy customer’s bills within the decade, if the costs are routed through energy suppliers.
The consequences of such a large programme cost, if passed back through energy bills rather than taxation, are significantly different. The existing 
energy supplier run programmes promoting energy efficiency have been widely hailed to be regressive.3 Proportionally more costs are passed on 
to low income customers who are more likely to be low energy using customers,4 whereas national taxation is inherently progressive in design. 
The passing of costs back to consumers in a regressive fashion is made more unacceptable given the nature of the RHI, which provides revenue 
support rather than capital grants or low interest loans, as low income householders without access to upfront capital will have limited access to 
the benefits of the scheme.
Government estimates that 62tWh of the expected 73 tWh of energy from the RHI will be generated by the non-domestic sector (Jo Greasley, 
DECC, 19th March 2010). Another major consideration related to the funding of this Initiative is how much of the overall cost would
3 Boardman, B. (2010) Fixing Fuel Poverty. Earthscan
4 Baker, W and White, W. (2008) Towards Sustainable Energy Tariffs. A report to the National Consumer Council by the Centre for Sustainable 
Energy. Available at: http://www.cse.org.uk/downloads/file/pub1111.pdf
be paid for by taxpayers (if funded through taxation) or domestic customers (if paid for through energy bills). If the funding route is general 
taxation then questions must be raised around why taxpayers should pay commercial entities a revenue to generate their own heat and reduce 
their costs.
If the funding route is energy bills, then consultees need some kind of clarification as to how the domestic and non-domestic sections of the 
programme costs will be disaggregated and charged back. Within a programme whose fundamental design sees all consumers paying in order for a 
fortunate few to benefit, it is essential to clarify whether individual householders will also be supporting the 85% of the programme costs that will 
be passed as revenue to the commercial sector. Without this information it is impossible to properly engage with the proposals for the RHI in a 
fully informed manner.
The clear objective of the RHI is to promote renewable heat generation to meet the target set in the EU Renewables Directive, which requires the 
UK to generate 15% of its energy from renewable sources by 2020. The design of the RHI places this target in a privileged position rather than as it 
should be set within a policy landscape that contains equally important and challenging carbon reduction targets, energy efficiency priorities and 
arguably more important legally binding fuel poverty eradication targets. Informed stakeholders, invited by DECC to respond to this consultation, 
must find it difficult to support a scheme promoting renewables generation if it works in contradiction to other national objectives.
Given no indication of one of the most important structural elements of the scheme – its funding mechanism – these informed stakeholders will 
find it impossible to consider its wider impacts.
Fuel Poverty
The consultation document acknowledges that there is nothing in the structure, as presented, of the RHI that allows easy access for those living in 
fuel poverty (although they are very likely to be paying richly for it). The consultation promises that Government will consult later in the year on 
measures to help low-income households to take advantage of the RHI. If proposed in conjunction with a serious, comprehensive fuel poverty 

Question: Q01

22 June 2010 Page 382 of 1348



programme that fuel poverty proofs the entire housing stock the RHI proposals, might be acceptable. But it is the absence of any such proposal 
that causes concerns.
This is a major and unacceptable gap in the consultation documentation and the design of the RHI. Fuel poverty is an incredibly serious and rapidly 
increasing problem that Government is legally bound to address. The introduction of an expensive programme, possibly (probably) to be paid for 
through fuel bill rises of up to 21%5 has to be considered in terms of its impact on fuel poverty. The efficacy of the RHI can only be considered if 
the extent and appropriateness of the measures to limit its negative impact on levels of fuel poverty can be assessed – which they cannot. as they 
are entirely absent.
ACE cannot stress strongly enough the importance of Government’s responsibility to assist
5 DECC (2010) RHI consultation Impact Assessment. Table 8
those currently living in fuel poverty, and not worsen their situation by directing the cost of Government programmes through further bill increases 
to be inflicted in an unregulated fashion.
Government’s programmes to address the problem of fuel poverty, namely the Winter Fuel Payment and Warm Front have proved to be woefully 
inadequate to stem the increase in numbers of households falling into fuel poverty, let alone begin to reduce those numbers. According to the 
most recent official DECC fuel poverty figures available, fuel poverty rose between 2006 and 2007 by 0.5 million, yet in the year 2006-7 Warm 
Front only assisted 253,000 households (and not necessarily removing all of these households from fuel poverty) giving an indication of the 
inadequacy of the programme to address the problem. The new programme recently introduced by Government, CESP, is only a pilot intending to 
help 90,000 households over 3 years (30,000 households a year), so will do little to seriously address the issue.
Given this incredible mismatch between the size of the problem presented by fuel poverty and the measures in place to address it, ACE calls on 
Government to take much more seriously the consequences of introducing yet another programme that will (most likely) put further pressure on 
fuel bills and worsen the fuel poverty situation in Britain.
Replacement of efficient gas boilers
Clear indication of this initiative’s single-minded attention to delivering renewable energy generation at the expense of all other national energy 
priorities is the allowance in the scheme design for highly efficient gas boilers to be replaced with renewable heat generating technology.
The many reasons why the replacement of any gas boiler installed since 2004 (and therefore highly efficient) with the technologies supported 
under the RHI must not be promoted are that:
	 The SAP of the dwelling would go down, giving the property a worse energy rating
	 Some of the new technologies rely on more expensive fuels (electricity and biofuels) and therefore lead to a rise in energy bills.
	 In a situation where landlords have control over the heating system installation and receive the RHI payment, there is an overt incentive to 
remove an efficient gas boiler and install a less suitable renewable technology heating system, raising the tenant’s fuel bills whilst providing a 
significant return to the landlord.
	 A much lower level of CO2 saving will be made when a heating system is converted from a gas fired efficient boiler to a renewable energy 
technology than from a non-net gas heating fuel. To maximise CO2 savings from the RHI the conversion of non-gas fuel heating systems must be 
promoted.
Therefore ACE urgently calls for the RHI to be made available only to those properties that do not have a gas connection and in which the 
replacement of the heating system does not reduce the SAP rating of the property. It is essential that efficient gas boilers are not replaced as the 
main heating system with the renewable technologies promoted under the RHI (this does not exclude the possibility of a renewable technology 
supporting the existing
efficient gas fired heating system, for example solar thermal providing base water heating). Government’s own figures (Appendix 1) illustrate that 
29% of the UK’s heat comes from fuels that are neither gas nor renewable. This reveals that there are more than enough properties and businesses 
using non-net gas that could take up the RHI to meet the 15% renewables target, with a far greater amount of carbon being saved.
Compliance
As already acknowledged in this response, the RHI is an expensive programme, and as acknowledged by DECC officials “not necessarily the most 
cost-effective way of saving carbon” (Jo Greasley, DECC 19th March 2010). It is also acknowledged that it will benefit a few but be paid for by all (if 
paid for through fuel bills). The RHI therefore is a programme that runs a high risk of falling into disrepute if it is not effective or is abused. It is 
essential that the programme works as effectively as possible and is not open to abuse.
ACE is astonished therefore that so little attention is give in the consultation document to how compliance with the scheme will be monitored and 
guaranteed. Reference is given to ofgem’s administration and oversight role and the existence of governance, auditing and assurance procedures in 
place. In recognition of the fact that the RHI is a completely new design of programme, untried not only in the UK but across Europe, ACE is less 
than convinced that depending on existing procedures will prove at all reliable.
Ongoing maintenance, repair and efficient use of the technologies receiving support under the RHI is essential. Knowledge of these technologies 
and how they work has been proved to be very low in the general public6. To rely therefore entirely upon a declaration signed by the householder 
to ensure that technologies that are generating revenue are still working and being used efficiently is glib and naïve.
Much will be riding on the success of the RHI, particularly in the first few years: the reputation of the technologies supported which could be 
damaged if such technologies do not perform as efficiently as expected; as will the reputation of the Department that introduced such an 
expensive programme; and with possible adverse impact upon public attitudes to Government-promoted home energy efficiency improvement 
programmes, such as those being rolled out under the HEM. ACE, therefore calls for a much more stringent auditing and compliance regime to be 
put in place by ofgem and a full outline to be provided.
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ACE strongly calls for limits to be placed on the availability of the RHI for replacement heating systems in those households that already have an 
efficient gas fired boiler.
For the reasons outlined under Question 1 and below, the replacement of any gas boiler installed since 2004 with any of the technologies 
supported under the RHI must not be promoted:
	 The SAP of the dwelling would go down, giving the property a worse energy rating
	 Some of the new technologies rely on more expensive fuels (electricity and biofuels) and therefore lead to a rise in energy bills.
	 In a situation where landlords have control over the heating system installation and receive the RHI payment, there is incentive to remove an 
efficient gas boiler and install a less suitable renewable technology heating system, raising the tenant’s fuel bills whilst providing a return to the 
landlord.
	 A much lower level of CO2 saving will be made when a heating system is converted from a gas fired efficient boiler to a renewable energy 
technology than from a non-net gas heating fuel. To maximise CO2 savings from the RHI the conversion of non-gas fuel heating systems must be 
promoted.
ACE urgently calls for the RHI to be made available only to those properties that do not have a gas connection (with the exception of solar water 
heating) and in which the replacement of the heating system does not reduce the SAP rating of the property. It is essential that gas boilers are not 
replaced as the main heating system with the renewable technologies promoted under the RHI (this does not exclude the possibility of a renewable 
technology supporting the existing efficient gas fired heating system, for example solar thermal providing base water heating). Government’s own 
figures (Appendix 1) illustrate that 29% of the UK’s heat comes from fuels that are neither gas nor renewable. This reveals that there are more than 
enough properties and businesses using non-net gas that could take up the RHI to meet the 15% renewables target, with a far greater amount of 
carbon being saved.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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Given the partially acknowledged risks of metering leading to over generation and waste of heat, ACE prefers the use of deemed heat demand 
wherever possible (and a combination of metering and deeming where metering is used).
ACE is deeply concerned however that the proposed method for deeming energy need has not yet been decided, and so not consulted upon. 
Annex 2 of the consultation document sets out a table of illustrative estimates produced by BRE of useful energy for space heating in the domestic 
sector based on the floor area, number of bedrooms and wall construction of a dwelling. Although the consultation document states that “the 
exact deeming methodology will be determined post consultation”, the inclusion of this table suggests that a buildings deemed energy might be 
based on a process less rigorous than an individual assessment. To avoid making a mockery of the attempt to link the RHI payment to actual useful 
heat generation, the deeming process MUST be based on an in depth individual assessment of the property that uses a widely recognised 
calculation methodology like the Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP).
This individual assessment will provide an essential opportunity for the householder to receive independent technical advice regarding which 
technologies are suitable for the home and the levels of insulation necessary.
It is absolutely essential that the deemed energy need of a building be calculated only after all cost-optimal energy efficiency measures have been 
installed. This requirement is consistent with the requirements of the recast Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (which is equal in status to 
the Renewables Directive but seems to have been overlooked in the design of the RHI).
The proposed minimum energy efficiency measures to be assumed in the consultation are at best unambitious and arguably idiotic:
	 For wall insulation, the proposed requirements only specify cavity wall fill, ignoring the 31% of all English domestic properties that have solid 
walls. The exclusion of solid wall insulation also fails to consider the off-net gas properties which the consultation document claims are intended to 
benefit from the RHI. A higher than
average proportion (up to 53%) of homes using off mains gas, heating oil and solid fuels are solid wall in construction.
	 For loft insulation the proposals are for 125mm to be assumed in the modelling. The optimal amount of loft insulation recommended by 
Government is 270mm, well above double that required in the consultation.
	 Under floor insulation is totally ignored. Heat pumps (and solar thermal when routed into the heating system) are expected to be heavily rolled 
out as a result of the RHI. These technologies work most efficiently when the heat is delivered in a water based system of under floor heating, as 
this requires a lower level of heat consistent with that provided by a heat pump than a radiator based system. If the floor under the heating system 
is not insulated then much of the heat will dissipate into the ground and the heating system will not produce the desired results for the 
householder.
It is clear therefore that a wider range of energy efficiency measures than that proposed must be included in the pre-requisites for RHI benefit. ACE 
calls for all cost-optimal7 energy efficiency measures to be planned for and installed and that solid wall insulation and under floor insulation are 
installed wherever possible and appropriate.
ACE recognises that the extra costs and disruption caused by the installation of these insulation measures may possibly deter some people from 
installing the microgeneration measures and taking up the RHI. However, the reasons why microgeneration measures should not be promoted in 
uninsulated homes and buildings far outweigh the risk of the RHI not delivering against the Renewables Target. If insulation is not required to 
ensure tariff receipt, the RHI:
	 Undermines the basic energy hierarchy of reducing demand first and only then generating to the heat requirements
	 Communicates the wrong message to consumers about the importance of insulation and energy saving over generation, at a time when wider 
Government energy strategy needs householders to reduce demand and install energy efficiency measures at an increasing rate. This 
miscommunication undermines the whole-house approach being promoted through HEM.
	 Misses an essential trigger point for reducing the cost and inconvenience of energy efficiency related changes to the building. Studies8 have 
convincingly shown that when performed at trigger points (one of which being installation of other measures or works in the building) the cost of 
and other barriers to such installations are greatly reduced.
	 Encourages oversizing of heat generating equipment which:
o Stimulates wasteful use of renewable heat which the consultation document claims it must avoid - “we need to ensure that we only support 
useful renewable heat generation under the RHI” (p29)
o will no longer be the appropriate size and will need replacement once the house is properly insulated under the proposals outlined in HEM for 
every
7 The cost-optimal package of refurbishments is one that provides the greatest return when installation costs are subtracted from the lifetime 
energy saving.
8 EST (2008) Towards a long-term strategy for reducing carbon dioxide emissions from our housing stock. Available at:
http://www.eeph.org.uk/uploads/documents/partnership/EST%20Housing%20Stock%20Report%5B1%5D.pdf
house to receive an eco-refurbishment
o results in higher than necessary fuel (electricity or biofuels) bills for the householder, which in the case of electricity is both expensive and carbon 
intensive
o in the case of heat pumps will put unnecessary strain on the electricity network, particularly in rural areas and could result in the need for 
extensive infrastructure investment to fortify the network.
	 Threatens the reputation of technologies supported under the RHI. The Coefficient of Performance of heat pumps (the efficiency with which they 
convert electricity into heat) drastically falls in an uninsulated building, which if not explained properly to a building owner will result in 
underperforming technology and very dissatisfied customers.
	 Produces a situation in which fuel costs are higher than expected and negative impacts on levels of fuel poverty. This issue is magnified by the 
uncertainty of future electricity and biofuel prices.
ACE recognises that requiring all cost-optimal measures to be installed before the payment can commence might prove a barrier to take up of the 
RHI, so we propose the following two levels of assistance:
Firstly, to ensure the installation of standard (loft, cavity, draught proofing) insulation measures and energy efficiency measures (heating controls 
and low energy lighting), the first RHI payment should be made in the form of a voucher that within one year may be deemed against the costs of 
installing the missing standard energy efficiency measures.
Secondly, for less standard energy efficiency measures including double glazing, solid wall insulation and under floor insulation, ACE proposes that 
mechanisms are incorporated into the programme design in order to offset some of the extra costs that the householder will incur through being 
required to properly insulate. We propose that the RHI payment is calculated on and paid based on the uninsulated property heat demand, but the 
householder is required to insulate adequately and the installation is sized to the insulated property. The reduced cost of the installation (resulting 
from the reduced size) and the increased tariff payment contributes to offsetting the cost of the insulation measures. Householders will also be 

Question: Q10
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given access to energy efficiency promotion programmes under HEM (CERT, CESP) that may also provide a contribution to the insulation costs. The 
measures must be installed within a limited time period (not more than 18 months) after the RHI payment starts to be received; if not installed RHI 
payments will cease.

ACE has urged CLG to require that buildings constructed under the 2013 Building Regulations meet the Specification B building fabric standard, set 
out in the recent Code for
Sustainable Homes Consultation9 (see page 68). To ensure that developers do not build to a lower energy efficiency standard, all new 
developments applying to receive RHI payment must meet this building fabric standard with immediate effect.

Question: Q11

No
Larger installations
Relying on metering of heat generation alone from larger installations to calculate the RHI payment is open to the abuse of over-generation in 
order to maximise the payment. The risk of this is not “low” as the consultation document suggests; ACE notes with alarm that no justification 
whatsoever has been given as to how the conclusion that the risk is ‘low’ was arrived at.
Over-generation due to poor energy management or intentional abuse of the RHI should not be supported and incentivised through payment. 
Given the limited capacity within ofgem to monitor the metered generators, another balance must be put in place to prevent taxpayers (or energy 
customers) paying highly for wasted heat. Metered installations must have their heat demand calculated to provide a deemed need, around which 
figure an upper and lower limit must be set within which metered measurements are allowed. The Carbon Trust already provides an audit service 
to organisations that could be utilised to provide the deemed range. If metered measurements from an installation are continually at the upper 
limit or even above the deemed range, then an audit and investigation by ofgem must be triggered, and payments adjusted accordingly.
Smaller installations
As outlined above in response to Question 10, RHI payments for smaller installations should be based on deemed need only after all cost optimal 
energy efficiency measures have been assumed, which should include double glazing, solid wall insulation and under floor insulation where 
appropriate.

Question: Q12

No
Comments:
ACE can see no evidence in the consultation document to explain why the risk of overgeneration in the large-scale installations is “low”. On the 
contrary, it would make good business sense to overgenerate as much as possible to maximise your return, and any effective profit-orientated 
business will ensure they do just that.
As outlined above in response to Question 12 ACE calls for metered installations to have their heat demand calculated to provide a deemed need, 
around which figure an upper and lower limit must be set with which metered measurements are allowed. If metered measurements from an 
installation are continually at the upper limit or even above the deemed range, then an audit by ofgem should be triggered, and payments adjusted 
accordingly.

Question: Q14
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No
Comments:
Tariff calculation
ACE questions why in calculating the difference between the costs of the renewable technology and the cost of conventional heat, efficient gas-
fired generation has been used as the conventional heat source. As outlined in our response to Question 1, the RHI must not incentivise the 
replacement of efficient gas fired boilers with the renewable technologies supported under the RHI as the main heating system, particularly if these 
technologies lower the energy rating (eg SAP or SBEM) of the building. ACE calls for a simple requirement that prevents the RHI being applied to 
properties for the replacement of their main heating system that are connected the gas network.
This must be accompanied by a change in the way the tariffs are calculated. The 12% ROI must be calculated by comparing the overall costs with a 
new electric or oil system, which are the systems that would be notionally replaced. This would reduce the costs of the programme and offer much 
greater carbon savings and fuel poverty benefits.
Technologies
ACE is seriously concerned that Government is promoting certain heat generating technologies over others and by doing so will distort the market 
for these technologies. ACE recognises that in choosing certain technologies for inclusion in the RHI, Government is creating a market for selected 
technologies over others and accepts that, in order to ensure robustness in the programme, the RHI can only make eligible a number of proven 
technologies.
What ACE does not find acceptable is the further manipulation of the market by attributing different rates of return to one technology over 
another. The rate of return for solar thermal is half that of other technologies at 6%. This is justified in the consultation by a statement that “solar 
energy technologies are relatively well known and they present relatively low installation challenges” (p39).
Taking the first of these justifications, ACE would ask on what evidence DECC makes the judgement that solar thermal is a more mature or well 
know technology. We are given no justification for this statement. More importantly, solar thermal technology has in no way reached mass market 
status or achieved its potential in terms of the number of buildings that could benefit from the technology. Therefore ACE sees absolutely no 
reason to under-incentivise this technology and to influence a building owner’s decisions on what is the most appropriate technology.
On the second of the two justifications, that there are relatively low challenges associated with installation, these considerations have already been 
factored in to the tariff setting methodology. The consultation outlines that both financial and non-financial impacts of choosing a renewable 
heating system over a conventional one have been incorporated into the tariff, so these non-financial installation challenges have already been 
considered and should not be additionally accounted for by a reduction in return.
Government’s policy has never been to interfere with the market for technologies, as is evidenced by the approach taken to CERT (making a wide 
range of technologies available and recommended only on their carbon saving qualities). ACE strongly urges Government to stop ‘picking winners’ 
through the design of the RHI, which favours one technology and associated industry over another.

Question: Q18

No
Comments:
ACE strongly urges caution on any further increases to the cost of the programme that would result from the introduction of uplifts. As outlined in 
our response to Question 1, the RHI is already a very expensive programme and one that does not necessarily pose the most cost effective way of 
saving carbon (Jo Greasley, DECC, 19th March 2010). It is also a programme that will be paid for by individuals, either through taxation or 
regressively through energy bills. Every additional cost placed onto energy bills exacerbates the enormous problem of fuel poverty that the UK is 
struggling to tackle.
Finally the RHI is a policy that will benefit the few – an estimated 1 in 14 homes and around 1 in 16 businesses10 - at the cost of the many. The 
equity issues associated with the payment of very higher revenues to a few, funded by those who potentially cannot afford it (if the programme is 
funded through energy bills) cannot be overlooked.

DisagreeQuestion: Q20

ACE does not believe that any further costs should be placed on to the programme by way of uplifts; but if uplifts are introduced then it is essential 
that the heating networks are considered on a case by case basis, acknowledging the extent to which the installation helps improve hard to treat 
properties and those who are in or at risk of living in fuel poverty.
ACE also calls for close monitoring of district heating networks to ensure that they are maintained, repaired and operated efficiently to the benefit 
of the heat users.

Question: Q21

Yes
Comments:
As outlined in our response to Question 18, the RHI limits the growth of some emerging technologies whilst promoting the more recognised ones. 
Given these limits the RHI must be supported by investment in research and development, to ensure that emerging technologies are brought 
forward and that efficiency improvements are continually made to more mature technologies.
In line with the Renewables Obligation and the Feed in Tariff, the RHI should be subject to regular reviews when new technologies can be proposed 
for inclusion.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Yes
Comments:
ACE welcomes the consistency of review timing across the RHI, RO and FIT as this will enable a read across of lessons and outcomes from the three 
programmes. ACE calls for the reviews to provide transparent and publicly available information on the costs, progress and impact of the 
programmes.

AgreeQuestion: Q26
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Any signal that the RHI is encouraging profligacy with heat use should trigger an emergency review. This could include an indication that metered 
installations are repeatedly reaching or exceeding the upper limit of their deemed need.

Question: Q27

AgreeQuestion: Q28

Yes
Comments:
ACE has serious concerns about the proposed compliance and auditing system. There are no clear indications as to how ongoing maintenance, 
repair and efficient use of systems that are receiving payment will be ensured. At the consultation event on 19th March 2010, Jo Greasley, DECC 
revealed that enforcement of the RHI would be “light touch” and reliant on self-certification and auditing. No mention was made at the 
consultation event or in the
consultation documentation of enforcement powers for structures such as local authorities which will have close contact with those installing 
particularly larger scale technologies.
As already outlined in responses to other questions in this consultation the following abuses may result from the current design of the programme:
	 Profligate use and waste of generated heat from installations that have their RHI payments calculated on only metered data
	 The installation of oversized heating system into an uninsulated (particularly solid walled) building
	 Unacceptable impact on levels of fuel poverty through fuel bill rises as a result of the programme costs being charged back through energy bills
	 The replacement of an efficient gas boiler with a renewable energy heating system that results in a lower energy (SAP/SBEM) rating for the 
building and much reduced carbon savings when compared to replacement of a non-net gas fuel
The RHI and its compliance enforcement mechanisms must be designed in order that all of the above possible (indeed probable) abuses are 
ensured against, otherwise this expensive programme will very easily be thrown into disrepute.

Question: Q29

270 Paul Smith (individual)

Yes

Comments: There is an important distinction between the products and installers. It is vital that installers should be appropriately qualified. The 
trade competent persons scheme may suffice for the actual mechanics of installation, but there needs to be more in terms of system design and 
quality system to support what are often much more complex systems.

With regards to the product, many come from outside this country where expertise is more advanced and the technology well understood. 
Requiring that all products are MCS accredited when they have to be CE marked and will have met the relevant EN, is a simple duplication resulting 
only in restricting the buyers choice.

It is also important that where there is no an MCS approval process in place but the economic an environmental benefits are clear (for example 
biomass hot air generation) product is not artificially disadvantaged by additional certification requirements of exclusion from RHI

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Yes

Comments: As above for installation but not necessarily for products which meet other appropriate standards

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Specific details not known, but presumably the European standards used across the continent are designed to achieve this compliance!

Question: Q06
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No.
We agree that open fires should be excluded from the scheme due to their low efficiency, but we believe that wood-pellet burning stoves  should 
be included as long as all the following 3 criteria are met;-

(1)	The stove conforms to the national standard for efficiency which is BS EN 14785. This standard imposes a minimum efficiency pass level of 70%.

AND
(2)	The stove is registered as a DEFRA exempted appliance under the Clean Air Act 1993. This currently represents the best legislative measure in 
the UK for ensuring low emissions from small wood-burning appliances. 

AND
(3)	The stove is operated with wood-fuel that conforms to a national quality standard, such as the HETAS Solid Biomass Assurance Scheme. This can 
easily be verified by requiring the appliance owner to produce copies of their fuel invoices at the time of the proposed annual RHI claim. The 
adoption of this criterion has the merit of supporting existing Government initiatives, such as the UK Renewable Energy Strategy, and also of 
accelerating the supply of high-quality wood-pellets onto the UK market. It would also facilitate the annual check-up of comparing the actual 
energy produced by the stove against the deemed performance level.

The adoption of all the above criteria would, we believe, result in the promotion of the best performing wood-pellet stoves and wood-pellet fuels 
currently available on the market and this should have a small and manageable impact on air quality, and actually improve local air quality when 
replacing open fires, oil or coal heating appliances.

Moreover, we reject the argument put forward by DECC that “these present practical difficulties as it is extremely difficult to monitor how much 
they are used (they are usually a secondary source of heat the use of which will be optional)”(sic).
This argument is also true for other technologies which are planned to be supported. A solar thermal system, for example, is also a secondary 
source of heat as the existing (usually fossil-fuelled) boiler is always retained to generate hot water in the winter. To what extent any technology is 
deemed to be optional depends on the value perceived by the user. If the technology is valued, then it will be operated. Wood pellet stoves offer 
many features – such as thermostatic control, timer control and automatic ignition – not available with wood-log stoves and therefore they more 
closely resemble wood-pellet boilers which are intended to be supported under the RHI scheme. The experience of other countries, such as Italy 
suggests that wood-pellet stoves are extremely valued by their owners as sales of wood-pellet stoves now exceed those of wood-log stoves after 
being first introduced approx 15 years ago. Similar trends are also being observed in Germany and Austria.

We also reject the argument put forward by DECC that “To what extent they are used with renewable fuel rather than, for instance, coal” (sic) 
While this argument may be valid for multi-fuel stoves, which offer different grate positions for wood-logs and coal, it is certainly not valid for 
wood-pellet stoves which are designed to operate on exclusively wood-pellet fuels. The same objection could be raised for wood-pellet boilers 
which are a technology proposed to be supported under the RHI scheme.

With regards to the argument promoted by DECC that the cost of administering the RHI scheme for stoves would be large, we disagree and believe 
that the cost of administering the RHI scheme would be low as we support the proposal to use a deemed basis for “small schemes”. We suggest 
the following figures as typical for the annual energy produced by a nominal 5kW wood-pellet stove;-
•	Approx 4,000 kWhrs/year for a wood-pellet stove. It is not unreasonable to expect longer operating hours in comparison with a wood-log stove 
due to the additional features offered by wood-pellet stoves such as automatic ignition, automatic feed and an on-board fuel hopper.

In addition to the above, some additional arguments for supporting wood-pellet stoves are;-
•	There are currently no UK manufacturers for pellet stoves. Without a strong domestic market, it is unlikely that this will change; thereby leading 
to loss of strong potential export sales to the thriving pellet stove markets of continental Europe and North America. In addition, most existing, 
imported, pellet stoves are not suitable for installing in existing UK houses due to their small fireplaces. There is therefore a great opportunity to 
develop a home-grown product range for the UK market.
•	Emissions from pellet stoves are significantly less than from wood-log stoves. For this reason, the United States’ Environmental Pollution Agency 
does not require wood-pellet stoves to be EPA-certified, unlike wood-log stoves. They, therefore, currently represent the best-available wood-
fuelled technology for stoves.
•	Pellet stoves are a supported technology under the existing LCBP scheme. By excluding pellet stoves from the RHI, a loss of continuity is being 
created which will be destabilising for many companies in the existing low carbon industry.

By adopting wood-pellet stoves into the RHI scheme, the scheme would gain greater credibility with the UK public since for most existing houses, 
and especially where outside space is at a premium or the roof is not pointing south, a wood-pellet stove may be the only practical, automatic, 
renewable energy option for refurbishing the property. Excluding wood-pellet stoves from the RHI scheme effectively disenfranchises such 
householders from taking part in the decentralised, locally produced green energy shift which the Government is seeking to create.

We also believe that consideration be given to equipment using truly renewable sources of energy for essential cooling as well as heating. As stated 
earlier in your document air conditioning can be used for heating, and since it is a heat pump will presumably be incentivised despite it not being 
renewable. Biomass product should be treated at least as favourably.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

The RHI scheme needs to encourage consumer take-up from the outset and not to discourage it. If the take-up rate is deemed excessive then 
policies can be introduced later at review stages to dampen down demand.

DeemingQuestion: Q10
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Like all these schemes it is important that simplicity rules. Preferable to on a few occasions over pay than put off large numbers of potential users.

Question: Q12

Whilst this may be appropriate for new build it would be preferable to simplify it for existing buildings. Could a simpler energy requirement system 
be used – existing fuel invoices for example?

Question: Q13

I suggest that reducing the incentive so sharply may be rather off putting. At 45kW the reduction in incentive is dramatic when the running costs 
will not change sharply.

Question: Q15

Yes

Comments: I see no reason to allow certain technologies to have longer tariff periods when there is no significant difference in life expectancy. 
Provided the plant is still running why not pay RHI. For example why do heat pumps have a longer proposed period than biomass?

Question: Q18

Yes
Comments: If the aim of these incentives is to increase the efficient uptake or renewables there is a definite bonus in uptake on a district size 
because of the long term efficiencies.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes, fully fixed

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

I feel that it is a little unjust that the trail blazers who have had the most expensive installations and fuels reap no return for their market creation 
commitment.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

271 Balcas and brites Supplier

Balcas and brites believe in the inclusion of Northern Ireland in the Renewable Heat Incentives scheme and have attached a document 
corresponding to our support for the the introduction of RHI's.]

Question: b) GeneralResponse

AgreeQuestion: Q03

No, not for stoves, as it will be too cumbersome/cost prohibitive. 
The existing HETAS accreditation scheme ought to be sufficient and provide adequate safeguards

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Yes, HETAS operates a Competent Persons Self-Certification scheme and a list of Approved Appliances

Question: Q06
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No.
We agree that open fires should be excluded from the scheme due to their low efficiency, but we believe that wood burning stoves (in both log and 
pellet form) should be included as long as all the following criteria are met;-
(1)	The stove conforms to the relevant UK national standard for efficiency. In the case of wood-log stoves this is BS EN 13240 and for wood-pellet 
stoves it is BS EN 14785. These standards impose a minimum efficiency pass level. For pellet stoves it is currently 70% and for wood-log stoves it is 
65%.

AND
(2)	The stove is registered as a DEFRA exempted appliance under the Clean Air Act 1993. This currently represents the best legislative measure in 
the UK for ensuring low emissions from small wood-burning appliances. 

AND
(3)	The stove is operated with wood-fuel that conforms to a national quality standard, such as the HETAS Solid Biomass Assurance Scheme. This can 
easily be verified by requiring the appliance owner to produce copies of their fuel invoices at the time of the proposed annual RHI claim. The 
adoption of this criterion has the merit of supporting existing Government initiatives, such as the UK Renewable Energy Strategy, and also of 
accelerating the supply of high-quality wood-fuel producers onto the UK market.

The adoption of all the above criteria would, we believe, result in the promotion of the best performing stoves and wood-fuels currently available 
on the market and this should have a small and manageable impact on air quality, and actually improve local air quality when replacing open fires, 
oil or coal heating appliances.

Moreover, we believe that the cost of administering the above scheme would be low as we support the proposal to use a deemed basis for “small 
schemes”. We suggest the following figures as typical for the annual energy produced by a nominal 5kW wood stove;-
•	Approx 2,000 kWhrs/year for a wood-log stove
•	Approx 4,000 kWhrs/year for a wood-pellet stove. The greater annual output compared with a wood-log stove is derived from assumed longer 
operating hours possible due to additional features such as automatic ignition, automatic feed and an on-board fuel hopper.

By adopting wood-stoves into the RHI scheme, the scheme would gain greater credibility with the UK public since for most existing houses, and 
especially where outside space is at a premium or the roof is not pointing south, a wood-stove may be the only practical renewable energy option 
for the householder. Excluding wood-stoves from the RHI scheme effectively disenfranchises such householders from taking part in the 
decentralised, locally produced green energy shift which the Government is seeking to create.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

AgreeQuestion: Q12

No, we are not convinced that SAP, SBEM or the EPC adequately calculates the energy contribution from “so-called” secondary heat sources such 
as wood-burning stoves.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Question: Q18

Yes, fully fixed

Question: Q22

Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes

AgreeQuestion: Q26

AgreeQuestion: Q28

272 June and Jeff Preston (individual) Existing generator

The administration systems need to be very quick, straightforward and user-friendly.

Question: Q01
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All renewable systems, including new developments, should be eligible under the RHI.

Question: Q07

The energy efficiency norms should be set to coincide with the best practice.

Question: Q10

The tariff levels must be achieve a 12% rate of return as a minimum.

Question: Q18

All renewable systems, including new developments, should be eligible under the RHI.

Question: Q24

While we welcome the introduction of the Renewable Heat Incentive, we think
it is quite wrong to exclude existing systems from the scheme.
One of the main reasons why we installed our renewable heating installation
in April 2009 ( without any grant) was because we had heard the government
encourage us to do our bit to reduce climate change. Now you suggest we
should be penalised because we acted promptly. Lots of people ask us about
our system, so what do you want us to say to them?

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

The administration systems need to be very quick, straightforward and user-friendly.

Question: Q29

273 Angus Biofuels Supplier

Flexibility of banks to lend money.

Question: Q02

AgreeQuestion: Q04

AgreeQuestion: Q05

New technology scheme should be introduced

Question: Q06

Wait to introduce to scheme in 2013 after review

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Yes

Comments:  We install ceramic filters in all our installations, which are definitely required, and reduce particulate emissions below 2012 
Government targets.  We have also collated data on emission reduction after retro fitting these filters.

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Yes

Comments:  Energy efficiency must be priority.

Question: Q10

Amend Building Standards to qualify for RHI.   To be eligible for RHI SAP performances must meet standards.

Question: Q11
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Yes

Comments:    Excellent.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Yes

Comments:   Each applicant should provide this information with their RHI Claim.   Different areas of Britain will have a different deemed 
consumption due to geographical location.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Comments:  Process heating should submit previous 3 years expenditure and average consumption be used as a base.   We use meters in all our 
installations and these are not a high capital cost and they are readily available  in the market.

Question: Q14

Sliding scale rather than stepped levels as proposed.

Question: Q15

14p/kWhr

Capital cost of production plant i.e. 500kw plant £2 million is £4000/kw installed.

Question: Q16

Yes

Agree with rates but should be a sliding scale to be less controversial and this would accommodate all sizes of boilers

Question: Q18

We have installed two District Heating Biomass schemes both costing more than standard RH system due to infrastructure costs.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes

Case by Case basis with a minimum of 8 units.   This should be reviewed in 2013 when RHI to be assessed.

Question: Q21

Yes. Excellent.

Question: Q22

Yes

Comments:   Totally agree

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Perfect.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Slow uptake of RHI.

Question: Q27

All installations should qualify and payments should all start at same date – 15 July 2009.    This will not penalise early businesses supporting  DECC 
goals.   Projects we have , which would not qualify are – Tannadice P.S., Carseview Rd, District Heating, Padanaram District Heating and Seaview 
P.S.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28
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Only boilers up to 500kw will be installed due to the stepped payment proposal.   Self Certification to be submitted every year and spot checks 
carried out by OFGEM or RHI Administration Department.

Question: Q29

Yes

Comments:      

Padanaram District Heating Scheme – 25 houses
Seggieden District Heating Scheme – 8 houses
Stirling District Heating Scheme – 49 houses

We recognise that this is a very difficult area to set uplift levels.  We have averaged out our schemes to cost £10,000 - £15,000/house to install the 
District Heating Network.   If using a biomass boiler allowing 15 years it will require £1000/year.   Using your tables of deemed consumption of 
25,000kWhrs/annum the uplift will need to be around 4p/kWhr.

Question: Q30

274 Rushbridge (individual)

Consultation Document on Renewable Heat Incentive

This Consultation Document seems to indicate that the priorities are not clearly understood. The main ones must be

- CO2 reduction, and then

- energy security

Both are achieved most cost-effectively through the reduction of energy needs.

Upgrading our existing buildings can achieve the greatest energy savings.

Domestic buildings use 28% of our entire national energy, and commercial buildings another 20%. As proper upgrading can achieve an 80 – 90 % 
reduction in heating energy needs, this will reduce our national energy use by much more than our atomic power stations ever produced.

Moreover, the upgrading provides very large-scale employment.

This first and absolutely essential step has further benefits, as any equipment needed to cover the remaining 19 – 20 % heat requirement is of a 
smaller order.

The creation of the following energy systems are effective and cause no pollution in operation:

	district heating services next to power stations which presently waste their heat

	district heating services where geothermal heat is available, as at  Southampton (this is NOT the same as ground source heat pumps)

	district heating services fed by large-scale solar thermal systems

	solar thermal panels on buildings

	solar PV systems, but these are more expensive

District heating services fuelled by methane from waste matter uses a valuable source which requires serious consideration.

Heat pumps, condensing boilers and combined heat and power plant do not run on renewable energy! However, heat pumps have a much higher 
CO2 output than the other two, and would therefore be less desirable.

Biomass has quite a number of environmental problems, both in terms of pollution and unsustainable sources.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

275 Hughes Design Other

The UK and European targets set for implementing renewable energy are extraordinarily ambitious and barely achievable unless every possible 
effort is made to  encourage all appropriate technologies and, more importantly, to remove all possible barriers to take up.

Question: Q01
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Yes

Comments:
A financial support scheme will work only if the finance is actually available.  As I'll suggest later on, I don't think, certainly in my main area of 
domestic biomass, that very much financing is actually needed. It is where it is targeted and what it looks like that matters much more.

Question: Q02

Not entirely
Comments:
I think it really does need to be kept very simple. More further on.

Question: Q03

No

Comments:
While it is perfectly in order for a State body to have its own certification procedures for innovative products such as wind turbines, biomass 
heating products are a mature technology, and the requirement that States have certification Schemes is already met by Harmonised European 
Standards. 
Where a Standard has been 'Harmonised', article 6 of the European Construction Products Directive absolutely prohibits member states from 
allowing any form of extra "rules or conditions imposed by public bodies or private bodies acting as a public undertaking or acting as a public body 
on the basis of a monopoly position."  There is no provision for any exception to this.
A compulsory system of quality control based on the International ISO9000 standard is already incorporated into the Harmonised Standards. 
Therefore I think that the proposal to add a system of additional quality testing by way of 'Factory Production Control' for biomass appliance to be 
considered worthy of government promotion is not only unnecessary but almost certainly illegal. Furthermore, in an area where the UK is badly 
behind technically, it would place a significant trade barrier against the, usually far more advanced, products from elsewhere in the EU. It would 
place a large cost and bureaucratic burden on suppliers, severely restrict the range of appliances available and yet does not claim to offer any 
advantage to consumers. 
Many other EU States have chosen to support biomass heating, but we know of no other case where there has been any attempt to introduce their 
own inspection regime. There is no need to, as the Harmonised Standards are designed precisely to provide a State with all the information they 
need. For instance, the French government have decided to offer subsidies to purchasers of biomass appliances which are at least 70% efficient, in 
Sweden subsides are offered only for appliances which heat water.  In Germany, Austria, Switzerland and Denmark appliances above a certain 
emission level are forbidden. All this is done, legally and correctly, by selecting from the data supplied by the Harmonised Standards.
I do not think that having an official government list of biomass appliances is at all good idea. It doesn't really matter whether subsidies are offered 
or not, such a list will be seen as the official list, to the severe discredit of perfectly worthy appliances which are not on it. Indeed, it might be the 
case that perfectly good products which already sell well won't bother to apply to be on such a list so that it will somewhat self-select for poor 
quality.
I had to deal recently with the case of a householder who complained that, following a SAP survey, their biomass-heated house was being reduced 
in value because the heater which powered it was not on the official list and therefore could not class as biomass heating. Plainly this was a 
misunderstanding, but you'll see the sort of problem.
The official government lists of approved televisions or steam irons has long been done away with and I really don't see why such a list might help 
in any way here. Instead, everything necessary is already there in the Harmonised Standards – it is just necessary for Government to define which 
factors it wishes to promote and the customer then selects from any matching product they think suits their needs. That's what every other 
European country does in promoting Biomass heaters.
The 'Woodstove Changeout Program' in the USA is also well worth looking at as a model of clarity and simplicity.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

No

Comments:
In the case of Biomass heating, installation standards are already covered by the compulsory Competent Persons Scheme and equipment by the 
Harmonised Standards. The introduction of further certification would only create a barrier to use.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

In the case of Biomass equipment the Harmonised Standards are all that is needed, or indeed, allowed. The Competent Persons Scheme is already 
in place to certify installers. 
For some bizarre reason the MCS list of Harmonised Standards fails to include EN13229 – this is the standard for room-inset appliances which have 
long been the favourite for central heating in the UK, and it is also the standard which would be applied in Europe if the highly-efficient  hot-air 
central heating units which are so popular in more biomass-oriented countries, like Canada, were available here, which they should be. But more 
about this later.

Question: Q06
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I see from other people's responses that you have been on the receiving end of some rather harsh words about the exclusion of wood-burning 
stoves, open fires, air heaters and 'similar applications'. 
There seems to be a rather basic misunderstanding about what constitutes a biomass heater, which I hope I can help clear up.  I heartily agree with 
pretty much everyone everywhere that small-scale biomass heating is likely the quickest and simplest route towards low-carbon sustainable 
heating and I think that excluding anything in this area would be ill-advised. Please do excuse me if this goes on a bit, but I'm going to suggest a 
rather different approach.
In most jurisdictions where the State has chosen to support biomass heating appliances wood is already the dominant solid fuel and there is no 
particular concern that appliances might be used for burning non-renewable high-carbon fuels like coal.  But the UK has a long history of coal use, 
now supplemented by the wide availability of manufactured solid fuels largely based on petroleum products. It is therefore important to have a 
clear definition of what constitutes a biomass heater. Fortunately, there is a distinct difference in the way wood and coal burn. Wood has almost 
no residual ash and evolves volatile matter which is burned by admitting air above the fuel. Coal-type products are high in elemental carbon which 
requires a concentrated supply of air from beneath, and they are high in ash which necessitates the use of a fuel-supporting grate with provision 
for the ash to fall away. Without these provisions coal will not burn, in fact putting coal, even burning coal, onto a true dedicated wood-burning 
appliance will actually extinguish it. Odd though it may seem, you can put out a bonfire by throwing coal on it. I suggest you might be guided by the 
practice in New Zealand, where the same fuel confusion occurs,  and have a definition like... 
A biomass heater is one designed solely for the combustion of biomass. Where the fuel mass it contains sits on a perforated fuel-supporting grate it 
will not have more than 8% free area nor an under-grate air supply and ashpan, nor will it be capable of having such fitted.
This rule would exclude all 'multi-fuel' appliances. Failure to understand this is, I think, why the current list includes at least one coal-burning 
product.
Then there is the word "stove". It comes from the Old English stofa meaning an individual enclosed space, and is still occasionally used in that 
sense, as in 'stoved in'. Until well into the 19th Century 'stove' was used to mean a  heated room, so that Joseph Banks' assertion that he "placed 
his most precious plants in the stove" or René Descartes observation that he got "his greatest philosophical inspiration while sitting inside a stove" 
are not as odd as they seem. 
The word has now become extremely confusing as it can apply to any heating equipment which operates with or applies to an enclosed space, 
including gas or electric cookers, camping heaters etc. 

You'll notice that the word 'stove' is very pointedly never used in official British or European Standards and I very strongly encourage you avoid 
using it too. 
I suspect that in stating that HMG do not intend to support 'stoves' you mean small multi-fuel room-heating appliances, but this is very far from 
clear as any biomass combustor can properly be called a stove. It may be the case that someone has seen the type of appliance commonly called a 
'wood stove' in the UK, a 'multi-fuel' appliance capable of burning pretty much anything you put on it, and assumed that they are all like that. 
Instead, I suggest you define what it is that is being supported.
There is such a vast variety of different biomass heating appliances that I think it is very difficult to set a type of appliance as being worthy of 
support. Instead I think it would be more sensible to define as supportable what an appliance achieves, rather than what it is.
I suggest from my experience of the market that, at the domestic level, small appliances of 3 to 10 kW are by far the best route towards take-up of 
biomass heating and have other advantages in improving overall energy use. But this sector of the market is doing perfectly well by itself and 
doesn't necessarily need any government support.
The size of appliance worthy of support needs defining. Where we're missing domestic usage is in the 15 to 30kW range. I can't see that it 
particularly matters what heating task that 15 to 30 kW is set to do.
Then there is efficiency and emissions. I do think it is worth setting a minimum efficiency level and CO emission limit. But you should know that 
these factors are wildly variable with biomass equipment and very often impressive results owe more to the ingenuity of the test technician than 
to the equipment itself. Which way round you put a log, how much ash is left in, how long the loading door is held open for can all, surprisingly, 
account for 30 points of efficiency.  So I would be fairly forgiving and follow France with its much longer experience of biomass heating and say 
70% minimum efficiency, 0.6% maximum CO measured at normal output when tested in accordance with the appropriate Harmonised Standard.
I think I might be tempted to add "with thermostatic control" too.
So, the definition of a domestic biomass heater eligible for support might be:
Support is available for heating appliances designed and used solely for burning biological material which has been harvested while recently living 
and processed for use as fuel and which:
When tested in accordance with the appropriate Harmonised Standard have passed with an efficiency of at least 70% and CO emission below 0.6% 
Have thermostatic control
Have a heat output of more than 15kW and less than 30kW 
Do not have a perforated fuel-supporting grate with more than 8% free area nor an under-grate air supply and ashpan, nor are capable of having 
such fitted.
Are installed for the heating of domestic premises or charitable institutions.
In practice, this would pretty much mean only the more sophisticated types of central-heating boiler. But what does it matter? If someone were to 
be able to make, say, an open fire which achieved all that, good on them, it would be an astonishingly clever product and well worth support.  The 
same goes for a central-heating cooker or a hot-air heater. They would be efficient new installations burning biomass and isn't that what we are 
trying to do?
For domestic appliances wood fuel is already quite competitive in price. Processed logs have risen somewhat over the last year, but pellet prices 
have tumbled. So, I don't think any fuel cost subsidy is needed here, so no need to deem or monitor usage, just a modest push against capital costs.
One manufacturer who has looked into this has suggested to me that just £100 would do the trick. I tend to think that it is not so much the size of 
any subsidy but its visibility that matters. If the purchaser actually gets a cheque back from the Chancellor they will be very impressed.
I'm not even sure that much supervision is needed. Just the knowledge that an inspector might come and check would probably do. Some while 
ago I negotiated an agreement with HM Customs and Excise  about the definition of 'wood-burning boilers' and I am not aware of anyone having 
cheated on it, even though it is completely unsupervised. In fact two UK manufacturers very properly altered the design of some of their former 
multi-fuel products to make them incapable of burning coal. 
I think the current remission of VAT on wood-fired boilers might well be ended and the funds diverted to subsidising the equipment by pay-back. 
Even if the subsidy were as high as 10% of retail price this could still result in a net saving to the Exchequer and would, I think, have a very 
impressive effect on take-up.

Question: Q07
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Yes and No

Comments:
We investigated ethanol last year on behalf of a UK heating appliance manufacturer and concluded, along I think with most independent 
investigators, that it is not normally really a renewable fuel and should not be encouraged. There are also questions about its source crops 
displacing foods. Furthermore, there was some evidence that some fuel sold as 'bio-ethanol' was actually fossil-fuel derived methanol. That is not 
to say that ethanol (and methanol) cannot be manufactured sustainably, they can, but it needs watching with care.
FAME, I think, is genuinely sustainable and worthy of support, but I agree that this needs monitoring.
I think The Biofuels Directive (2003/30/EC) expected the publication of an auditing procedure for bioliquids to be published at the end of 2009, but 
either it hasn't surfaced yet or I haven't been able to find it.

Question: Q08

Yes.. but

Comments:
The current UK smoke emission standards for biomass heaters are poorly defined, bizarrely complicated, ludicrously expensive and a real barrier to 
expanding the industry. If it were the case that the UK had especially strict smoke control standards this might be forgiveable, but the UK standard 
is actually on the lax side. It can take twelve months or more to complete the paperwork process and often cost up to £20,000 per appliance. This 
is a major stop to take-up and really does need addressing.
The UK Government sponsored 'Log Pile' website states that "Obtaining an [UK] Exemption Certificate is an expensive and lengthy process. There 
are currently no pellet burning stoves or boilers that are on the exempt appliance list, although many are tested to a high standard in their country 
of origin."
We have, on behalf of a group of appliance manufacturers and distributors, made a detailed submission to DEFRA about implementing a stricter 
smoke standard in the UK, but administering it in a much simpler way.

Question: Q09

It is a nice idea, but it will only create an extra barrier to the take-up of renewables. Energy conservation measures are already well covered by 
Building Regulations and schemes like Warm Front.

Question: Q10

Efficient use of fuel is to be encouraged, but it should be remembered that, if the fuel is carbon neutral and renewable, it is still carbon neutral and 
renewable no matter how effectively it is used.

Question: Q11

Deeming is an interesting idea, but I can't see how it could possibly be administered successfully.  Metering is highly appropriate for large 
installations and will already be in place on district schemes but surely is impossible for the very small installations which are almost certainly the 
best route to the domestic take up of renewables.
I think it would be much better, for biomass, to look towards supporting the fuel supply.   The wood fuel supply industry in the UK is only just 
finding its feet and much, probably most, of the fuel offered is of very poor quality indeed, though there are now one or two excellent wood 
processors. This need not necessarily involve money. A government-backed fuel quality assurance scheme would be an enormous help.
A log simply cut from a tree and put on a fire will have a heat potential of about 4,000kJ/kg, whereas a properly split and dried log will easily 
achieve 16,000kJ/kg – this is a quadrupling of energy efficiency simply by correct processing, against which what might be achieved by, say, 
insulation or the selection of a particular appliance type is almost irrelevant. 
We have recently started commissioning comparative tests from an authorised laboratory of biomass appliances burning fuels of different 
moisture contents. This has shown that just an increase in moisture content of logs from 14 to 20% resulted in a threefold increase in smoke 
emission. I've got all the data if you want it.
Almost all customer complaints about biomass appliances centre on unsuitable fuel.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

No
Comments:
Sorry, but I just can't think of a way to make deeming work. 
In any case, the SAP procedure is riddled with confusions when it comes to biomass appliances. It is not that the procedure is actually wrong, just 
that those who implement it do not generally fully understand how it works (it is very complicated) and rely instead on computer interpretations 
when a much more detailed investigation is needed.

Question: Q13
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Yes and No

Comments:
Where the fuel is self-sourced by the energy user (hedge cuttings, joinery waste, own woodlands etc) it generally costs them very little in money, 
so no incentive on fuel costs is needed. But they do incur some cost and effort in obtaining/processing/handling the fuel, so that they already have 
an incentive to minimise its use. So a fuel usage cash incentive would be both unnecessary as well as possibly leading to overgeneration.
What they do need is something to prod them towards installing the combustion equipment. As a self-sourced user is going to save money on fuel 
purchases anyway, my experience is that they just need information, which is sadly lacking, and especially some way of easily evaluating the 
benefits. A guaranteed longish-term loan scheme might help a lot, but, for all that I am passionate about expanding the biomass heating market, I 
don't think actual money subsidy is needed at all.
On the other hand, where fuel is being bought-in, I'll go back to saying that it would be better in the case of biomass to support the fuel supply.

Question: Q14

Biomass CHP is so new and unusual in the UK that, at this stage, every project is to a some extent experimental.
I think we can achieve more by powerful marketing than with money. Just one very high-profile installation could work wonders. How is the Palace 
of Westminster heated at the moment?

Question: Q15

Not sure

Comments:
No doubt there are lots of people pushing for more and more subsidy, but the tariffs seem unnecessarily high to me.

Question: Q18

A bit

Comments:
This is going to be very difficult to administer as virtually all larger boilers are modular devices which are designed so as to be swapped from one 
fuel to another with relative ease.  
With domestic appliances this is much simpler, the suggestion at Q7 would sort that out.
I certainly don't think subsidy should be offered for the types of oil or gas boiler with a subsidiary wood or coal facility which are on the current 
scheme's appliance list. They don't even need altering to change fuels, just flicking a switch.

Question: Q19

Don't know

Comments:
I think district heating is a very good thing, but beyond that, don't know. It is all a bit theoretical at the moment.

Question: Q20

Don't know

Comments:
We have a project on the drawing board about district heating. I'll get back to you when we know more.

Question: Q21

No

Comments:
Oh no. Fuel prices may very well change dramatically over the next few years. Possibly no subsidy will even be needed in a few years time.

Question: Q22

Yes

Comments:
Again, I just have no idea what is going to happen to comparative fuel prices over the next few years, so I don't think you can decide now. If OPEC 
collapsed, or Canadian oil-shales  became available the cost of oil could plummet.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

22 June 2010 Page 398 of 1348



Innovation and emerging technologies is our business.  We have already been involved with the University of Nottingham on very small-scale CHP, 
we have a new type of pellet burner under development and will soon be demonstrating an innovative smoke/heat recovery system. We've 
experimented with straw pyrolysis. We're developing a new type of boiler controller with a components manufacturer, new hot air heaters for 
Greece and boilers in the UK. If that is the sort of thing you mean, then we support it.

Question: Q24

Solar panels do indeed seem to me massively expensive, but this is not my area of competence. What I do know is that the installation cost can be 
very high. We are currently working with a boiler manufacturer to try and develop a low-cost solar integration device. They certainly won't be 
made cheaper by subsidising them.

Question: Q25

A wild change in fuel prices.

Question: Q27

I know there has been a lot of industry discussion about this but, in the overall scheme of things, I can't see that it matters too much one way or 
the other.

Question: Q28

Yes

Question: Q29

276 Centre for Alternative Technology Other

When a loan has been taken out to pay for a system there will be cases where the interest rate would be lower if the RHI payment is made directly 
to the bank, rather than to the recipient of the loan as paying the bank directly provides a higher level of security for the bank. This would be in the 
interest of both sides and therefore it should be an option that payments are made directly to the bank, rather than the recipient of the loan, for 
an agreed amount of time.

Question: Q03

Yes, we agree with accreditation for products and installers. Having advised householders about renewable technology for more than 30 years, we 
are aware of the problems that have been created by unregulated “cowboy” installers, for example in the solar water heating market. However, 
we are concerned about the effect that accreditation requirements may have on new installers and manufacturers entering the market. Through 
our Information Service and our Short Courses department we get the impression that installers are currently confused about the routes to MCS 
accreditation, and some requirements for accreditation (e.g. for solar water heating, the requirement to have installed a system) are seen as a 
barrier for new installers.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Two points:
First, heat pumps will only make a significant positive contribution to the UK’s renewable energy strategy if a) their efficiency (seasonal 
performance factor) is high enough, and b) their electricity consumption pattern actively contributes to balancing variations on supply and demand 
(demand side management).
As for a): A per-appliance minimum performance standard alone would not be sufficient to address this issue as the performance of a specific heat 
pump installation depends on installation specific factors such as heat delivery (underfloor heating or radiators). Therefore, there need to be legally 
binding guidelines for MCS installers to only recommend heat pumps in locations where they present a clear advantage over alternatives in terms 
of CO2 emissions, or, alternatively, a tariff level for heat pumps that ensures they are only financially viable in situations where they also present a 
clear environmental advantage.
As for b): There is huge potential for heat pumps in a smart grid to balance the variability of supply and demand. While this is not directly a stated 
aim of the RHI, strong demand-side management capacity will be
a necessity for any low- or zero-carbon energy strategy for the UK, and this should be reflected in the accreditation standards for heat pump 
installations. To play an active role in demand side management will require heat pump systems to a) be able to produce heat that can be stored 
(either through thermal stores or a building’s thermal mass) b) have the capability, via a standardised interface, to be electronically controlled by 
future “smart grid” controller appliances. Such a feature may appear useless at the current moment (as other elements of the smart grid 
infrastructure do not yet exist), but mandating their inclusion at this time would ensure that, once other components of a smart-grid infrastructure 
are in place, there are heat pump appliances that can use the smart-grid.
Second, the distinction between replacing an existing installation on the one hand and conversion/repair on the other hand has to be made very 
carefully. It needs to be clear, for example, whether replacing broken collector panels from a solar water heating system would count as 
installation of a new system or simply refurbishment of an existing scheme. The absence of a clear definition of what components constitute an 
installation has caused confusion with the Feed-in Tariffs where, for example, it was not clear whether putting a new turbine wheel into the site of 
an old, defunct hydro scheme would count as a new installation.

Question: Q07
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The approach to encourage energy efficiency through the deeming methodology can be sufficient, as long as the minimum energy efficiency 
measures assumed in the deeming process are at a high enough level. Rather than assuming just an absolute minimum of efficiency (e.g. 125 mm 
loft insulation), the deeming process should assume adequate efficiency (e.g. 300 mm loft insulation) to provide a greater incentive to go beyond 
the absolute minimum level of insulation, see Q12+Q13 below.

Question: Q10

To ensure that the RHI does not encourage lower energy efficiency standards in new buildings, the deemed heat demand for new buildings should 
be based on functional parameters (e.g. number of bedrooms or work places) rather than on energy consumption, see Q12+Q13 below.

Question: Q11

Tariff structures must encourage energy efficiency for schemes of all magnitudes. This must be reflected in the deeming/metering approach.
A deeming approach for existing houses must ensure that there is sufficient incentive to implement energy efficiency measures.
For existing houses, the deemed demand should estimate the energy demand, using methodologies like SAP or SBEM, but assuming energy 
efficiency measures have been implemented. By assuming just basic energy efficiency measures (such as 125 mm loft insulation) there is a danger 
of this being interpreted as being a standard for “sufficient” insulation. Therefore, the assumed minimum level of insulation should be set much 
higher, and the tariffs increased. Without changing the overall amount of money paid out, this would help give more money to owners of very well 
insulated buildings with lower heat demands and pay less to those with poor insulation, therefore creating an incentive to insulate more.
For new buildings, the deemed heat demand should not try to reflect the actual heat demand of the building. Instead, the deemed demand should 
depend on functionality-related criteria, such as the number of bedrooms (for a domestic building) or the number of work/desk spaces (for an 
office building). It is possible to imagine two 3-bedroom houses, one built very energy efficiently with a heat demand of 1,000 kWh per year, 
another built to a much lower standard of insulation, with a heat demand of 10,000 kWh per year. If the latter house would receive 10 times as 
much support through RHI as the former then this would be a strong disincentive for investing money in energy efficiency. Instead, the demand 
should simply be deemed to be, say, 3,000 kWh per bedroom, creating a financial incentive to minimise energy consumption.
Alternatively, there could be a much finder banding, with different rates of return for the different bands. For example, the tariff four the first 
1,000 kWh could be 20 p/kWh, the tariff for the second 1,000 kWh 10 p/kWh, the tariff for the third 1,000 kWh 5 p/kWh etc. With this approach, 
rates of return are highest for systems with the lowest (deemed) heat demand, creating a strong incentive to build low-energy houses.

Question: Q12

Tariff structures must encourage energy efficiency for schemes of all magnitudes. This must be reflected in the deeming/metering approach.
A deeming approach for existing houses must ensure that there is sufficient incentive to implement energy efficiency measures.
For existing houses, the deemed demand should estimate the energy demand, using methodologies like SAP or SBEM, but assuming energy 
efficiency measures have been implemented. By assuming just basic energy efficiency measures (such as 125 mm loft insulation) there is a danger 
of this being interpreted as being a standard for “sufficient” insulation. Therefore, the assumed minimum level of insulation should be set much 
higher, and the tariffs increased. Without changing the overall amount of money paid out, this would help give more money to owners of very well 
insulated buildings with lower heat demands and pay less to those with poor insulation, therefore creating an incentive to insulate more.
For new buildings, the deemed heat demand should not try to reflect the actual heat demand of the building. Instead, the deemed demand should 
depend on functionality-related criteria, such as the number of bedrooms (for a domestic building) or the number of work/desk spaces (for an 
office building). It is possible to imagine two 3-bedroom houses, one built very energy efficiently with a heat demand of 1,000 kWh per year, 
another built to a much lower standard of insulation, with a heat demand of 10,000 kWh per year. If the latter house would receive 10 times as 
much support through RHI as the former then this would be a strong disincentive for investing money in energy efficiency. Instead, the demand 
should simply be deemed to be, say, 3,000 kWh per bedroom, creating a financial incentive to minimise energy consumption.
Alternatively, there could be a much finder banding, with different rates of return for the different bands. For example, the tariff four the first 
1,000 kWh could be 20 p/kWh, the tariff for the second 1,000 kWh 10 p/kWh, the tariff for the third 1,000 kWh 5 p/kWh etc. With this approach, 
rates of return are highest for systems with the lowest (deemed) heat demand, creating a strong incentive to build low-energy houses.

Question: Q13

The current approach does not differentiate, for the purpose of tariff calculations, between costs caused by the up-front installation costs of 
equipment and operating/fuel costs. There are two problems with this approach:
First, especially for domestic-scale projects up-front costs often create a much bigger barrier than operating/fuel costs which are spread over the 
lifetime of a system.
Second, where operating/fuel costs are for electricity which is currently (and in the near future) predominantly produced from fossil fuels, the 
current approach can end up favouring less energy- and carbon-incentive solutions.
For example, the current tariff structure ensures similar rates of return for ground- and air source heat pumps. However, there is a significant 
difference between the two technologies as GSHPs have higher up-front
costs but higher energy efficiency, whereas ASHPs have lower up-front capital costs but higher operating energy costs and carbon emissions.
Given the overall objective of the RHI, the scheme should guarantee higher rates of return for technologies which, per kWh of useful heat 
generated, require less fuel input and have lower carbon emissions. Therefore, tariff rates should be re-calculated in a way which guarantees 
higher rates of return on expenses which are for up-front capital costs of installation than on expenses which are for carbon-intensive fuels such as 
electricity.

Question: Q18

Yes, renewable district heating should be encouraged.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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Yes, tariffs should be fully fixed to ensure a high enough level of transparency and predictability which is necessary to encourage domestic 
installations.

Question: Q22

There should be a clear statement that tariffs will be subject to degression, even if the rates of degression are not yet determined. Otherwise there 
is not enough incentive for customers to adopt renewable heating technology early on (our experience is that there is a tendency to “wait until 
next year to see if there is better technology” in the domestic sector), and for manufacturers to decrease their prices.

Question: Q23

The findings published in the Oxford Environmental Change Institute’s “Power from the People” report on the Low Carbon Buildings Programme 
suggest that domestic renewable heat technology, especially solar water heating, in the UK suffers from problems associated with immature 
markets. Customers do not have sufficient information about what a system should cost and what it can deliver, and the number of installers is too 
small to create enough competition to put downwards pressure on installation costs. Hopefully, the RHI will help create a market big enough to 
encourage competition between installers. However, as the technical issues are often complex and confusing, especially for domestic customers, it 
is essential that customers have access to free sources of competent, impartial advice. The RHI scheme can facilitate this by a) providing funding 
for operating and promoting such information services, and b) making it a condition for accreditation/eligibility that installers provide potential 
customers with contact details for free providers of competent and impartial advice. By giving customers a good understanding of current market 
prices and the merits of different systems/technologies, this approach would put significant pressure on manufacturers and installers to lower 
costs or improve the value of their products and services.

Question: Q25

277 Confederation of Forest Industries (ConFor) Trade Association

ConFor believes that the supply of UK wood is likely to be insufficient to meet the demands of the emerging heat and electricity sectors and that of 
existing wood users, with the large electricity sector most likely to create a significant imbalance between supply and demand. 

ConFor together with the UK Forest Products Association and the Wood Panel Industries Federation commissioned John Clegg Consulting to look 
into wood fibre availability and demand in Britain from 2010 to 2025.

Production forecasts show that coniferous roundwood production in Britain is expected to increase until about 2020, with peak production of 
about 11.45 million tonnes per annum; thereafter production declines. Other types of wood fibre are also available in Britain, though their 
availability, as defined in the report, is similarly forecast to peak around 2019, giving a combined total of just over 20 million tonnes per annum, 
and thereafter declining.

The report concluded that the potential development and expansion of the large and medium scale electricity from wood market, could have a 
very significant impact on existing wood supply and utilisation. This could threaten existing UK wood users in 
 
the milling and the emerging local renewable energy sectors – all of whom provide a greater carbon and jobs benefit from the wood they use. 

The best use for woody biomass in energy is for small to medium schemes with an equal heat load throughout the year which can source the fuel 
as locally as possible. ConFor agrees with the tariff level where the payment for biomass drops off steeply for installations larger than 500 kW.

Please see John Clegg Consulting report attached.

Question: Q01

At present, it appears that there are not enough certified products to allow an effective market to function. For biomass, in particular, most of the 
manufacturers are based in mainland Europe and there is a concern that these companies will struggle to work with a UK system such as the MCS.

Whether the MCS is required as a pre-requisite for a scheme should be a decision based on the number of accredited products. Where the number 
of accredited products is too low for an effective market to function a ‘transition period’ to allow projects to continue while MCS accreditation 
could be used.

Question: Q04

Protecting air quality is extremely important. 

ConFor welcomes the development in these proposals from the Renewable Energy Strategy, which would have excluded the majority of boilers 
currently on the market. 

There needs to be clarity as to which boilers will be able to claim the RHI. We support plans by HETAS to develop a certification scheme for fuel 
quality, however this needs to be simple and affordable and be based on the UK Forestry Standard.

Question: Q09
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Central to encouraging renewable heat from large-scale biomass is the need for a local heat demand. Often large-scale biomass plants, which 
require large areas for stacking, will be located away from large scale heat demand meaning that few plants will ever go down that route. 

The use of woody biomass for large-scale electricity must be discouraged and a more strategic approach taken to planning to try and match supply 
with the demand for heat.

Question: Q15

The tariff set for solid biomass will clearly discourage investment into schemes bigger than 500kW. Although ConFor encourages the use of woody 
biomass for small and medium installations rather than larger scale, it is important that the facility is scaled to the output level required. Wood 
fired boilers only operate effectively when properly sized to the heat load and so this may reduce the operational efficiency of many installed 
systems.

Since many in the biomass burning industry will be objecting to the wide difference in the tariffs, ConFor would like to suggest, if there is a desire 
to revise the tariff level, to adopt a system based on heat output rather than installed capacity.

This could be structured as a single payment system as suggested by the Mid- Scotland Scottish Forest Industries Cluster. For example:

Heat band output		Payment rate applied
Under 50MWh\yr		£80MWh
50 – 100 MWh\yr		£70MWh
100 – 200MWh\yr		£60MWh
200 -500 MWh\yr		£50MWh
500 – 1000MWh\yr		£40MWh
1000-1500Wh\yr		£30MWh
1500 -2000MWh\yr		£25MWh
Above 2000MWh\yr		£15MWh

The tariff payment can then be calculated on a simple banded basis - as heat output increases the amount paid per MWh gradually reduces. This 
decouples tariff payments from installed capacity  (which is not a particularly useful measure of heat output). It also avoids the need for 3 different 
tariffs, simplifies payments for Ofgem and the heat users and avoids the need to verify the rated capacity of installed systems. It would also ensure 
the 12% return on investment was better achieved on all investments made, which is much less likely to be the case with tariffs tied to capacity. 
Finally we believe it more effectively delivers the basic intention of the RHI to increase the amount of renewable heat (and not simply the installed 
capacity as the current proposed tariff structure tends to do).

Question: Q18

We propose that all wood fired schemes installed before July 2009 should secure RHI support, but at a lower level for those that benefited from a 
grant and without the need to repay capital grant. The payment could be set around £15 MWh. Those who did not receive a grant should be 
entitled to the full RHI support. ‘Early adopters’ should not be disadvantaged. As the demand for wood increases, prices will rise. Not only would 
early adopters not be receiving RHI payments they would in addition be paying more for their fuel. This could lead to a culture of “wait for the 
government incentive” rather than pioneering new greener technologies.

In some cases it may even result in existing schemes being decommissioned and replaced with new RHI eligible schemes on the same site.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

278 Green2Go Sustainable Energy Consultancy

The production of cooling from heat should be eligible. Green2Go is developing a CHP
application which allows the heat produced during the electricity generation process to be
turned into cooling. This represents a highly efficient use of renewable energy, which should be
measured and incentivised.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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We agree with the general key provisions of the RHI as outlined in the consultation document.
There are, however, several aspects, which do not, and going forward will not, support the best
development of bioliquid applications.

This relates, in particular, to the inconsistent treatment of bioliquids across the range of
renewable energy incentives. Whilst the Road Transport Fuel Obligation (RTFO) supports Fatty
Acid Methyl Ester (FAME), Ofgem has ruled that the use of sustainable FAME derived from
UCO is not permitted for electricity only and CHP generation under the Renewable Obligation
(RO) due to the presence of a small amount of methanol. As a result of the Ofgem ruling
Green2Go has had to procure bio-ethanol for the production of a Fatty Acid Ethyl Ester (FAEE)
CHP bioliquid, as a significantly more expensive replacement for methanol. Conversely we now
see that the RHI proposes to allow the use of sustainable FAME in heat generation. We strongly
believe that this inconsistency is highly detrimental to the bioliquids industry and that
sustainable FAME should be permitted in all types of renewable energy generation. The use of
FAME in CHP’s and other heating systems is very effective at reducing the carbon emissions
associated with conventional energy sources and should be particularly encouraged for large
scale development.

Several other bioliquids are used for heating very effectively and should be included. Some
boilers will use 100% FAME very happily and not just a low level mix. UCO can also be used
when filtered. FAEE is also used.

In order that the RHI achieves its aims it is essential that the use of bioliquid heating systems is
extended to industrial premises, not just domestic premises. For example Green2Go is using
UCO collected from a large factory to manufacture a bioliquid which is the returned to the
factory for use in its heating boilers. This virtuous circle of sustainability is an excellent
application of bioliquid and a very efficient carbon saving initiative which falls outside the
proposed RHI bioliquid system definition.

Disagree, additional infoQuestion: Q08

Where a dump heat system is installed after the heat meter, this should be allowed to be
metered and subtracted from the total heat created.

Question: Q12

Where a dump heat system is installed after the heat meter, this should be allowed to be
metered and subtracted from the total heat created.

Question: Q13

Where a dump heat system is installed after the heat meter, this should be allowed to be
metered and subtracted from the total heat created.

Question: Q14

279 Jigsaw Energy Installer
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Yes
Comments:
Operation of RHI: Practical considerations.
Small scale (i.e. fixed RHI):-

If less than 12 months how payment is calculated or should meters be fitted if leased.
• In the case of absent/ empty residential properties, how would this affect the deeming aspect, given there are no minimum operational 
requirements (consumption) for deemed properties.

• From a landlord point of view, Who is providing RHI heating for tenants? What
happens when there is a letting gap?
• What happens when a Mini-DH serving 2 or more properties and one becomes
empty?
• In commercial factories, the distinction between space biomass heaters and biomass
central heating is unnecessary. (Space biomasss heating is ECA approved, but not
RHI). Given the environmental benefits of woodfuel are the same, what is the sense
of only incentivizing the central heating, which would be more costly and less
practical.
• Local biomass supply sustainability needs to be prioritised (even ring-fenced for heat
generation, given that there is cumulative effect of RHI and FiTs/ROCs could result in
resource pressures, which could have an effect on the feasibility and financial
implications of biomass installations. We believe the most efficient use of local
biomass resources is for heating locally, rather than large power stations.
• We support the concerns of Confor over woodfuel supply and demand in their recent
report- “Wood Fibre Availability and Demand in Britain 2007 to 2025” (April 2010)
Has the RHI taken into account the advances in thermal insulation that building
regulations will require from now on?
Can we have clarification that Investment Return described as a “Rate of Return of 12%” is
an Internal Rate of Return (IRR).

Question: Q01

Yes
Comments:
RHI Payment should be a transferable asset i.e, can be paid direct to financier.
Clarification of when a woodfuel boiler is leased.
• Hire/ leasing scenario (i.e. not hire purchase) of less than a year- how is payment determined?
• HOBESCO owns a 40kW containerised biomass boiler supplying the customer for an undefined temporary period to meet the customer’s office 
heat requirements. Given that it is not a permanent solution and that it could be less than 12 months (he may upgrade to a biomass mini-district 
heating scheme), what provision is made in the RHI for the ESCO to benefit from this renewable heating.
• The customer is billed and so records of heat use are available. Would a monthly payment to the ESCO (equipment owner) be more appropriate 
on this occasion or one based on consumption?

Question: Q02

Yes
Comments:
Conditional on minimum annual “MOT”- Operation & Maintenance/ Servicing record certificate.

Dual-fuel systems (Back-up) 
Customers like reassurance rather than rely on one particular technology, especially in remote rural areas. A back-up in case of failure or whilst 
servicing is often requested by customers. The RHI should allow for customer-choice in this respect. We don’t believe that RHI should require back-
up boilers to be physically replaced.

Question: Q03

Yes
Comments:
Yes. Installer Accreditation critical to maintain confidence given the bad reputation from
cowboy installations have caused.
However, it is widely acknowledged that the boiler accreditation system would appear to be an
unnecessary duplication of EU standards. The bureaucracy of both installers and products need to be
drastically improved if the government has any hope of installing the volumes of renewable
technology required to meet their target.

AgreeQuestion: Q04
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Yes
Comments:
No- MCS has been unable to cope with <45kW. Any extension should be seriously reviewed
before implementation.
ISO- EU- standards should apply here, especially for already MCS accredited installers who
are updating their range.

Question: Q05

EN303-5

Question: Q06

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Yes
Comments:
A balanced approach to air quality issues is needed from all sectors, not just energy and not just biomass singled out.
Eg. As opposed to Edinburgh where there is a ban on biomass boilers due to cumulative airquality  issues. This is not a sensible approach. We don’t 
consider it appropriate to put a maximum for PM of 30g/GJ at this stage, which could limit the growth of the market as witnessed in Edinburgh.

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Yes
Comments:
As per pervious grant schemes, minimum energy efficiency measures should be mandatory
on an individual level. The EPC could be used for domestic properties, which would
recognise limitations to reasonable measures that can be taken to improve efficiency on
older buildings- notably granite in Aberdeen.

Question: Q10

Already covered by building regulations.

Question: Q11

Yes
Comments:
Yes, but option to install meter should always be allowed as part of principle to measure and
reduce.

Question: Q12

Yes
Comments:
Given that these are up and running, we agree with deeming process as suggested.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Yes
Comments:
There is a risk. Where it is already an existing building, the regulator could request to see
previous heating bills. For New Buildings, the SAP/ SBEM could form the basis for
determining heat/energy requirement, and then for the business or customer to justify why
a particular businesss requires any more than that.
HOBESCO currently operates 50 heat meters. Remote meter reading has makes it easier for
customer and operator with no estimated readings. They can be recorded at whatever time
and frequency as is necessary for monitoring heat/energy consumption.
As long as heat meters meet European standards, there is no reason to be concerned about
availability and reliability.

Question: Q14
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The RHI should recognise the longer-term wider of benefits of biomass to society, both in
local employment and energy security, and low-carbon.
The proposed tarrifs show that for boiler larger than 500kW, there is a very big drop in the
level of incentive. This is likely to distort the market dynamics and result in sub-optimal size
of plant. Large Scale District Heating is likely to be worse affected as a consequence of this.
Helix Agencies “Cascade” based on heat generation rather than boiler size would appear to
offer a fairer alternative, although we have not been able to model it.
HOBESCO has looked at sub-1MWel for a number of projects and Biomass CHP does not
appear to be viable because of the large amount of heat generated, which would not be
utilised.
For new developments, the incentives should recognise District Heating infrastructure as an
asset and the future transport emissions “saved”/ avoided as a result of having one
dedicated large-scale biomass DH rather than a number of smaller biomass boilers.
Good Renewable Energy planning should be an obligation we cannot ignore.

Question: Q15

Yes
Comments:
Assuming that banding is the preferred approach;
<45kW 9p- domestic level, we agree with the approach on tariffs and pricing.
>45kW<500 6.5p- We agree with this approach.
>500kW- we don’t agree with the dramatic fall above 500kW.
Either another couple of bands put in or the approach by Helix Agencies may be fairer.
For District Heating, these schemes would not be viable without an uplift, and it needs to be
introduced next April.
We suggest bands an additional band of
>500< 3MW- 3.5p/kW
>3MW- 1.6p-2.4p/ kW

Question: Q18

Yes
Comments:
Mixed DH and back-up systems:
Gas and Biomass mix: there will be occasions when it will be optimal to use gas to fill a peak
demand rather than biomass heat.
An ESCO should not be penalised for efficient resource use.

Question: Q19

Yes
Comments:
Yes- it is absolutely imperative.
The high costs of the network (over £500 per meter) must be recognised, and the social and
economic and environmental benefits factored in.
The cost of gas pipes is not one that is charged to the developer, as gas companies want to
lock in gas consumers for 50 years or more. Renewable District Heating has to compete
against this.
Given the complications of retrofitting DHNs, once the opportunity is lost, given the expense,
it is likely not to happen. That is why Renewable DH should be adequately- supported at the
outset.
Details of HOBESCO’s District Heating Scheme at Hill of Banchory and the necessary uplift to
make a viable Biomass conversion is described in Q.30.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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Yes:
Comments:
Yes, an uplift should be available to all Eligible DHNs.
Case-by-case is far too uncertain both for the ESCo and the developer.
There should be clear guidelines publicly available for developer or ESCo to determine in the
planning stagea)
eligibility
(E.g. Eligibility should be based on whether the fuel is demonstrably sustainably sourced, the
scheme providing efficient use of heat (according to sustainability criteria), and equipment is
properly maintained with guarantees.)
Note: any efficiency performances for DH will be difficult the early period of a large
development before it is fully built-out, since boiler usage is likely to be sub-optimal.
Allowances for this should be made.
b) level of support
The “hard-to-reach” analysis is too vague and doesn’t accurately compensate for the cost of
the overall DHN.
Helix Agencies have proposed that the uplift be based on the average cost-per-connection,
which would seem to be a fairer approach.
With respect to the concern of one or two large heat users (distilleries etc) being ineligible for
an uplift:
The RHI uplift should reflect the cost of the DH network. If the Basic RHI is priced correctly,
large consumers located next to an energy centre wouldn’t require much (if any) uplift.
A minimum number of customers approach is not helpful.

Question: Q21

Yes
Comments:
For certainty and to encourage uptake, we fully agree that RHI tarrifs should be fully fixed
for the duration of a project’s entitlement to RHI support.
This is an improvement on the up-front grant system, which was too stop-start to allow a
continuous flow of projects.
We do not think it is right for the RHI to second guess the energy market.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Yes
Comments:
Grandfathering to allow uplift only to reflect rate of return RHI established to protect.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

There are too many local and global variables. This should be left to the discretion of an
elected official.

Question: Q27

Yes. If early adopters of biomass were forced to switch back to fossil fuels, this should be
looked at case-by-case.

Question: Q28

Yes
Comments:
Potential to produce wasted heat at metered levels.

Question: Q29
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Yes
Comments:
Do you agree with our proposed overall approach to setting the level of the uplift? Can you provide
evidence that would help us to determine the level of uplift? In particular:
These are the details of HOBESCO’s current largest scheme. We have indicated the uplift and band
tariff needed to deliver a 12% Rate of Return over 15 years.
Project Summary of Hill of Banchory District Heating Scheme
Operator: HOBESCO
Timing: 2008 onwards
Buildings:- 206 Houses, Leisure Centre, Care Home, Nursery, Hotel, Dance Studio, Retail,
Offices, Primary School.
Heat Demand:- 6MWth (Peak)
Capex Summary:-
• Energy Centre Costs (Biomass Equipment- 2 x 1.5MW, Gas back-up etc)- £3.9m
• District Heating Scheme (Network): £4.4m
• (Energy Centre Building Cost- £2m)- This is charged as an annual rental of £100,000
per year as the base year.
Average fuel Cost (15 year inflation adjusted): 2.7p/kWh.
Heat selling price (base year): 4.1p/kWh
RHI- 3.5p/kWh
RHI DH uplift: 9.5p/kWh
This would deliver a 12% Rate of Return on Investment over 15 years. Note that this is the
cost of the whole DH scheme and not just the difference in cost of the Biomass vs Fossil
Fuels.
It is also important to note the infrastructure cost of Biomass DH is higher than the cost of
the Energy Centre Equipment.
CCan you describe typical district heating networks that would be appropriate as reference
networks, and what are their network costs, heat loads, and customer numbers and
characteristics?
A distinction should be made between DHNs per se and Renewable DHNs.
Gas DHNs do not face the same barriers of balancing out demand as for instance biomass
does. For instance, a typical Gas DHN would be different from a typical Biomass DHN.
The “ideal” Biomass DH should be mixed use and well-balanced with a local fuel supply.
Ideally heat users would be ready to come on stream in the early years, to help cash-flow
and run efficiently.
Deeside in Aberdeenshire, where Hill of Banchory is located, has 18% forest cover, slightly
higher than the National Average. If Biomass District-Heating is not able to work here in
rural Scotland, the RHI uplift will have failed in its objective to support Renewable Heat.
Particularly for Renewable District Heating especially Biomass, there must be a mix of users
to even out demand throughout the day and night, and throughout the year.
Government buildings were proposed as anchor buildings, but this has proved problematic
due to delays in infrastructure coming on-stream or allocating the staff resource required to
staff them.
There should be several reference networks, which should be updated as more data is
available.

, additional infoQuestion: Q30

280 Anna Marie Byrne (individual)

The proposal to strongly support CO2 reduction strategies with a large funded government initiative is very welcome.  The proposed funding scale 
is high enough that private individuals, companies and industry will make use of this opportunity. It is therefore important to ensure that the 
scheme yields the intended results.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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The problem is that because the RHI is divorced from how the system actually performs, there is no incentive within the RHI to make sure the 
system performs well. An MCS accreditation process is put forward to counter this. However, although this probably raises standards, it limits the 
uptake of the technology by keeping prices artificially high. 

It seems to me that the best solution is to link an incentive to fuel savings, see attached document section 2. 

However, if the RHI in its present form is to go ahead, a better solution than MCS accredited installers might be to allow local councils to assess the 
installation in a similar way to Building Regulations certificates. This would decrease the installation cost and increase take up.  

Alternatively, the MCS accreditation process could be offered free of charge or for a nominal fee to all plumbers, roofers, electricians… with paid 
training time. Creating a trained green workforce would be a better use of funds than limiting the market to specialist companies.

In terms of MCS accredited products: 
For biomass boilers and burners
•	The efficiency is relevant and could be given a lowest limit using the HETAS standards. 
•	The particulate emissions are relevant but there is already a mechanism for assessing the particulate emissions using smoke controlled areas 
exempted fireplaces
•	The fuel used is important and is not currently regulated in any way. Adequate, stocked storage space could be a condition of passing the 
installation inspection for biomass that needs drying.

For Heat Pumps
•	A minimum COP is in place for MCS accredited Heat Pumps but is not enough to ensure an efficient system. The design flow temperature, seasons 
of use and sizing of the system all impact on the efficiency of the system, see attached doc section 1.2. If the installers are able to demonstrate that 
the seasonal performance factor is above a certain limit, given design flow temperature and patterns of annual use then the product should be 
approved. Otherwise a sliding scale of RHI payments could be put in place according to CO2 savings due to the system. This would encourage best 
practise rather than just past the post practise.

For Solar thermal
•	A solar thermal system if designed correctly can contribute about 60% of DHW from solar energy. This is dependant on sizing of the panels, 
storage and heat exchange, pump… It is not dependant on the efficiency of the panels. A large 40% efficient DIY panel system can be designed to 
provide 50-60% of the DHW requirements as well as a small 80% efficient evacuated tube system. It is the system which needs designing correctly 
and not the panel specification. All that is necessary are guidelines to assess the percentage contribution to DHW requirements, (currently 
estimated though the SAP) and RHI payments could be made on that basis. 
•	Longevity is the other factor that is necessary to encourage. An annual payment as proposed would encourage longevity. See Q25.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

As Q4 above.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

See above

Question: Q06

See attached notes. Including only these 7 technologies limits CO2 savings. All are relatively high cost per CO2 saved and in order to use funding 
most effectively, all useful measures should be included, especially as there are many technologies which will give far greater CO2 savings for funds 
invested.

Disagree, additional infoQuestion: Q07

I think that the RHI should be used to encourage energy efficiency by changing the basic structure of the RHI, see attached document. 

If the RHI goes ahead in its current form then I think deeming for all scales is preferable to metering and that basic energy efficiency standards 
should be a prerequisite to obtaining the RHI payments.

Requirement, additional infoQuestion: Q10
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The RHI would encourage developers to build to the lowest insulation standards that pass the building regulations and install the lowest capital 
cost renewable technology (ASHPs and radiators) in order to obtain the largest deemed RHI payment. In this way poorly built houses with ASHPs 
and radiators would be encouraged by the RHI. As ASHP with radiators produce about 30% more CO2 than a modern gas boiler (similar to a 
modern oil boiler) these houses will be contributing more CO2 than a similar new build house with non-renewable heating.

New build housing has recently got the Code for Sustainable Homes as a standard to aim for over and above building regulations. For years 
previously the building regulations were the only standard which meant that housing was generally built to only just above the minimum insulation 
standards. The RHI would similarly encourage the minimum possible building standards, in combination with a renewable technology giving access 
to RHI payments.

The additional cost of building new housing to passive house standard (15kwh/m2.yr for space and water heating) has been found on the continent 
to be about 15% decreasing to 0% as the workforce is retrained. This means that building new houses to passive house standard should be 
encouraged as soon as possible. Building to worse insulation standards and then incorporating renewable heating increases fuel bills for occupants, 
increases electricity demand in the case of heat pumps and brings land use and air quality concerns in the case of biomass. 

The most effective way that I can think of is to exclude new build from the RHI.
The only other option is to reverse the structure of the RHI so that the less energy a household uses, the better the payments rather than the 
proposed structure where the opposite is true. See attached document, section 2.

Question: Q11

See Q14

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

See Q11 for new build. For existing buildings, if the RHI is to be in the proposed format, then SAP or SBEM seem to be the best way of deeming.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

I do not agree that large installations would not abuse the RHI payment and use more heat to obtain more payments. Biomass in particular can be 
cheaply available in quantity and it could become profitable to burn biomass unnecessarily. 

If the system is not to be completely restructured, see attached document, then deeming should possibly apply to all scales. The exception being 
biogas injection into the gas grid due to the fact that this is useful heat.

Question: Q14

Please see attached report. Basing the RHI on rates of return does not link the payments to CO2 savings. This seems to be the fundamental 
problem with the RHI as proposed.  Mechanisms for linking CO2 savings to funding are explored in section 2 of attached report.

, additional infoQuestion: Q18

If the RHI had a more flexible format, then all CO2 saving measures that are cost effective would be supported. See attached report section 2.2 ~ 
SAP Payment Method. Also see section 1.3 ~ Other CO2 reduction measures undercut.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

See Q4. If accreditation restrictions are lifted, or MCS accreditation is rolled out to free of charge, products would become more competitive. Also 
if solar thermal were made compulsory on all new build, (in combination with shower heat recovery) this would increase the market and the 
workforce, bringing down costs for retrofit. 

Plug and play kits (e.g. navitron fornax system) for DIY installation to be supported by accreditation by bldg control. 

 An existing companies offer new build solutions for solar thermal that are designed to be fitted by tradesmen who would be on site anyway. 
Roofers for the panels, taking an extra hour to fit when laying tiles and plumbers to fit into plumbing system, adding an extra 2 hours to the on site 
plumbers time. These systems should not require MCS accreditation, just building control and should be made compulsory for new build unless 
completely impractical. No extra funding would be necessary to roll these out on a large scale as the technology is ready, just waiting for uptake.

Currently, an average domestic solar thermal installation is about £3500 installed and will save about £100/yr giving a simple payback of about 35 
years. For high uptake this needs reducing to about 5 years or £500 installed cost.

Question: Q25

The purpose of the RHI is to fund CO2 reductions. In order to use funds to most effect, I think that existing installations should be excluded.

AgreeQuestion: Q28

It seems to be fundamentally flawed. I believe there are deep inherent problems with the RHI proposal; please see attached report section 1. The 
way in which I imagine these problems can be solved is addressed in section 2 of my report.

, additional infoQuestion: Q29
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281 Dennis Kitt (individual)

AgreeQuestion: Q03

No, not for stoves, as it will be too cumbersome/cost prohibitive.
The existing HETAS accreditation scheme ought to be sufficient and provide
adequate safeguards

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Yes, HETAS operates a Competent Persons Self-Certification scheme and a list
of Approved Appliances

Question: Q06

No.
We agree that open fires should be excluded from the scheme due to their
low efficiency, but we believe that wood burning stoves (in both log and
pellet form) should be included as long as all the following criteria are met;-
(1) The stove conforms to the relevant UK national standard for efficiency.
In the case of wood-log stoves this is BS EN 13240 and for wood-pellet
stoves it is BS EN 14785. These standards impose a minimum efficiency
pass level. For pellet stoves it is currently 70% and for wood-log stoves it
is 65%.
AND
(2) The stove is registered as a DEFRA exempted appliance under the
Clean Air Act 1993. This currently represents the best legislative
measure in the UK for ensuring low emissions from small wood-burning
appliances.
AND
(3) The stove is operated with wood-fuel that conforms to a national quality
standard, such as the HETAS Solid Biomass Assurance Scheme. This can
easily be verified by requiring the appliance owner to produce copies
of their fuel invoices at the time of the proposed annual RHI claim. The
adoption of this criterion has the merit of supporting existing
Government initiatives, such as the UK Renewable Energy Strategy, and
also of accelerating the supply of high-quality wood-fuel producers
onto the UK market.
The adoption of all the above criteria would, we believe, result in the
promotion of the best performing stoves and wood-fuels currently
available on the market and this should have a small and manageable
impact on air quality, and actually improve local air quality when
replacing open fires, oil or coal heating appliances.
Moreover, we believe that the cost of administering the above scheme would
be low as we support the proposal to use a deemed basis for “small
schemes”. We suggest the following figures as typical for the annual energy
produced by a nominal 5kW wood stove;-
	 Approx 2,000 kWhrs/year for a wood-log stove
	 Approx 4,000 kWhrs/year for a wood-pellet stove. The greater annual
output compared with a wood-log stove is derived from assumed
longer operating hours possible due to additional features such as
automatic ignition, automatic feed and an on-board fuel hopper.
By adopting wood-stoves into the RHI scheme, the scheme would gain
greater credibility with the UK public since for most existing houses, and
especially where outside space is at a premium or the roof is not pointing
south, a wood-stove may be the only practical renewable energy option for
the householder. Excluding wood-stoves from the RHI scheme effectively
disenfranchises such householders from taking part in the decentralised,
locally produced green energy shift which the Government is seeking to
create.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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No
Comments: The RHI scheme needs to encourage consumer take-up from the
outset and not to discourage it.If the take-up rate is deemed excessive then
policies can be introduced later at review times to dampen down demand.

Question: Q10

AgreeQuestion: Q12

No, we are not convinced that SAP, SBEM or the EPC adequately calculates
the energy contribution from “so-called” secondary heat sources such as
wood-burning stoves.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Question: Q18

Yes, fully fixed

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q26

AgreeQuestion: Q28

282 RAB Other
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The Renewables Advisory Board is pleased to submit the following response to the Consultation
on the Renewable Heat Incentive, issued on 1st February 2010. RAB welcomes the proposals
and believes they go a long way to encouraging the development of renewable heat, though we
are concerned that the opportunity to make use of renewable heat through district heating is
given insufficient emphasis. We congratulate DECC on the progress made to date, and being
on track to meet the very challenging April 2011 implementation timescale.
RAB’s Task Group on Renewable Financial Incentives has met on several occasions in recent
months to consider the Government’s proposals, most recently on 12th April. This response also
takes into account discussion at the full RAB meeting on 25th March. RAB does not propose to
respond to individual questions in the consultation, however this letter provides RAB’s views on
what we consider to be the key issues raised.
The key points that RAB wishes to make are summarised below:
• RAB welcomes the RHI proposals and congratulates DECC on the progress made to
date, and being on track to meet the very challenging April 2011 implementation
timescale. We believe that the over-riding imperative is for the UK’s suite of financial
incentives to facilitate, in aggregate, the achievement of the UK’s target under the
Renewables Directive for energy production in 2020. To achieve this, the incentives
must be attractive and stable enough to attract the necessary investment, and there are
aspects of the RHI where we believe this is not the case.
• RAB is supportive of the principle of providing a fixed rate of return to RHI customers
and the proposal to coordinate the RHI with other renewables incentives. We also
support the proposal to encourage energy efficiency through deeming. DECC should
consider the option for payments to be split into a fixed payment based on repayment of
capital and one linked to a relevant fuel price index (where appropriate). The key is to
set a tariff structure that grandfathers the return to consumers.
• RAB believes that networked renewable heat solutions should be considered on the
same footing as stand-alone applications and strongly recommends that the RHI give
renewable district heating a high priority. We believe the Government should initially
choose the simple approach of a fixed level of support (10p/kWh) over a fixed lifetime (20
years) accompanied by a period of research into the opportunities available and options for longer term support, and a thorough review of the 
position when the RHI is first
reviewed in 2013.
• The RHI should be available to early adopters that have installed qualifying technology
prior to 15th July 2009. RAB wishes to see that early adopters are not discouraged as
this will engender a 'wait and see' mentality.
• Whilst RAB supports the central administration of the RHI by Ofgem, we suggest that
further discussion is required around the optimal billing, compliance, auditing and
customer services processes and systems.
• The current accredited installer base is limited and requires significant development.
RAB believes the MCS needs rapid reform if it is to fulfil its role of certifying products and
installers under the RHI. It is important that appropriate standards are put in place,
especially emissions standards for biomass boilers below 20MW. Consumers must also
have access to independent advice on the costs/benefits of the various options available
to them.
• RAB believes that the requirement for RHI payments to go to the owner of the equipment
will restrict the implementation of innovative financing mechanisms. DECC needs to
clarify whether the legislation allows payments to be secured by a lender and whether
leasing can work under the current arrangements.
• RAB welcomes the extra half ROC uplift provided for renewable CHP since April 2009
and the one-off choice to retain this or claim support for the heat under the RHI.
However we recommend that the delay caused by a combination of the credit crunch and
uncertainty over biomass grandfathering be factored into the transitional arrangement,
providing a revised deadline for the one-off choice of April 2015.
• RAB is concerned that the RHI does not make provision for supporting renewable
cooling, despite the fact that the Renewable Energy Directive appears to give equal
weight to renewable energy heating and cooling throughout its text. DECC needs to
clarify whether renewable cooling energy per se can be counted against the UK’s
Directive target and, if so, provide details on the exact definition for compliance
purposes.
RAB provides the following more substantive response to the RHI consultation:
Policy background and principles
• RAB supports the proposed approach to provide a predictable and stable return to RHI
customers. However, the proposed policy aims to cover both return on capital (fixed in
nominal terms) and incremental fuel costs (which may be highly variable over a given
installation’s lifetime). It may therefore be necessary to devise a tariff structure that can
account for fluctuations in fuel prices for relevant technologies.
• RAB supports fully the need to put energy efficiency first, and supports the approach, for
small scale systems, that the deemed heat should be based on the assumption that all
cost effective energy efficiency measures have already been taken. RAB believes that

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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taking this further, for example, through a regulatory requirement for such measures as a
pre-condition for RHI entitlement would be a step too far and would risk imposing
unrealistic requirements on installers, particularly in the household sector.
• RAB believes the RHI should be available to the early adopters that installed qualifying
technology prior to 15th July 2009. RAB wishes to see that early adopters are not discouraged (as has happened with the FiT). The higher costs of 
RHI and FiT are
justified if they create sustainability champions in communities - implying that the early
adopters who are already doing this should not share in this extra reward will be very
counterproductive and engender a 'wait and see' mentality. There is also an argument
that the introduction of the RHI will create greater demand for biomass, raising the price -
this will actually penalise early adopters who could not have foreseen this when they
made their decisions.
• RAB has concerns about the implementation timetable and need for new legislation to
implement the regulations and funding arrangements. The supply chain needs
reassurance that the RHI will be in place in time and provide the required support.

Interaction with the Carbon Reduction Commitment
• As RAB pointed out in our response to the Consultation on Renewable Electricity
Financial Incentives 2009, we believe that there is a role for the FIT and RHI to have
policy interaction with CRC in later phases of the CRC when participants have already
made a substantive reduction in their carbon emissions and are thus finding it
increasingly difficult to provide further economic improvements through energy efficiency.
We believe that the cascading of the CRC and renewables incentives would, if carried
out effectively, enable the Carbon Reduction Commitment at higher carbon reduction
levels to act as a positive incentivisation mechanism for higher performing CRC
participants.
Miscellaneous
• Heat pumps provide an opportunity to upgrade heat from ambient sources to higher
temperatures for use in heating and process applications. The directive stipulates that,
for the energy delivered by the heat pump to be counted as renewable heat, the
seasonal performance factor (SPF) must meet a minimum threshold. The Commission
has undertaken to establish guidelines by 1 January 2013 on how to calculate the
contributions from various heat pump technologies but the industry needs such guidance
now on the treatment of heat pumps under the RHI, including what heat sources they can
use.
Conclusion
We hope that the views in this letter will prove helpful in steering the implementation of the
proposals and are keen to continue working with your officials on any detailed aspects that
require further discussion.

• RAB believes that the requirement for RHI payments to go to the owner of the equipment
will restrict the implementation of financing mechanisms. Whilst there is nothing to stop
the owner assigning the right to receive the payment to a third party, equally there is also
nothing to stop the reversal of this. Commercial lenders, particularly to consumers,
therefore face a considerable credit risk that could be avoided (thereby reducing overall
financing costs of the RHI) if they were legally entitled to receive the payments direct.
This could be of particular benefit to fuel poor households, because it will allow
installations of renewable heat equipment to take place in fuel poor and other vulnerable
households without the occupant needing to become involved in the commercial
arrangements / payment flows associated with their installations. Given concerns that
the fuel poor are likely to pay disproportionately for the costs of the RHI, RAB sees it as
particularly important that the legislation is framed to allow the maximum possible chance
of them benefiting from the measures the RHI supports.
• There therefore needs to be a facility for payment to go directly to the financier or
developer (the "assignee") to minimise credit risk. RAB's current reading of the relevant
primary legislation is that a consumer would be able to reverse any decision to assign
payment rights (although doing so might place them in breech of a credit agreement),
and strongly recommends DECC clarify the legal position as to whether the legislation
allows payments to be irreversibly secured by a lender. The financing arrangements for
the RHI need to be same as for Feed in Tariffs.
• RAB believes the RHI should encourage all forms of financial instrument, including, for
example, leasing and other forms of asset finance. Under current legislation, RAB
believes such means of finance are not possible other than under a designated
affordable warmth scheme, because the Capital Allowances Act prevents the writing
down for tax purposes of any equipment installed in a dwelling/house. This is a particular
constraint for Local Authorities and Housing Associations.

Question: Q02
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RAB believes it is essential that organisations with experience of dealing with mass
market registration, billing and payment systems are brought in to administer the
consumer-facing aspects of RHI administration. RAB believes that whilst Ofgem may
carry ultimate responsibility, it lacks the necessary experience to do this in house, and
that customer experiences with the Renewables Obligation, particularly for householders,
have been unwieldy and over-bureaucratic. RAB is aware that commercial service
providers stand ready to bid competitively for many aspects of RHI administration, and
that this should be encouraged - if necessary with proper ring-fenced bidding by Ofgem's
E-serve also being permissible. RAB believes it is important that DECC clarify what the
current legislation allows with respect to delegating Ofgem's role.
• RAB also believes that Ofgem would be well placed to act as a regulator of compliance
for the scheme, and that this is entirely appropriate and in keeping with Ofgem's more
general role; for it to act as the administrator as well presents a clear conflict of interest
as it would be determining complaints about its own performance.
• DECC must be clear about which equipment certification standards will apply, including
those from other EU countries.
• RAB accepts that some issues will not be resolved by April 2011 and that loopholes can
be closed in due course. DECC needs to find the right balance between governance and
excessive bureaucracy.
• When properties change hands, there must be a mechanism for the buyer to access
information on the RHI contract.
• Finally we would like to stress the importance of coordinating the registration systems
across the various renewables incentives.

Question: Q03

The RHI needs a clear auditing process, in particular for the deeming of heat
requirements. The administration systems need to discourage any gaming or misselling.
RAB supports the principle of using the MCS for this purpose at the scales of
technologies to which the MCS applies, but is concerned that the MCS needs
considerable change if it is to be fit for this purpose. Currently BRE runs a robust
accreditation process for the MCS scheme, which assesses the competence and quality
of installers. The range of installers and experience and capability required for large
scale installation will require a parallel (and appropriately named) scheme tailored to the
different needs of installations in the MW rather than kW range.
• RAB believes considerable work needs to be done to allow the MCS to be suitable
across all products for assessing the deemed annual heat against which the RHI will be
paid, and that there need to be safeguards built in to ensure that RHI payments are only
made to systems actually being used, and being serviced properly to maintain their
performance levels. There must also be safeguards against consumers stopping using
the renewable energy equipment (especially in cases where it is not the only source of
heat, for example where a gas boiler alternative remains in place) or, in the case of
metered facilities, dumping heat to improve income.

Question: Q04
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Page 8 of 9
Role of renewable cooling
• In May 2009 RAB submitted a paper to DECC – “Renewable Cooling, the Case for
Incentivisation”. In it we recommended that the compliance position of renewable cooling
energy towards meeting the UK’s target needs to be urgently confirmed as, if renewable
cooling energy itself is compliant (as opposed to the obvious Directive target compliance
of renewable heat converted to useable cooling via an absorption chiller), there is a high
likelihood of perverse outcome if not carefully considered in RHI policy derivation,
particularly as little unequivocal compliance definition appears to be available within the
Directive itself. We have therefore requested a statement from DECC as to whether
renewable cooling energy per se can be counted against the UK Directive target and if so
would also seek details on the exact definition for compliance purposes.
• RAB is concerned that the RHI does not make provision for supporting renewable
cooling, despite the fact that the Renewable Energy Directive appears to give equal
weight to renewable energy heating and cooling throughout its text. We recognise the
danger that air source heat pumps can be used in cooling mode as well as heating mode
and that there is a risk of increased electricity use during summer periods from the use of
such cooling if provided as an "extra" function with an air source heat pump. RAB would
support steps to be taken to prevent this possible perverse outcome.
• However the use of air conditioning in the UK is already steadily rising in both the
commercial and domestic sector, and this trend is likely to continue and possibly even
accelerate if climate change results in higher summer temperatures. RAB believes that
renewables policy should recognise this inevitable trend and maximise the contribution
that renewable cooling can make particularly as other member states will rely on
renewable cooling energy to achieve their National target, leaving the UK disadvantaged
if this potential sector is not supported (dependant of course on confirmation as to
whether renewable cooling energy can be accounted towards the Directive target
compliance).
• Indeed ground source heat pumps operated in cooling mode can provide a means for
replenishing underground heat stores, i.e. the ground or ground water can act as an
interseasonal heat store, charging with heat during the summer and with cooling during
the winter, improving seasonal Coefficients of Performance both in heating and cooling
mode. In fact Environment Agency Policy document GP3 has classed heat or "coolth" as
a potential pollutant of open or ground water and as such requires all ground source heat
pump installations above 20kW heat output to be "sustainable", defining sustainable as
being in thermal balance (effectively a statement that over a defined period of time any
heat extracted must be actively replaced on a net basis with a similar requirement for
cooling, to comply with EA licensing conditions) a regulation which mirrors the highly
successful Dutch regulation which has already driven performance improvement in Dutch
heat pump systems such as Aquifer Thermal Storage to the point that these systems are
the lowest carbon emitting ambient source heat pump systems capable of serving normal
built environment heating and cooling needs.
• Open loop cooling is also an important source of ground water to improve the efficiency
of process refrigeration (as opposed to air conditioning) equipment on for instance
supermarkets and cold stores. Currently the high capital cost of the boreholes deters this
solution from being widely used.

Question: Q07
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• The indicative emissions performance standards for biomass boilers are significantly
higher than those found in other European countries. Consequently it is likely that many
installations will require additional flue gas treatment systems and will be bespoke in
design. In those circumstances ‘across the board’ accreditation would need to be
replaced with individual compliance / accreditation. This also implies that systems would
require regular checks to demonstrate continuing compliance with statutory emission
limits and efficiency standards, perhaps on a 24 or 36 month cycle. Pollutants monitored
should include combustion and acid gases, particulates, PM10 and PM2.5 and heavy
metals.
• This will significantly increase the capital cost and administrative burden for biomass
combustion plant, so the level of support given will need to be sufficient to support this
where these standards are applied. In any event, RHI emission standards should be
aligned with those in the Clean Air Act so that there is continuity in regulation.
• The current proposals fail to address the cumulative impacts of a number of biomass
installations within a particular locality in an urban area. Current regulations for
installations above 20MW require the impact of the plant on the surrounding air quality
levels to be assessed against national air quality objectives, thereby taking account of
background air quality which would include existing biomass installations in the area. A
similar approach would be more appropriate for biomass boilers under 20MW, allowing
their impacts to be assessed on a case-by-case basis which considers the air quality of
that locality.
• However, while such standards are necessary in smoke control areas, they should not be
necessary or as low in rural locations where biomass combustion systems do not pose
any threat to air quality levels.
• Finally, anyone installing a biomass combustion system between 15th July 2009 and the
date of the statutory adoption and implementation of the RHI should be entitled to the full
incentive regardless of meeting the final agreed standard for emissions.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

RAB supports the proposal to deem heat requirements at small and medium scale, which
should lead to a strong element of self-regulation. In the household sector, this should
be based on established methods such as SAP, and on the assumption that all cost
effective energy efficiency measures have already been taken. However we recognise
that there will be situations where deeming may not give the right answer (e.g. where
renewable energy provides only a partial load). Therefore other options also need
consideration.
• Consumers must have access to independent advice on the costs/benefits of the various
options available to them. It is also particularly important that consumers are not given
misleading advice on the suitability of products eligible for the RHI. Whilst it would be
disproportionate to expect every company, irrespective of size, to be able to advise on all
options available to a householder, it is essential consumers are not misled as to the
performance claims of the product on offer by that salesperson, and this should be
policed as part of the certification process. For example, advice from a salesperson only
dealing with solar thermal that “our system should provide around 50% - 70% of a
household’s hot water” may well be accurate, but “solar thermal is a more cost effective
option than cavity wall insulation” is unlikely to be. It is important therefore that the
Microgeneration Certification Scheme develops a system of spot-checks and randomly
sampled consumer feedback to ensure consumers are being given accurate information.

Question: Q12

22 June 2010 Page 417 of 1348



RAB welcomes the extra half ROC uplift provided for renewable CHP since April 2009
and the one-off choice to retain this or claim support for the heat under the RHI.
However the credit crunch and uncertainty over the grandfathering of biomass under the
RO is delaying the implementation of many biomass projects. The Government has
announced a consultation on proposed changes to RO policy to resolve the
grandfathering issue and we hope that momentum on projects stalled in the process will
gather in the second half of 2010.
• Biomass construction periods are very long (30 to 36 months) and accreditation under
the RO can only take place once the plant is operational. Therefore, it is now likely that
projects which are financed in the second half of this year will only become operational in
the first half of 2013 but, under the transitional arrangements, will lose their right to
choose to grandfather the heat half ROC in April 2013. Whereas government might
argue that it is being replaced by the RHI, the fact of the matter is that projects have
committed to heat arrangements based on the certainty of the half ROC income stream
and financial models depend on it. Equally, we do not want a situation where the banks,
having got comfortable with biomass grandfathering, get uncomfortable with the removal
of heat ROC grandfathering.
• RAB therefore strongly recommends that the delay caused by a combination of the credit
crunch and uncertainty over biomass grandfathering be factored into the transitional
arrangement, providing a revised deadline for the one-off choice of April 2015.

Question: Q15

RAB believes that DECC should consider the option for payments to be split into a fixed
payment based on repayment of capital and one linked to a relevant fuel price index or
differential (this applies both to bioenergy applications and the electricity required to run
heat pumps). The key is to set a tariff structure that (ex ante) grandfathers the average
return to users of renewable heat solutions.
• RAB is concerned that the exclusion of ASHP from the tariff table on large-scale
installations implies a size cap on this technology and believes that DECC needs to
clarify whether ASHP projects above 350 kW (based on a modular combination of
smaller size units) will be eligible for the 45-350 kW tariff under 'medium installations'. If
this is the case then it would be appropriate to remove the upper size limit for ASHP.
RAB believes that the tariffs applicable to larger ASHP and GSHP installations should be
based on the size of the individual units used (rather than the total project capacity), so
long as the project is making use of the largest available equipment on the market. This
is because there are few economies of scale involved in the installation of multiple
modular units.
• DECC needs to use the relative tariff structures in the RO/RHI/FiTs to ensure that the
most energy efficient bioenergy options are favoured.
• RAB also notes that in practice, capital and operational costs for CHP plants do not
increase in linear proportion to the generating capacity of the plant. In addition, smaller
plant are likely to be able to source all, or the majority, of their feedstock from local
sources which are likely to be less costly than the imported feedstocks necessary to
meet the demand of larger scale CHP installations. Any further consideration or
assessment of the large-scale installation tariff should take such considerations into
account and RAB would comment that it may be necessary to provide further variation
within the tariff technology categories in order to ensure appropriate support is offered to
a range of operating capacities.
• RAB believes that it would be more efficient to subsidise the producers of bio-liquids
rather than the users. Is this not analogous to biomethane injection to the gas grid?

Question: Q18
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• RAB strongly recommends that the RHI should provide additional support for renewable
heat delivered via district heating systems and that this should be given a high priority, to
kick-start activity in this area. It should not be limited just to “hard to treat” properties, as
networked solutions may be able to provide the most cost-effective means of delivering
renewable heat even where stand-alone applications are feasible1. Networked
renewable heat solutions should therefore be considered on the same footing as standalone
applications, as should their potential role in supporting manufacturing and other
energy intensive industry. A wide range of bioenergy heat sources should be eligible,
including new build biomass, waste to energy plants and advanced thermal treatment
facilities.
• The consultation document suggests a mechanism for calculating the district heating
uplift and calls for evidence to support the level at which it should be set. Although
individual organisations represented on RAB may be able to provide evidence on the
costs of networks, the Board itself is not in a position to provide such data.
• Nevertheless RAB believes that the RHI needs to send a strong signal to the
marketplace that it is encouraging the uptake of renewable heat through heat distribution
systems, in particular to ensure that local authorities give the opportunities thus afforded
proper consideration when updating their development plans in line with the revised
PPS1/22. We believe that, of the range of mechanisms that could be used to support
such networks, the Government should initially choose the simple approach of a fixed
level of support (10p/kWh) over a fixed lifetime (20 years). This would apply to units of
heat from an eligible renewable heat technology, delivered through a district heating
network either at a ready to use temperature or upgraded via a heat pump at the point of
load. We think that this figure is justified as providing a rate of return commensurate with
that proposed for stand-alone installations, on the basis of RAB members’ feasibility
studies and further views given to us by the Combined Heat and Power Association. We
would be happy to undertake a limited study in the coming months to review the available
evidence and, if necessary, propose an alternative initial tariff structure.
• The initial tariff period should be accompanied by research into the market opportunities
and options for longer term support, and a thorough review of the position undertaken
when the RHI is first reviewed in 2013. However RAB believes that if a strong signal is
not sent from the outset, much of the potential in this area could be lost.
• We believe that DECC needs to clarify the eligibility criteria for heat delivered through low
temperature heat distribution systems and upgraded to higher temperature using heat pumps at the point of use. This may well afford a very 
attractive option compared with
individual renewable heat installations.
• RAB notes that the financial and non-financial barriers that exist for district heating are
largely applicable to both renewable and fossil fuel fired district heating schemes and
therefore, in order to prove effective, a renewable district heating uplift must address
more than the disparity between the costs of renewable and fossil fuel networks.
• RAB agrees that the supply of heat to a single external user should be suitably
incentivised under the standard RHI tariff and should therefore not be eligible for an
additional uplift. We would comment however that the proposed criteria of a minimum 10
connections to a network appears to be an arbitrary figure and may preclude smaller
networks which could potentially supply a small number of industrial installations
amounting to a significant supply of renewable heat.
• Additionally, well designed large-scale plant do not generate high grade waste heat and
therefore the Renewable Heat Incentive should take into account that the provision of
high grade heat or steam suitable for most industrial applications or district heating
schemes is only at the expense of electricity production.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

283 Ineos Chlor Consultancy
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I have pleasure in enclosing Ineos Chlor’s response to the Consultation Document on the Renewable Heat Incentive, which was issued in February 
2010.

Ineos Chlor  is based in Runcorn, Cheshire.  The company  is a producer of commodity inorganic and organic chemicals.  We are, by far, the largest 
producer in the UK (and a leading European producer) of chlor-alkali products and chlorinated hydrocarbons.  The chlor-alkali process involves the 
electrolysis of brine, and our operations account for about 1% of the national electricity demand.  Electricity represents over 70% of the variable 
production cost in this process.  The downstream operations are also very energy intensive, with a significant demand for both natural gas and 
steam.  

Given this background,  we are concerned about the impact of the tax/levy that is likely to be imposed on fossil fuel usage to generate funds to pay 
for the RHI.  We were therefore  disappointed that the current consultation does not cover how the RHI would be funded.  We note the statement 
in the consultation document that there would something on RHI funding in Budget 2010, but in the event, the Budget was complete silent on the 
matter.  

It is unclear to us whether or not there will be another consultation specifically on funding, but in case there is no such plan, it is worth our while 
making a few key points now:

1.	Carbon Leakage

Energy intensive industries are currently being faced with a barrage of environmental costs – EU ETS, Climate Change Levy, the Renewables 
Obligation, and probably CCS and RHI Levies.  Work done by the CIA demonstrates that the cumulative impact of subsidies to support ambitious 
carbon emissions reduction targets could result in a 70% increase in industrial electricity prices and a 40% increase in industrial gas prices by 2020.  

The European Commission has recognised that the cost of  EU ETS Phase 3 alone will place large swathes of UK industry and all of the chemical 
industry at risk of carbon leakage, and it has been agreed that such industries should be eligible to receive most of their carbon allowances fee of 
charge.  However there is a real risk that the combined cost of all these  UK-specific levies will more than out-weigh the value of these free 
allowances, thus making carbon-leakage a reality again.  

We therefore urge Government to exempt from the RHI Levy all installations that are covered by the EU ETS if those installations are in industrial 
sectors that are have been recognized by the EU as being at risk of carbon leakage.

2.	Combined Heat and Power

The environmental benefits of CHP are well-recognised,  and Government has a long-standing target to secure 10 GW of CHP capacity by 2010.  
This target has been missed by some distance, and one of the reasons for this is that the current incentives for CHP are simply inadequate to 
compensate for low spark-spreads and the high capital costs of CHP plants.

The only real CHP incentives today are CCL exemption on the fuel used in CQ CHP plants and on the power generated by such plants.  We urge 
Government to ensure that CHP plants that qualify (partially or fully) for exemption from CCL should also qualify (partially or fully) for exemption 
from RHI Levy.   This measure will further incentivise CHP and will help Government meet any future targets with respect to this technology.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Our main concern is that there is no detail at all in the consultation document as to how the scheme will be funded.  Clearly, if there is to be a tax 
of fossil fuel supplies, this will have a big impact on major energy users.  The scheme is due to start on 1 April 2011 and we still have no way of 
assessing the magnitude of this impact.  The consultation document promised that there would be an announcement in Budget 2010 but none was 
actually delivered.   Fossil fuel energy consumers really do need  information on this now.

As stated in our covering letter, we believe that industrial energy consumers already shoulder more than their fair share of environmental taxation, 
and that the chemical industry in particular is already at significant risk of carbon leakage.  Consequently we urge:
(1)  that all the exemptions that currently apply to CCL also be applied to any RHI Levy, 
(2)  that fuel burn which already covered by the EU ETS in sectors that have been recognised at being at risk of carbon leakage be totally excluded 
from RHI Levy.

Question: Q01

284 Mineral Products Association Trade Association
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It is disappointing that that details on how the RHI will be funded are not clear. The consultation document states that the 2010 Budget would 
provide detail on how the RHI will be funded, however there was no evidence of this in the 2010 Budget. 
Our sectors have been significantly affected by the recession and further taxation on our members energy use is unwelcome and unhelpful unless 
the incentive system is redesigned to help our members fuel switch by installing new fuel processing and handling systems. At this time it is 
impossible to assess the financial impact on our members but assuming that they will have to contribute to funding the RHI, MPA strongly requests 
that Government also allow genuine renewable energy use to attract the incentive.

Question: Q01

The proposed eligibility criteria based on the installation of new equipment means that operators that have industrial equipment with a 20-30 year 
lifespan could be disadvantaged by the RHI. In many cases it will be uneconomic to replace the ‘combustion equipment’, however, there is a huge 
possibility to install new handling equipment to feed biomass, biomass fractions and waste derived biomass fuels. The RHI should be designed to 
include, in its eligibility criteria, fuel handling and processing systems over a certain scale (perhaps 10 tonnes/day) where the fuels from these 
technologies are used for direct heat (not just steam generation) and where this represents an increased capacity of renewable fuel handling.

Question: Q02

There is insufficient detail concerning the registration and approval process for commercial/industrial scale renewable heat use. Government 
should discuss with industry the best options for achieving greater renewable heat use in industry, especially because the RHI consultation 
document recognises that industry the the key sector to meeting the UK renewable goals.

Question: Q03

The RHI should be designed to include, in its eligibility criteria, fuel handling and processing systems over a certain scale (perhaps 10 tonnes/day) 
where the fuels from these technologies are used for direct heat (not just steam generation) and where this represents an increased capacity of 
renewable fuel handling. Whilst we recognise that the RHI will be back dated, for new installations to 15th July 2009, the Government should also 
consider incentivising the early action before this date for projects that replace fossil fuel energy. Not addressing early action will distort the 
biomass market whereby only new installations attract the incentive and where existing installations may not be in a position to compete in the 
biomass market as the price favours the new operators.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Bioliquids, should be eligible for the RHI where they a sustainably sourced. The consultation document recognises that the burning of biomass or 
waste biomass in urban areas could have a detrimental affect on local air quality. It should be recognised that there is a large body of evidence that 
suggests air emissions are improved by using waste derived fuels as part replacement for traditional fossil fuels in Waste Incineration Directive 
(WID) compliant installations. Consequently, the use of biomass waste or biomass waste fractions incentivised by the RHI should be restricted to 
those plants that are compliant with the emission limits in the Waste Incineration Directive.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Biomass boilers should have emission limits comparable with those in the waste incineration directive where the biomass source is a waste.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Energy efficiency for a building should be based on the energy efficiency performance over its whole life and consequently should take account of 
zero use energy management techniques such as thermal mass and passive cooling. RHI requirements for existing dwellings should require basic 
fabric energy efficiency standards to be satisfied i.e. adequate loft insulation, cavity wall or solid wall insulation, floor insulation (where practicable) 
and draft proofing, which should be assessed by pressuring testing. Reasonable U-values and air leakage rates could be specified as a requirement 
for RHI eligibility.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

MPA suggests that the scheme is designed so that housing developers wishing to take advantage of the RHI are required to build to the new fabric 
energy efficiency Standard for zero carbon homes published last autumn by the Zero Carbon Hub. This sets out backstop requirements for U-values 
and air leakage rates etc. The Standard is likely to form the basis of the 2016 revisions to Part L1 of the Building Regulations, and would therefore 
bridge the potential fabric performance gap for buildings constructed between now and 2016.
For buildings other than dwellings, a similar fabric energy efficiency standard could be established along similar guidelines and made a requirement 
of any developers pursuing the RHI scheme prior to 2013/16 changes to the Building Regulations.

Question: Q11
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The current tariff structure currently excludes incentives for ‘Renewable Energy Directive eligible’ energy. The size banding that is based on the 
kilowatt input and metered steam output excludes directly fired dryers, burners and kilns that do not measure a steam or electricity output.
The members of the MPA currently consume around 70 PJ of energy of which around 58 PJ is direct heat. Currently biomass and mixed biomass 
use represents around 5% of thermal energy. Consequently, there is a considerable opportunity to incentivise fuel switching in our sectors. Despite 
the benefits of the RHI for domestic and micro scale operators the majority of renewable heat will be utilised in the industrial sector. The current 
RHI structure misses a significant opportunity to incentivise renewable heat utilisation. The activities of our members are not covered by the 
incentives provided by the Renewable Obligation Certificates, if the RHI is not redesigned then both the ROC and RHI schemes will have failed to 
fully incentive renewable energy use. A failure to address this omission may have adverse consequences insofar as placing those operators at an 
advantage in the biomass and waste biomass markets to the disadvantage of our members, some of which have already made substantial 
investments into biomass fuel switching.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

The use of SAP, SBEM and EPCs provide the simplest and most practical options, although as a means of assessing fabric energy efficiency they are 
relatively simplistic. The problem is that SAP and SBEM were not designed to assess the performance of very low energy buildings and are poor at 
accounting for passive design measures, which are an increasingly important aspect of fabric energy efficiency.  For greater accuracy, we suggest 
that developers and building owners have the option of using alternative approved tools if they wish. This could include dynamic simulation tools 
such as that produced by Integrated Environmental Solutions (IES), which is widely used and gives a more accurate indication of building 
performance, particularly when the design is relatively sophisticated.

Question: Q13

 Incentivising medium-large scale biomass CHP could result in higher energy costs for industrial consumers unless the RHI is redesigned so that 
large scale biomass use can attract incentive payments where Renewable Obligation Certificates (ROCs) are not available.

Question: Q15

Industrial/commercial scale equipment may be operational beyond the lifetimes suggested in the consultation document. DECC should discuss 
with industrial sectors sector specific tariff levels and lifetimes. A simple approach for ‘deeming’ at the industrial scale maybe to use audited and 
verified fuel quantities with known biomass fuel content. This would mean that the scheme is simple to operate and the incentive payment is 
based on the verified data.

Question: Q18

MPA supports the proposal in part with regard to the comments that recognise that biomass cannot often be easily separated from other waste 
material. However, it should be recognised that knowledge and use of waste derived mixed biomass fuels is increasing and in some cases sector 
specific approaches maybe appropriate.  To harmonise the system with other climate change policies the RHI should align its mixed biomass energy 
and emission factors with those from the EU Emissions Trading Scheme that are updated annually for the UK.

Question: Q19

The fixed tariff provides certainty on investment

Question: Q22

 It is right not to include a degression level from the outset as it could undermine certainty of investment.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

There are a number of examples in the cement sector whereby the cement operator has made investments in uncertain renewable fuel market 
circumstances. These investments have committed a considerable amount of capital and if the RHI does not incentives these technologies then the 
RHI will promote the movement of renewable biomass energy from sectors such as cement into sectors in receipt of the RHI. The overall net 
renewable energy use will remain unchanged and additional contribution toward the renewable targets will not be achieved. This is why it is 
important that the RHI incentivises all biomass use that does not currently attract ROCs, otherwise biomass will just move between sectors. There 
is evidence of this taking place as a result of the ROCs and the RHI could compound the problem.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

285 Dimplex Renewables Manufacturer
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Yes

Comments:
We do not feel that eligibility from 15th July 2009 has been thought through with respect to allowing only MCS or equivalent installations to apply 
for the incentive.

The MCS scheme has had a very slow start to reach any critical mass.  There are low number of installers and heat pump manufacturers are still 
negotiating on product family definitions despite the Steering Group approving a definition in 2009.  

We believe the solution is to include Clear Skies installations and all scheme installations (e.g. those completed under CERT and LCBP for the 
smaller scale).  

If there does have to be MCS links then this must state MCS compliant (product and installer) by April 2011.  Our definition of equivalent eligibility 
if this is needed for product approval is to refer to the EHPA Quality scheme which is a heat pump product testing and performance scheme.  If a 
product has EHPA Quality approval then it should be eligible.

There is a need to include bivalent operation with heat pumps (see Q19).

It is important that the RHI is exempt from income tax payment which could lead to a 50% reduction of the incentive in real terms for those in the 
higher tax bracket.

Interaction with other policies
RHI introduction should be orchestrated to have the minimum short term effect on other policies currently in operation. LCBP is already a victim of 
government thinking that, once a new policy is announced, existing policies can be abandoned. Cert especially must continue to target low income 
high need groups without interruption. RHI will take time, like all policies, to become established.

Clarity is needed over whether LCBP2 installations will be eligible for RHI payments.

Question: Q01

Yes

Comments:
There are a number of issues that need to be resolved regarding finance and they are as follows:

1.	 3rd party finance/leasing

In order to encourage companies to put leasing arrangements in place, it will be necessary to amend primary legislation under the Capital 
Allowances Act.  Currently, enhanced capital allowances cannot be applied to equipment installed in dwellings and this would dis-incentivise 
provision of lease equipment.

There is also an element of risk associated with the provision of loans for equipment purchase.  This can be resolved through the assignment of RHI 
payments back to the provider of the finance.  This could in itself be covered by contract.  However, if the customer moves home, this contract 
would not hold weight as the original assignee no longer owns the equipment.  Consequently, a triangular contract is required through which 
OFGEM (or the administrator) underwrites that contract and itself contracts to pay the finance provider the incentive for the lifetime of the 
incentive period (or as defined in the original contract… perhaps a 5 year period to cover the cost of equipment and loan).

2.	New Build 

We support the provision of incentive to the new build market but not direct to house builders at any stage of the system lifetime unless the house 
builder is providing a management service such as an energy service to the customer.  The incentive for new build should become active only when 
the initial dwelling owner makes his/her application.  

The financial models will need to be able to cope with changes of use in commercial/ industrial buildings and change of ownership in domestic (and 
non-domestic) buildings during the timescale of the RHI.

FIT income has been ruled to be exempt from income tax. RHI requires the same status if it is to be taken seriously.

Question: Q02
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No

This process appears overly onerous and complex and seems to assume two site visits with different emphases.  In reality the process probably 
shouldn’t be so prescriptive in terms of number of visits and for what purpose those visits took place.  
We do not see a situation in which someone will visit a home and advise on a range of options.  This stage will probably need to be a web based 
assessment of what the most suitable technology can be.  This web site may also feature an online simple rdSAP type tool that can estimate the 
RHI value vs an estimated product cost (see comments on SAP below).  

In stage 2 the more formal SAP assessment is made alongside the system design and installation.

With regards SAP, we think a full SAP calculation will need to be undertaken, particularly to assess the RHI level for hybrid systems and the 
application must be backed by a plant size ratio assessment using a formal tool (for heat pumps this is being developed by the BRE funded by the 
BRE Trust but needs to expand remit to assess bivalent systems).  For bivalent/hybrid systems, we would encourage the requirement for a heat 
meter to accurately measure the proportion of renewable heat and ensure the fossil fuel appliance (if heat pump is running bivalently with an oil 
boiler for example) is not being used instead of the heat pump.  If a heat meter is not present then at least a full SAP will be required to predict the 
heat output for the renewable appliance.

In general, we are not convinced rdSAP is a sensible tool for deeming.  It will use the main SAP calculation method but apply assumed metrics for 
fabric elements (without accurate measurement).  If two houses of exactly the same form claimed an RHI for a heat pump and one had rdSAP vs. 
full SAP in the other, the deemed figures will be very different and subject to question to the administrator.  

The overall payment rules seem unclear in terms of whether the RHI is paid once the system is installed or at the end of the year.  We would 
advocate at the very beginning because of the capital costs/loan servicing implications from day one.  

We have some concerns over the process for continuing payments and requiring regular maintenance.  We believe the customer should annually 
re-subscribe to the RHI and self declare on maintenance and continued operation.  

We do not believe that Ofgem are structured to deal with the RHI registration and payment scheme requirements. The management of this should 
be put out to competitive tender to organisations that are set-up to manage such regimes and can be monitored for their performance.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

Yes

Comments:
Agree in principle with this but only if the installer scheme is amended to become less administratively burdensome and expensive and focused 
more on technology competence.  MCS for installers urgently needs to be linked to training and the costs of overall assessment and registration to 
fall below £300.  One big issue with MCS is that installers need to have completed an installation before they can be assessed, however if a 
customer can’t get RHI payments on an install (because the installer isn’t MCS approved) then it becomes a vicious circle.  This needs to be thought 
through carefully.

For products, we must agree the product family definition to reduce the cost burden and complexity of take up and require certification bodies to 
accept parent witness test reports with test house approved declarations for product children in line with established European quality standard 
schemes.  This is not happening now and needs to be made clear.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Yes

For larger installations (over 45kW) an appropriate installer and approved product scheme must be developed to deal with RHI.  

Products
The current use of the ETL product list for installations over 45kW for LCBP is not appropriate.  The MCS product scheme can easily be extended 
beyond 45kW, although there is a clear need within MCS generally for approval of products on a family basis.  This is especially relevant for larger 
products as there are limited UK facilities able to test these. 

For installers a more appropriate installer/specifier scheme needs to be put in place, whether this be competent persons or otherwise.  However 
there needs to be some register of approved installer in one respect or other.  At present there is nothing.  A new scheme (or at least a suitable 
extension to MCS) needs to be developed to accommodate this.  We believe industry stakeholders and the 3 main heat pump associations need to 
work together to develop this together with a matrix of suitable qualifications for the non-domestic sector.

In all instances there will be a requirement for accredited manufacturer training in line with basic skills qualifications.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Heat pumps tested and approved under the well established EHPA-Quality scheme must be eligible.

Question: Q06
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No

Comments:

Efficiency
Generally the approach is ok but we are disappointed that there is not specific extra reward for higher efficiency heat pumps.  Industry has recently 
invested heavily in a Government backed SAP Appendix Q project and it is possible to now identify higher performance products.  The RHI payment 
should be increased by a flat 1p/kWh for products that are higher than a benchmark Seasonal Performance efficiency when measured under SAP 
Appendix Q.

This approach will improve take up of higher efficiency products and drive innovation in the supply chain, a focus particularly in tune with the 
policy direction coming through from the Energy Using Products Directive.  We have a distinct concern that there is the opportunity for poorly 
performing air source heat pumps to be installed as replacement for perfectly operating gas boilers heating radiators.  If operating at high flow 
temperatures (likely if replacing conventional central heating) this will therefore lower CoP.  The net result would be higher CO2 emissions yet 
deemed RHI payments.  This would be against the intended spirit of the incentive.  As MCS approval only requires conformance with a 
performance standard for optimum conditions, MCS may not presently provide a suitable benchmark for quality and performance in the case of air 
source heat pumps.

The SAP Q approach will therefore encourage the take up of products with a higher renewable content.  However, it needs to be backed by a full 
SAP calculation with proof of the SAP Q product used.

Cooling
We do not envisage reverse cycle heat pump systems being applicable for domestic buildings.

In domestic applications the majority of heat pumps deployed will be ground or air source units working on underfloor or radiator distribution 
systems.  

In commercial buildings we assume that the renewable heat from reverse cycle heat pumps is eligible and will be part of the RHI as this type of 
heat pump equipment is an important requirement in commercial buildings which are to ensure a year round working environment.
However, we recognise that the Government does not want to be seen to be financing the active cooling aspect of such systems and therefore 
propose that a lower tariff is applied to reverse cycle systems as opposed to heating only systems. Furthermore the systems should be installed to 
satisfy the primary heating requirement of the building.

Reverse cycle equipment needs to be included in the tariff setting as it does provide renewable heat in place of fossil fuel heating. The 
consequence of not providing RHI relief on these systems is that commercial premises may fit a separate heating system along with a separate 
cooling system, of which the heating system will receive full RHI support because it is separate but the installation cost will have been double for 
providing the two systems and the control, if not correctly implemented, could enact simultaneous heating and cooling in the same space to the 
detriment of the objectives of the scheme.

Hot Water Provision
Heat pumps which provide hot water provision in domestic dwellings, larger residential complexes and many commercial projects provide a 
significant potential market which can be encouraged by RHI.  However, the tariff structure needs to be reviewed accordingly.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Yes

Comments:
Minimum requirements should be in line with ADL1 and 2 of the Building Regulations where economically and technically feasible. 

We feel that the objective as applied to domestic dwellings is absolutely correct, but the measures proposed may prove difficult in practice.  
Requiring preliminary installation work may be a disincentive to engage with the scheme, a deemed assumption of higher insulation may lead to 
undersizing and unhappy householders with cold houses.  Perhaps a solution for houseowners is to follow the proposed procedure for deeming but 
have a check list of measures required for each house.  Deemed payments would then be reduced to equate to total annual heat load with all 
energy efficiency measures implemented.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

ADL 2010, or introduce rapidly the target building heat losses in W/M2 being developed in Code for Sustainable Homes.

Question: Q11

22 June 2010 Page 425 of 1348



Yes
However, see comments below.

Comments:

Domestic
We agree that deeming is an appropriate method for dealing with mass installation and avoids issues of meter reading and exploitative useage of 
heat.

It is essential that heat pumps be permitted in bi-valent systems with existing boilers or other renewable if rapid take-up is to be insured.  The 
deeming process will both facilitate such installations and protect the RHI scheme for inappropriate claims, however it might also be appropriate to 
allow metering in such situations as previously mentioned.  Further discussion on this is required to clarify the issues involved.

Non-domestic
Neither of the above considerations are as important in the non-domestic environment and therefore it is possible to consider both approaches.  
Heat pumps that include their own integral heat meters should be accepted.

For hot water heating and space heating only installations it is feasible to use metering, though reverse cycle and heat recovery will be easier to 
deem.  However, if as suggested in the consultation, a deeming calculation is likely to be required anyway as an ‘audit’ check against excessive 
claims, deeming should be used as a standard approach.

We are in agreement with the opinion of the HPA that only 2 categories are required, up to 45kW and >45kW as the interim limit of 350kW makes 
little technical or logistic sense. In commercial/ industrial applications the building load, which will be deemed, is regularly met by multiple systems 
as opposed to a single system.

We are of the opinion that most installations should be deemed, only those difficult to deem, such as hot water generation or systems with built in 
heat meters, opting to use metering.  The proposal to meter especially large installations is appropriate though a revised definition may be 
required.

If the proposal stays with the 3 categories then air source heat pumps need to be added to the >350kW category.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

No

Comments:
See comments in Q1 above.
Full SAP is satisfactory for dwellings rdSAP would not be appropriate.  SBEM, in its current delivery, is not satisfactory for commercial/ industrial 
buildings,  however, the BRUKL report that is produced from SBEM provides a energy demand number for a building which could easily be 
outputted separately for RHI purposes.

In the case of deeming, we would expect use of full SAP calculations rather than rdSAP and EPCs due to reasons already stated earlier in this 
response.

The RES Directive calculation will ultimately provide the amount of renewable heat that is countable.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

A heat meter for solar thermal costs approximately £150 list and some heat pumps already have an integrated heat meter/SPF control. The 
advantage is that if someone is ‘wasting heat’ due to false installation and design the SPF is low. A well designed system generates a high SPF. A 
heat pump with a built-in SPF calculator should be accepted by RHI as mentioned earlier in this response.

Question: Q14
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No

Comments:
For domestic systems, we agree that the tariff proposed is largely appropriate, however as mentioned earlier, the tariff for higher efficiency 
products in the domestic sector needs to increase by 1p/kWh as an uplift for better performance and to drive product innovation.   

A similar approach will also need to be developed for systems that currently fall outside of scope of SAP Appendix Q (ie >16kW).  This will clearly 
improve renewable heat performance as well, making a positive contribution to overall UK renewable targets.  

The tariff for 45kW to 350kW air source heat pumps is too low.  Evidence suggests that the NERA CAPEX figure is too low and should be £987/kW 
rather than £610/kW based on the average figure from 6 manufacturers in the UK (source HPA).  This revision alone leads to a tariff of 4.6p/kWh to 
deliver the 12% return suggested by DECC.  

We would also dispute the OPEX figure used by DECC that assumes 0.5 days every 5 years for maintenance.  Taking into consideration the need for 
an annual cleaning procedure at 3-4 hours each and an F Gas for leaks twice per annum, the maintenance schedule is closer to 2 days per year .  
Evidence suggests the cost of this annual maintenance is £900 per annum for a 200kW system (source HPA).  If you divide £900/year by 250kW 
system the OPEX figure is around £3.60/kW/year.  Assessments indicate a 0.2p impact on the tariff which  means the overall tariff level for 45kW to 
350kW  should be 4.8p/kWh 

In our experience (mainly installations from LCBP Phase 2) we believe the tariff for larger Ground Source systems (45kW and above) is very 
conservative.  The overall CAPEX of a ground source system is higher than the NERA figure, and is closer to £1,500 – £2,000 kW.  We also believe 
that for consistency, the assumed annual operating/maintenance costs should match the air source heat pump figure of £900 (rather than £300 in 
the DECC proposal).  Calculating the tariff on an assumed CoP level of 4 (which we think is very achievable with a ground source heat pump) and 
building in revised CAPEX and OPEX figures as above, will result in a tariff of 3.2p/kWh for large (>350kW systems)  Figures for medium sized 
systems need to be looked at in a similar light, again a capital cost of £1500-£2000/kW would apply, maintenance figures would be similar.  

We have some concerns over the lifetime periods, implied warranty and the result of early product failure within ROI calculations.  

The RHI lasts for 18 years for air source heat pumps and 23 years for ground source.  This may raise expectation on how long the system should last 
and if it doesn’t then the customer may see this is a guaranty not delivered upon.  The big question is if the technology breaks down before the end 
of 18 or 23 years.  If the technology is replaced, would the customer be expected to start the RHI process again on a new prevailing rate based on 
degression for the prevailing period set (which may still be 18 and 23 years) or would the original agreement just continue?  Obviously there are 
impacts here based on capital cost and return on investment but it must be clear that there is no implied guaranty of system performance for the 
whole period (it is assumed).  We therefore recommend the following:
1.	 RHI conditions must make it clear that there is no implied guaranty on product installation for the incentive term
2.	If a product fails and is replaced, the customer has the choice to continue at the original tariff or begin a new one under the prevailing terms 
following interim degression

We agree with the HPA proposal of two size categories for heat pumps and not three: up to 45kW; and everything over 45kW. The size of 
installation should also be expressed in building load and not equipment size and many commercial and industrial building loads are treated by 
multiple systems.

In question 7 we proposed a reduced tariff for the renewable heat produced by reverse cycle heat pumps so as not to be seen to encourage public 
fund support of cooling. We agree with HPA estimates that a single reverse cycle system providing the same output as two separate heating and 
cooling systems in a building would be about 60% of the cost.
Therefore the cooling portion of the investment would be 40% of the cost.
The tariff for reverse cycle should thus be 60% of the range we have indicated above and we would propose a tariff of circa 3p.

In summary, we feel that the proposed levels and rate of return should, in the current interest environment, act as an incentive in the promotion of 
the domestic market.

In the non-domestic market, we feel the rates for ground and air source heat pumps need to be reconsidered in relation to more accurate capital 
costs and on the basis of a 12% RoI on these.  It is clear that, in gross energy terms, the non-domestic sector can contribute more short term 
savings than the domestic sector and it is therefore very important to correctly weight the RHI rate of return for that sector.

Question: Q18

No

Comments:
Heat pumps have been omitted from the bivalency scenario. 
There is likely to be a mix of heat pumps and other heating systems within a large number of buildings and how this is dealt with needs to be 
addressed.
The correct control regimes are crucial and the SAP Appendix Q rationale on control could be considered for this.

Question: Q19
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Yes

Comments:
On an equity basis this must also incorporate heat pump communal systems either for installations in say blocks of flats, or mini-district heating 
schemes where multiple properties are provided heat by a central plant of heat pumps.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes

Comments:
It is unclear what mechanisms will be required to undertake this.

Question: Q21

Yes

Comments:
Yes, the RHI tariff should be fixed and index linked

Question: Q22

Yes 

Comments:
This will provide the necessary flexibility to react to the level of uptake of RHI.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

No

Comments:
There isn’t really an approach outlined.  We believe the best way to bring forward new technology is by simple demonstration (say a field trial) 
backed by a product tested to a recognised standard.  The SAP Q approach is not suitable for new technologies/innovations as this as it is too long 
and too expensive

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

The market will be the driver on the cost/ price of any technology.
It needs to be made clear that procedures need to be put in place (eg MCS) to prevent these technologies becoming commodities and the 
associated problems with this.

Question: Q25

No
Comments:
See answer to Q1 reference installations completed under Clearskies.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Yes

Comments:
Unoccupied buildings.
High calculated heat loads.
Heavily discounted products.
Commodity ‘dumping’.

Question: Q29

286 UK Petroleum Industry Association Trade Association
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this consultation. UKPIA is the trade association representing the oil refining and marketing industry 
in the UK, and our members own and operate all the major crude oil refineries and supply some 90% of the inland market in oil products, about a 
third of UK primary energy demand.

We have very major and fundamental concerns about the structure of this proposal. We note the statement in the Budget 2010 Economic and 
Fiscal Strategy Report and Financial Statement and Budget Report (para 7.25) that the Government continues to review the basis for the longer 
term funding of the renewable heat incentive. Clearly this is a crucial part of this policy, but it is essential for the security of energy supply of oil 
products to the UK market that UK refineries’ own fuel consumption is exempted from any levy on fossil fuels. In this regard, we note that refinery 
own use of energy products (defined under Article 2) is specifically excluded from taxation under Council Directive 2003/96/EC (the “EU Energy Tax 
Directive”) under Article 21 (para 3), which states:
“The consumption of energy products within the cartilage of an establishment producing energy products shall not be considered as a chargeable 
event giving rise to taxation, if the consumption consist of energy products produced within the curtilage of the establishment. Member States may 
also consider the consumption of electricity and other energy products not produced within the curtilage of such an establishment and the 
consumption of energy products and electricity within the curtilage of an establishment producing fuels to be used for generation of electricity as 
not giving rise to a chargeable event. Where the consumption is for purposes not related to the production of energy products and in particular for 
the propulsion of vehicles, this shall be considered a chargeable event, giving rise to taxation.”

Any considerations to remove this own-use exemption would significantly increase the production costs of refining and disadvantage the UK 
refining industry against supply from European refineries and elsewhere, further challenging UK refinery competitiveness. The risk of further UK 
refinery closures would become a very real possibility, leading to import substitution on a far larger scale than EU product markets can supply, 
along with wider impacts, for example, job losses and risks to short term supply resilience.

The structure of this proposal involves large-scale and long-term subsidies to cover both investment cost and ongoing operating costs for 
renewable technologies. The impact assessment shows this approach to be very cost-ineffective. It is also highly exposed to unintended 
consequences and risk of fraud on a widespread and unmanageable scale. It would be an expensive and wasteful use of society’s resources, and is 
unlikely to achieve its intended objectives.

We would therefore urge a more objective impact assessment on this policy to consider both the benefits in terms of the proposed financial 
support scheme and its cost-effectiveness against other policy options, as well as the impact on existing energy supplies and implications for supply 
resilience and sustainability.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Yes, the issue of how the subsidies will be funded is fundamental to the consideration of whether this proposal is operable. Neither this 
consultation nor Budget 2010 has provided clarity on this crucial issue.
A major weakness is that the proposal is extraordinarily complex, expensive and prescriptive. It is highly reliant on several very uncertain 
assumptions, and hence it is very exposed to perverse consequences. This has all the dangers associated with Government trying to “pick winners”. 
The reductions in emissions of CO2 are achieved at the very high costs of £57/t traded CO2, and £75/t non-traded CO2 (para 54 of the Impact 
Assessment) – i.e. at far higher costs to society than other policy options such as EU ETS for the traded sector and a comparable carbon tax for the 
non-traded sector. No estimates have been made of the numerous likely scams or the likely level of fraud.
The long-term commitment to open-ended subsidies of both installation costs and operating costs is both unnecessarily expensive and wide open 
to abuse. A far more cost-effective and flexible policy would be to combine a carbon tax on non-EU ETS use of fuel, together with specific subsidies 
to cover one-off installation costs only, which can be readily adjusted as experience is gained. This approach would be far less open to abuse, fraud 
and unintended consequences. However, an additional carbon tax (or for example adaptation of the Climate Change Levy (CCL) will add to the ever 
increasing number of overlapping climate change initiatives. We would much prefer simplification of the various schemes, rather than any further 
increase in the number or complexity of initiatives.
The RHI scheme also provides no incentives for the rapid development of biomass or biogas supply chains, nor does the impact assessment 
consider the cost impact for this development, which until demand becomes well-established, represents a high risk investment.
Comments:
We note the annual cost of subsidies in 2020 is now estimated in para 78 of the Impact Assessment at £2.4bn pa, rather than the £4.1bn pa 
estimated in the Impact Assessment of July 2009. However, £2.4bn pa is still a huge sum. If fuels used by UK oil refineries are to be brought within 
the scope of a levy on fossil fuels aimed at raising such sums (notwithstanding their exemption from taxation Council Directive 2003/96/EC (the “EU
 Energy Tax Directive”) under Article 21 (para 3)), this would disadvantage the UK refining industry against supply from European refineries and 
elsewhere, further challenging UK refinery competitiveness. The risk of further UK refinery closures would become a very real possibility, leading to 
import substitution on a far larger scale than EU product markets can supply, along with wider impacts, for example, job losses and risks to short 
term supply resilience, carbon leakage and significant impact on UK energy supply security. It is essential to the continued security of oil product 
supplies to the UK that funding proposals should exempt fuels used in UK refineries from any levy.

Question: Q01

The policy involves detailed and highly uncertain assumptions of the profitability of each project, and the approach is very exposed to both 
unintended consequences and to fraud.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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Concerns have been widely expressed regarding the future availability of bioliquids from sustainable sources to meet growing demand driven by 
the Renewable Energy Directive target of 10% by energy content in transport fuels by 2020. CONCAWE1 has estimated demand for bio-diesel 
components as 21M tons/year by 2020 solely to meet forecast demand and the requirements laid out for transport fuels under the RED2; this 
would require a significant increase in EU vegetable oil production and/or imports of around 16M tons/year. During the same period, 
hydrogenated vegetable oils (HVO), which are derived from the same vegetable oils as FAME, are likely to receive approval for use in jet fuel 
creating significant additional demand. (N.B. the approval of 50% HVO derived jet fuel blends is anticipated by end 2010.) Given the aspiration that 
growth in aviation travel should be carbon neutral, aviation is likely to compete strongly for the available sustainable vegetable oil supply. To 
further stimulate demand for bioliquids via the proposed RHI scheme may prove ineffective due to limited availability and/or high cost of 
FAME/HVO derived from vegetable oil meeting required sustainability standards.
Only FAME, HVO and biomass-to-liquid (BTL) kerosene are likely to be considered for use in heating oils on technical and cost grounds. The BS2869 
specification is currently being revised to permit use of up to 7% FAME in gas oil (Classes A2 and D; the level is currently 5%), but use of FAME in 
domestic heating oil (Classes C1 and C2) is not currently permitted on technical/safety grounds. However, use of HVO, or BTL products (kerosene 
and gas oil) is permitted at any concentration in both product types. (Gas oil is used for heating in larger commercial installations and for other non-
heat purposes.)
There is currently no national specification for high FAME content heating oils used in converted domestic heating oil boilers; such products should 
not be made eligible for RHI support without development of an appropriate national specification to ensure high standards of safety and 
efficiency.
We also need a clear process to ensure that any biofuel in heating oils will not be double counted against RTFO/RED targets. This will not be easy 
since suppliers obligated under the RED very often do not have control of the ‘final use’ of the product after delivery (gas oil in particular is used for 
a variety of non-heat purposes). The fuels are also often commingled after crossing the duty point (the duty point being the point of obligation 
under the RTFO/RED) and therefore it will be difficult to determine the actual proportion of biofuel in each delivery into final consumption. 
(However UKPIA would be pleased to work with DECC to establish a practicable and workable process should this be required.)
If, notwithstanding the above comments, bioliquids are to be included under the RHI, products containing FAME and/or HVO or BTL products 
should be eligible for RHI support. The biofuel carbon & sustainability criteria should be consistent with the RED standards and future ILUC (indirect 
land use change) impacts be taken into account.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Significant effort has been expended in recent years to improve air quality through tightening of fuel specifications and the introduction of strict 
emission controls on combustion plant, often requiring significant investment by refiners or plant operators. It is somewhat inconsistent with the 
principles of the current emission control and regulation systems to propose any less challenging emissions standards for any biomass boilers than 
would be faced by conventional fossil fuelled installations. Particular attention should be paid to particulates and other substances not normally 
found at high levels in emissions from fossil fuelled installations.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Minimum efficiency standards should be enforced both to ensure cost-effective use of any subsidies, but also to promote energy efficiency as a 
policy as laid out in The UK Low Carbon Transition Plan.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

We have no suggestions, but believe external verification should be ensured where subsidies are to be used to avoid fraud.

Question: Q11

No. The proposed approach appears extraordinarily complex, expensive and prescriptive. It is highly reliant on several very uncertain assumptions, 
and hence it is very exposed to perverse consequences. The long-term commitment to open-ended subsidies of both installation costs and 
operating costs is both unnecessarily expensive and wide open to abuse. The example on page 40 of the Consultation document shows a 3 bed 
semi claiming £1400 pa for 15 years – tat this level the tariff structure seems bound to attract wide-scale fraud and dubious claims.
A far more cost-effective and flexible policy would be to combine a carbon tax on non-EU ETS use of fuel (see also response to Q1), together with 
specific subsidies to cover one-off installation costs only, which can be readily adjusted as experience is gained. This approach would be far less 
open to abuse, fraud and unintended consequences.

Question: Q18

No. Please see response to Q8.

Question: Q19

The eligibility of district heating networks under the RHI scheme should be determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on cost-effectiveness 
only (i.e. no uplift should be available).

DisagreeQuestion: Q20

No. Please see response to Q20.

Question: Q21

In view of our response to earlier questions, we support the proposed approach to reviews, in particular due to the perceived high risk of fraud.

AgreeQuestion: Q26
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Yes: there should be regular audits presented to Parliament of the level of abuse, fraud, and unintended consequences. A negative report should 
trigger a full and fundamental review of this policy.

Question: Q27

Yes. This proposal is structurally exposed to fraud because of the commitment to long-term large payments. It needs to be completely re-
structured and fully integrated with current taxation policy in a way which can be enforced by existing tax authorities.

Question: Q29

287 Western Isles Council Local Government / A

The scope of the consultation document seems to be comprehensive.  There are exclusions to the scheme which the Comhairle would like to take 
issue with but these are dealt with in the document.  The one key area missing from the document is the RHI in relation to district heat schemes 
which are a spin-off from commercial renewable energy schemes, on and off shore.  With limited Grid connectivity for the export of the copious 
amounts of renewable energy in and around these islands, one option being investigated is the local storage of electricity or its use in rural district 
heat schemes.  The Comhairle seeks clarification on how a householder might stand, in terms of access to RHI, if he / she decides to take advantage 
of a district heat scheme sourced from a commercial renewable energy development.

Question: Q01

The cost of renewable installations is currently high but will fall significantly over time.  This variability in product price could act as a disincentive 
for lifetime financing schemes.  Uncertainty over the value of the product at the end of the financing period will be a significant constraint.  In most 
cases, householders seeking to instal renewable heat solutions will not have the available capital to fully fund installation at today’s prices.  Rather 
than delivering RHI support to the householder over a number of years, DECC should reconsider how this support could be ‘capitalised’ to help 
householders fund initial installation.  In the Comhairle’s experience, the current high cost of renewable installations is driving householders to 
choose cheaper, carbon intensive heating alternatives.  Without Government intervention at the point of installation, this situation is likely to 
continue and householders are unlikely to be attracted to complex and uncertain aftermarket finance deals.  Having said that, the Comhairle would 
like to participate in a properly resourced financing scheme for local installations but, in the current public sector climate, this would require 100% 
external investment.
The crofting system of land use in the Western Isles means that a very low proportion of householders are in Local Authority / Housing Agency 
provided housing.  Most are in self-build ‘crofthouses’, built with Government subsidy.  And a high proportion of these crofting householders are in 
fuel poverty.  A bespoke, private financing scheme should be provided for these crofthouses.

Question: Q02

The stated approach seems appropriate.  Ongoing recorded maintenance of the plant over a ‘warranty’ period to ensure continued access to RHI 
payments is a wise precaution.  The Comhairle urges caution is respect of DECC requiring payment to be made to the ‘owner’.  In the case of the 
crofthouse, the householder is a tenant, albeit with security of tenure, but the Department of Agriculture is the superior and is regarded as the 
legal ‘owner’ of the house and any improvements.  This legal quirk could present problems in the assignation of RHI payments.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

While competent installation, and some sort of installer qualification, is essential, the Comhairle has experience of this approach being pursued too 
vigorously to the significant detriment of the local economy.  A case in point is the current Home Energy Efficiency Scheme where an ‘accredited 
installer’ has been imported from the Scottish mainland to carry out weeks of work on local homes.  Because of the accreditation criteria, a 
perfectly competent local installer has missed out on a significant amount of local work.  The mobility of installers on the UK mainland allows for 
equalisation of this effect but the island market is closed and, if a local contractor is going to be denied access to the one-off upgrade of a large 
amount of local homes, these schemes can prejudice the sustainability of local businesses.  And with an imported installer, the very significant 
economic benefit of these schemes is lost to the island economy – wages etc return to the mainland.  By all means, the installer should be required 
to meet a basic level of competence but the Comhairle asks that DECC work with it to support island based installers achieve the necessary 
accreditation for the RHI scheme to retain the benefits of Government investment in the local economy.  The limited renewable installation work 
opportunities available within the closed island market can deter local installers from seeking accreditation just for one, time limited scheme but 
DECC should view the development of local installers as a key component of the RHI scheme, particularly in the island context.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

The Comhairle has no problem with this provided DECC assist local installers to achieve MCS status through training grants or similar.  The 
Comhairle would like to explore this idea further with DECC before the RHI is introduced.

Question: Q05

The Comhairle has no specialist knowledge in this area and suggests that DECC consult the Council for Registered Gas Installers or similar for a view.

Question: Q06
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The Comhairle is concerned that solid fuel stoves are excluded from the RHI scheme.  Historically, peat has been the primary renewable heating 
fuel used in the islands.  The labour intensity of cutting and preparing peat as a fuel led many people to switch to Kerosene as a heat source during 
the cheap oil era.  The island resource of peat is limitless and we are now seeing a return to peat as a heating fuel now that oil prices are rising.  
Peat is not a commercially imported fuel like coal or, to a lesser extent, wood and it is an eminently renewable resource so it should not be 
excluded from the scheme.  The Comhairle recommends that local RHI regulations allow the use of a peat stove where it is the primary source of 
heat in the home.  In such cases, the cost of a solid fuel appliance could be reimbursed through RHI with a modest return on its continued use 
although the Comhairle recognises the challenges of monitoring and enforcing usage.
The Comhairle is extremely concerned that conversion of existing appliances from fossil fuel to renewable fuel, other than bioliquids, is excluded 
from the scheme.  Virtually the whole island area is off (gas) grid and the majority of houses are heated by Kerosene or, in a few cases, tankered 
LPG.  These homes already have an entire heating infrastructure in place with an increasing number of homes now using complex underfloor 
heating systems.  There must be the option for RHI supported conversion from an oil or LPG boiler to ground source, air source or wind turbine 
systems while retaining the installed infrastructure.  Otherwise, there is no incentive for a large number of island homes to switch from fossil fuels 
to renewables, defeating the object of the RHI.  The Comhairle agrees that refurbishment or repair of existing systems should be excluded but new 
equipment and increases in capacity should be supported.
The Comhairle wonders why heat produced from energy generated by a small scale wind turbine has been excluded from the RHI scheme.  Such 
microgeneration is an eminently renewable source of energy with technology still in the development stage.  The Comhairle has supported several 
community facilities to instal this technology, sometimes as a stand alone means of generating (electrical) heat but more commonly as a source of 
electricity to operate a ground source or air source heating system.  Wind turbine technology should either be included as an RHI technology in its 
own right or as a recognised enabling technology for ground source or air source systems so that purchase and installation of the wind turbine(s) is 
supported through RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

The Comhairle supports the use of bioliquids as a direct replacement for Kerosene in existing boilers where suitable.  Although only 8% of UK 
homes are heated by oil based systems, the proportion in the Western Isles is probably nearer 50% because virtually the entire island area is off 
(gas) grid.  These householders should have the maximum number of options open to them, one of which is bioliquid conversion.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

The Comhairle supports these emission standards providing they do not rule out commercially available boilers.  The Comhairle cannot support 
emission standards which require the installation of specialist boilers at a significant cost premium over commercially available units.

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Deeming seems to be an appropriate means of encouraging energy efficiency, particularly by the use of SAP ratings rather than the requirement for 
invasive insulation works.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Tying deemed RHI payments to the EPC of a new building will ensure a rolling level of energy efficiency which builders will have to achieve in order 
to deliver RHI benefits for their client.

Question: Q11

Yes.  Heat metering is a relatively new science and the balance between the innovative use of metering and a more mainstream deeming approach 
in the consultation document seems appropriate.  As heat meter technology develops, these should be used more and more in RHI supported 
installations.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

The Comhairle supports this approach for the implementation of deeming.  Again, the Comhairle would like to see associated DECC support for 
local companies wishing to enter the SAP / EPC assessment market.  Local RHI regulations should support the use of local agents to assess SAP and 
EPC data with support for training where required.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

The early development status of heat meters will mean that they will be expensive, difficult to obtain and probably less reliable than desired.  The 
cost of these meters to the consumer should be built into the RHI scheme.  It would be appropriate for RHI supported installations to be closed 
units with no provision for heat dumping.  Some thought requires to be given to the suitability of a heat output meter, integral to the installation 
plant, as opposed to an atmospheric heat meter which picks up heat in living spaces.  Comparison with SAP and EPC ratings would identify cases 
where deliberate overgeneration is taking place and this could be penalised through the RHI fiscal system.

Question: Q14

The Comhairle has no specific expertise in this area and is content to support DECC’s commissioned analysis.

Question: Q15
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As the operator of an Anaerobic Digester CHP Gas Engine which has the capability to run a district heating scheme in a local Enterprise Park, the 
Comhairle is interested in these incentive levels.  As a pre-2009 installation, this Gas Engine is unlikely to benefit from the Feed in Tariff system so 
the Comhairle is looking to RHI for incentivised heat production.  Again, the exclusion of pre-2009 installations will severely impact on the 
Comhairle’s efforts to green its supply of heat.

Question: Q16

Air source systems are a relatively new deployment in the Western Isles and the Comhairle has no data or evidence on their cost or on the cost of 
solar thermal.  One issue that has quickly come to the fore in terms of local Air Source installations is the limited warranty available on parts (one 
year in some cases) and with Air Source at such an early technological stage, this is proving a major disincentive for householders considering 
renewable heating solutions.  RHI, in respect of Air Source, should include a meaningful warranty period to protect consumers and the government 
investment.

Question: Q17

The Comhairle is principally involved in the installation of ground source, air source, solar thermal and wind microgeneration schemes and the 
tariff lifetimes of roughly 20 years in respect of these technologies represent reasonable security for the householder.  Some tariffs, particularly 
Biogas, seem to fall below the FiT tariff for similar technologies but, without further analysis, the Comhairle is unable to comment on the suitability 
of these tariffs.

Question: Q18

The Comhairle is principally involved in the installation of ground source, air source, solar thermal and wind microgeneration schemes and the 
tariff lifetimes of roughly 20 years in respect of these technologies represent reasonable security for the householder.  Some tariffs, particularly 
Biogas, seem to fall below the FiT tariff for similar technologies but, without further analysis, the Comhairle is unable to comment on the suitability 
of these tariffs.

Question: Q19

Yes, an uplift must be provided to reflect the central costs of a district heating scheme and an eligibility threshold of 10 customers seems 
appropriate.  However, the driver for district heating schemes should be a greening of the nation’s energy network and not a determination to 
reach ‘hard-to-treat’ properties.  The Comhairle supports all district heating schemes on the basis that they reduce the islands’ carbon footprint, 
regardless of the circumstances of the beneficiaries.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

As stated at Q20 above, the uplift should be available to all eligible district heating networks, regardless of the circumstances of constituent 
properties.  District heating schemes should be supported for the carbon benefits they bring and should not be assessed on the basis of ‘hard-to-
treat’ properties.  10 external users should be the minimum eligibility requirement for this universal uplift.

Question: Q21

The Comhairle’s experience is that some ground source heat installations are using more in electricity to pump the heated water than they are 
saving in energy costs.  This is compounded with borehole schemes where the pump must be kept running year round to avoid problems with air in 
the system.  In these cases, the consumer is paying for summer electricity where there was previously no summer electricity requirement with a 
fossil fuel system.  The wildly fluctuating cost of this enabling electricity makes the future of these renewable schemes fiscally uncertain.  Although 
difficult to develop, DECC should give some thought to a variable tariff for RHI support.  Huge changes to, and advances in, renewable technologies 
over the 20 year lifetime of RHI tariffs makes it dangerous to become locked in to a particular tariff over that period.  We have no idea what the 
energy and domestic heat landscape might look like in 2031.

Question: Q22

Over time, the introduction of degression may be appropriate but must be directly linked to the falling cost of technologies and not applied at a 
blanket rate of 3% across all technologies.  As technological development accelerates, production costs will fall but this is unlikely to be a gradual 
and constant reduction in cost.  Deferred implementation of degression to support early installation is supported by the Comhairle.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

New tariffs should be introduced for emerging technologies through regular reviews.  The RHI must provide a sustained incentive to all renewable 
technologies and DECC must avoid becoming locked into certain technologies at the expense of other, currently unknown, technologies which may 
have even greater potential.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

RHI support should be enhanced for combined water and space heat solar installations.  This will encourage the market to develop the commercial 
production of combined systems, thereby making significant savings.  Reducing the RHI tariff to stimulate the market is dangerous if the 
technological know-how to respond to this trigger is not present.  DECC has to work with industry to identify realistic triggers for production 
expansion.

Question: Q25
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The rate of technological development in the renewables sector will accelerate significantly from 2015 in response to declining security of supply 
for the UK energy industry.  The government will aggressively push renewable production and smart grids at all levels from big industry to the 
individual household.  Review at (at least) three year intervals beyond 2015 will be essential with the provision for ‘emergency’ review in light of 
some major technological advance, cost development or shift in take up.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

The introduction of a wholly new technology should trigger an ‘emergency’ review.  Also, a significant rise (or fall) in the wider cost of electricity 
should lead to review as it will impact on the value for money of the RHI intervention.  Finally, an explosion in take up or, similarly, a collapse in 
take up should trigger a review as, in these cases, the rate of tariff intervention is clearly wrong.

Question: Q27

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar does not support this approach.  Out of this entire consultation, this is the area which most concerns Comhairle nan 
Eilean Siar and strong feelings have been expressed at political level over what is perceived as the inequality introduced by this provision.  The 
Comhairle was an ‘early adopter’ of renewable heat schemes in major community buildings.  In 2004, the Comhairle introduced a capital grant 
scheme for these installations and has expended hundreds of thousands of pounds in supporting these projects.  The community facilities in 
question have no other source of income and excluding them from a sustainable stream of revenue over 20 years is unfair.  Scheme eligibility 
should be linked to the technology, not to some arbitrary date in 2009 which cannot be defended.  Any facility which installed RHI eligible 
technology should be supported, regardless of the date of installation.  In the Western Isles, this will mean backdating the scheme by a few years 
for a handful of customers but the Western Isles was well ahead of the field in these installations and this does not represent the picture 
nationally.  The Comhairle is unable to support the RHI scheme unless this notional restriction on eligibility is removed.  And the scheme should be 
amended to cover heat produced through electricity sourced from a small scale wind turbine as some of these community facilities use this 
eminently renewable system.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Metering to avoid heat dumping could be an area open to abuse and consideration should be given to tightening up this area.  In other areas, it is 
more likely the customer who will suffer form uncertainties, for instance in relation to fixed tariffs and inappropriate degression.  At all costs, 
emergent technologies should not be constrained by existing benefit systems.

Question: Q29

The Comhairle has limited experience of these district heating systems and is unable to advise on these technical questions.  Having said that, a 
menu of district heating uplifts should be available.  In the urban setting, these schemes will benefit tenement blocks but, in the islands, the key 
beneficiary will be low density housing estates or even private, self-build cooperatives.  Each will be best supported through a case specific tariff.

Question: Q30

288 Fife Energy Ltd Supplier

Fife Energy Ltd. is writing on its own behalf and on behalf of its affiliates Fife Electric Limited and Fife Gasification Limited (collectively Fife Energy) 
in response to the above Consultation.

We welcome the introduction of the RHI as a necessary and important step forward in the overall approach to energy in the UK, and as a 
mechanism to drive forward the advance of renewable heat production and utilisation in the UK, providing support for renewable heat that 
complements the Renewable Obligation Order currently providing incentives for renewable electricity.

We would highlight the need to recognise and accommodate both synthesis gas (as a fuel gas) and Bio-SNG / Biomethane (for injection into the gas 
grid), both of which may be derived from the gasification of solid (and possibly liquid) renewable feedstocks.  In addition, the relative RHIs for each 
should reflect the additional processing and capital costs for the conversion of synthesis gas into Bio-SNG / Biomethane.  Finally, a RHI is required 
for both synthesis gas and Bio-SNG / Biomethane injection for each of the three installation sizes : small, medium and large, making six gasification-
related RHIs in total.

Our response to the above consultation comprises this letter together with the detailed answers to questions 15, 16, 18, 19, 23, and 24 that follow, 
formatted according to the DECC template.

In the meantime, we are happy to discuss the situation further, once you have had the opportunity to review the enclosed information, should this 
be considered beneficial.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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Our main interest is the conversion of solid renewable materials, via gasification (designated an Advanced Conversion Technology - ACT), into 
synthesis gas in the first instance and, by further processing, into substitute natural gas (SNG) for injection into the gas grid as a means of 
transporting renewable heat to users.  This corresponds to the Biomethane injection case at the foot of page 47 of the consultation document, for 
which the proposed tariff is 4 p/kWh, corresponding to £1.17 / Therm of gas.

Gasification of renewable feedstock, having been designated an Advanced Conversion Technology (ACT), is eligible for double ROCs in the context 
of power generation from renewable sources, as this additional support was considered both necessary and appropriate.

Hence, while the RHI appears to reward efficiency in terms of energy, which seems reasonable and appropriate, within the Biomethane injection 
category (page 47 of consultation document), there is no breakdown into technologies, i.e. no technology-based sub-banding of the RHI incentives 
has been proposed.  Hence, some technologies may not receive sufficient level of incentive to turn these technologies into viable projects.

Fife Energy therefore suggests that, in order not to disadvantage (albeit inadvertently) renewable gasification technologies, which have the 
potential to lead the field for large-scale Bio-SNG / Biomethane production plants for injection into the gas grid, an equivalent approach (to ROCs 
banding for power generation) of RHI banding for different technologies would be essential.

The proposed incentive for Bio-Gas combustion is 5.5 p/kWh (as per pages 46 and 47 of the DECC Consultation document), compared with the 4 
p/kWh for Biomethane / Bio-SNG (page 47).  This appears be the opposite of what one might expect for the production of Bio-Gas (synthesis gas) 
from the gasification of biomass vs. the production of Biomethane (Bio-SNG) from the gasification of biomass.  The latter requires substantially 
more processing, and hence significantly greater capital cost and annual costs, resulting in transportable renewable heat in terms of the heat 
(enthalpy) of combustion of Biomethane / SNG, which has the flexibility to be transported via the natural gas grid to locations where the gas can be 
converted into heat.

Hence, incentives significantly greater than 5.5 p/kWh would be appropriate, together with a mechanism to scale these up for ACT-based projects, 
such as Biomethane / Bio-SNG via gasification of biomass, in a similar manner to the technology banding of ROCs for power generation.  The latter 
aspect could be accommodated by having multiple RHI incentives, corresponding to different Biomethane injection sub-categories for a range of 
technologies (similar to multiple ROCs for power generation).

Setting an appropriate level for the RHI is not an easy task, particularly as there are so many unknowns and / or variables that need to be taken into 
account, even with the more well-established biomass technologies, making the situation for other more novel and innovative technologies even 
more difficult.  Hence, determining the technical and economic viability of renewable heat projects is subject to a significant degree of uncertainty.

The cost of biomass is a major issue.  Not only must the cost be competitive, but for imported biomass, e.g. wood from abroad (Canada for 
example) the road transport, handling, shipping, and associated costs need to be taken into account.  According to the E4tech report (1) 
commissioned by DECC, these costs per tonne of biomass delivered to a biomass-to-heat facility in the UK are substantial, and indeed may be 
regarded as prohibitive, especially in the absence of substantial RHIs.

It might be appropriate to tie the electricity ROCs and the RHI together, as the wholesale price for electricity and gas historically have been shown 
to follow each other relatively closely, even in the deregulated markets that currently exists in the UK, where the price of natural gas and the price 
of electricity are free to fluctuate up and down independently of one another as the market dictates.

It would be appropriate to include Bio-synthesis gas and Biomethane injection, in each of the categories small, medium and large installations, in 
the Table of Tariffs given on pages 46 and 47 of the consultation document, as gasification of solid renewable feedstocks is not restricted to large 
installations.  The rationale for this is that in order to produce Biomethane via gasification, it is essential to produce Bio-synthesis gas as a 
precursor, and both the Biosynthesis gas and the Biomethane are capable of providing heat when they undergo combustion.

Indeed, much of the preliminary and pioneering work on the gasification of solid renewable feedstocks was carried out on small and medium scale 
plants.  It would not, therefore, be appropriate to exclude (albeit inadvertently) installations in these two size categories.  Furthermore, smaller to 
medium sized installations may be more appropriate for gasification of biomass.

In order to assess the appropriate level of incentive required for the conversion of solid renewable materials, via gasification, into synthesis gas in 
the first instance and, by further processing, into substitute natural gas (SNG) for injection into the gas grid, it will be necessary to carry out 
technology-specific studies to determine the associated capital and annual costs.  While this may be time consuming and incur expense, Fife Energy 
believes that such an exercise is necessary in order to gain a perception as to the appropriate level of incentive to ensure that such a project can 
attain an IRR of around the 12% level indicated in the consultation document.

The incentives to meet the appropriate IRR will vary according to the technology used, the size of the plant, proximity to the gas grid, and many 
other factors.  All of this makes it difficult to arrive at an appropriate general value for a Biomethane injection tariff.  From preliminary estimates, 
Fife Energy believes that the 4 p/kWh proposed in the consultation document would be far too low to promote the potential of Biomethane 
injection to the gas grid.

REFERENCE

1.	"Biomass Prices in the Heat and Electricity Sectors in the UK", E4tech Report for the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), Ref. : URN 
10D/546, January 2010.

Question: Q15
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A16 :	It would be appropriate to address the Biosynthesis gas in each of the small, medium and large installation categories, as it could be used in 
many instances instead of Biogas.  Also, there is no particular reason why Biosynthesis gas can't be used in a CHP plant.

Question: Q16

A18 :	We agree with the principle of setting tariffs based on rates of return, but do not agree with the tariff structure and amounts as listed in tables 
for small, medium and large installations given on pages 46 and 47 of the DECC consultation document.

It would be appropriate to have an RHI system that addressed Biomethane injection sub-categories for a range of technologies to reflect the 
technology-based ROCs banding (power generation), in order to provide the appropriate level of support for the range of technologies under 
consideration.

In addition, there is a need to ensure that, for biomass gasification, there are two levels of support : one for gasification of biomass to bio-synthesis 
gas (which has more limited use and can't be injected into the gas grid) and one for gasification of biomass to bio-synthesis gas followed by 
subsequent processing and upgrading to Bio-SNG / Biomethane of pipeline quality for injection into the gas grid, which is more process intensive, 
capital intensive, and more costly to operate, yet produces a pipeline quality product that is readily transportable, via the gas grid, to remote 
customers - in essence the ideal renewable heat product.  Hence, the level of tariffs needs to take this into account, to ensure that this ideal 
renewable heat product, Bio-SNG / Biomethane, receives the level of support it rightly deserves.

Quantifying the level of tariff for each technology (small, medium and large scale) is a substantial task, one that needs to be addressed 
appropriately, and one that requires significant effort in terms of technical and economic assessment for the range of technologies, all of which 
costs money in terms of the resources required.  Start-up and emerging companies in the renewable heat sector are unlikely to be able to afford to 
spend time and effort on this in order to respond appropriately to this consultation.  Also, they may be unwilling to divulge their proprietary 
information and confidential business plan data.

Hence, it would appear reasonable and appropriate for DECC to commission further studies regarding biomass gasification technologies in order to 
gain a better appreciation of the level of RHI that would be required, especially biomass gasification to produce Bio-synthesis gas and its 
subsequent conversion to Bio-SNG / Biomethane for injection into the gas grid.

Question: Q18

If the intention is to follow the principles of the Renewables Obligation Order 2009, this includes sufficient provision to allow the renewable 
component of a mixed fuel load to be agreed with the Authority.

The production of Biosynthesis gas and Bio-SNG / Biomethane, from the gasification of a mixture of renewable and non-renewable feed, is a 
conversion process that converts solid renewable feedstock into a gaseous renewable-derived feedstock.  It is not a combustion process and 
therefore does not require a boiler to consume the feedstock mixture.

Question: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

289 North East Biomass Forum Private Company

CHP;

Question: a) Summary
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This document is the North East Biomass Forum’s (NEBF) response to the Government’s RHI
consultation. The NEBF is an open forum of companies and organisations interested in developing
the biomass sector in the North East on England. With a membership of around 70 organisations, its
objectives are:
• To offer an open forum for discussion of key issues, opportunities and concerns within the
biomass sector in the North East of England.
• To support the growth and improve the competitiveness of the biomass sector.
• To promote the dissemination and flow of information through Forum members, other
environmental businesses and relevant agencies across the UK and globally.
• To facilitate collaboration rather than competition.
• To the extent possible given the wide range of interests within the Forum, to present a biomasssector
consensus to the Energy Leadership Council, to ONE NorthEast, and to Government Office
North East in the development of regional renewable energy initiatives and policy.
• To seek funding for the further development of the biomass sector.
Our response focuses on those aspects of the consultation that we believe relate principally to the
supply and use of biomass for low-carbon heating and cooling in the UK.
Following this introduction, we provide answers to the consultation’s questions

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Whilst we consider the consultation addresses the key issues, we note that there is still much detailed design to be completed (for instance the 
‘uplift’ proposed for a renewable energy DH scheme). We are concerned that there will be a need for further policy instrument design required, 
which could risk delaying the introduction of the RHI by April 2011, as currently proposed. The priority for the industry is to see the timely 
introduction of the policy instrument to ensure that there is no further hiatus in the development of demand for renewable heating systems.

Question: Q01

Particularly at a time of severe economic constraint, we are not confident that there will be sufficient liquidity in the financing sector to be able to 
bring forward appropriate financing structures rapidly, although the extent to which this will be a limitation will depend on the rate of uptake in 
the RHI’s early years.

With regard to public sector financing structures, we are particularly unclear on how local authorities will be able to raise and provide additional 
finance at a time where public sector financing is facing very significant pressures.

With regard to private sector structures, clear, certain and long-term policy design will be needed to
ensure lending institutions build confidence in the ability to repay debt off the back of RHI income.

Question: Q02

We are concerned that OFGEM will be assessor and payer. We hope that sufficient preparation will be given in that department to be able to 
conduct these tasks. In our experience, government grant schemes (LCBP or BECG) benefit from having trained assessors to sit behind the 
administrators , so a reasonably well-informed decision can be made on the application quickly and without too much frustration to the applicant. 
It is important that the mechanics are in place to provide timely payments to installers of renewable heating equipment.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

We believe that currently, there are not enough certified products to allow a market to function. Since, for biomass in particular, most of the 
manufacturers are based in mainland Europe, these companies will struggle to work with a UK system such as the MCS.

Whether the MCS is required as a pre-requisite for a scheme should be a decision based on the number of accredited products. Where the number 
of accredited products is too low for an effective market to function we recommend the use of a ‘transition period’ to allow projects to continue 
while MCS accreditation is sought. We believe this is likely to be necessary for biomass products.

Installer standards - The installer standards are now in place but have proved very problematic for
commercial installers. The scheme was originally designed to provide protection for individuals
engaging a single contractor. Commercial installers working for a main contractor under a standard UK construction industry contract have found 
their business model does not fit the requirements of the scheme. This situation means that installers are forced to change their business model to 
suit the MCS. This situation stifles innovation and increases costs.

At a minimum there needs to be reform of the MCS, before it can be a mandatory requirement, to ensure it is transparent and accountable. 
Installers must have a right to explain their business model and not made to include elements not relevant to their business.

General MCS comments – There is currently a large amount of confusion about the accountability and process for amending the MCS. We believe 
that the role should be clearly defined and that industry representatives should be given greater control over the standards that the scheme 
applies.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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The MCS should not be a requirement for installations over 45kW. Currently, no standards have been proposed or published for products above 
45kW. In the future if new standards are introduced, after appropriate consultation with industry, they should not be a requirement until enough 
products are accredited to allow a market to function. For products in the range 45 -300kW it is unlikely that by the launch of the scheme there will 
be enough products to generate a competitive market.

If the MCS can be reformed to allow access to companies that don’t specialise in domestic installations, then the scheme could be applied to larger 
installations. Significant changes to the scheme conditions will be needed before these criteria will have been met.

Installations over 45kW are not ‘micro generation’ as such, and so the requirements both for installers and products will be different. In this case 
both the buyers and sellers of the equipment are different types of organisations and have different business models.

Changes to the MCS should be proposed, discussed and consulted on before adoption. Until now, this has not happened and changes have been 
introduced without consultation and judgements of accreditation bodies have not been open to appeal.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

There are many more biomass installations than we do in the UK, being installed and operating successfully under a range of standards. At the 
Europe-wide level, standards do already exist (eg EN303-5), which we consider to be a suitable basis for biomass heating installations. The key will 
be effective application and policing of such standards.

Question: Q06

Many buildings have legitimate cooling loads, which can effectively be met using biomass boilers in
conjunction with absorption chillers (eg hospitals). Heat from biomass used ultimately for cooling in this way reduces carbon emissions and should 
be eligible for the RHI. In many cases a heat meter measuring the output of a biomass boiler will record the output regardless of the end use. To 
exclude the heat used for cooling uses will require additional monitoring complexity. In addition, biomass-fuelled hot air space heating can be an 
effective solution in some circumstances, eliminating the need for a potentially expensive wet distribution system. Metering of such installations 
would be technically challenging, but perhaps such applications should benefit from deemed RHI on its output.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Yes, we agree with your approach. We are not aware of bioliquids other than FAME that could be
used as a replacement fuel in oil-fired domestic heating boilers.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

As the UK market for biomass boilers is a relatively small part of the European market, a UK-only standard should be avoided. A class within an 
existing European standard should instead be adopted to minimise barriers. EN303-05 contains definitions of boiler classes. This standard should 
be specifically referred to. We suggest that an EN 303 class 3 boiler would be an appropriate place to start the scheme.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

We believe that it is essential that a potential customer can determine very quickly what level of
incentive can be applied to a project. This should be based on a calculation that can be carried out by the customer. If the installer is required to 
carry out this calculation then the incentive level may vary between competing installers. This would provide an incentive for installers to 
incorrectly
estimate heat load to generate a better return. This is clearly undesirable.

A better solution would be to provide a benchmarked approach based on floor area (in m2) and
building type. The building types could be assumed to be relatively efficient in line with the objectives stated in the consultation, and should 
assume the implementation of all reasonable energy-efficiency measures prior to the installation of the renewable heating device.

We don’t believe it should be required that energy efficiency measures should be installed as there may be site specific reasons why these cannot 
be undertaken. Many buildings are under constant use and a requirement to carry out disruptive building works could significantly reduce the 
market for renewable energy equipment.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Energy efficiency in new build should be managed through building regulations and should be
completely independent of any other government scheme.

Planners could be given the power to insist on higher than normal standards in the interim. The 2013
and 2016 standards could be brought forward.

Question: Q11
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We welcome the concept of deeming for smaller installations. For smaller projects deeming will offer a simpler method of determining the 
incentive to be paid to a system.

Before we could fully support the system of deeming, we would need to review a proposal for exactly how the deemed output of a system will be 
calculated. This should take into account the effect of other heating equipment on site, for example, gas backup/peak load boilers.

Above all, the system for deeming output must be simple and transparent to ensure it is clear, from an early stage, what the financial incentive 
payable to a project will be.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

Appendix S of the SAP methodology is designed for existing dwellings and could potentially be used to determine the heat loss of an existing 
building. However, the methodology is considerably more involved than would be acceptable for the purposes of providing quotations.

The scheme should use a significantly simplified methodology based on a benchmark value for building type multiplied by the floor area. This 
achieves both objectives of not disproportionally rewarding those without energy efficiency measures and ensuring that potential installers are 
able to provide a quotation without extensive surveying and calculations, the cost of which would need to be borne by the consumer.

Energy Performance Certificates for new buildings will provide an independent benchmark for new build projects.

For commercial projects many customers will have a design team including M&E consultants. In this case these designers should be authorised to 
carry out assessments. This would allow an independent analysis of the deemed output and allow the customer to determine the subsidy available 
at an early stage. This would also remove any problems associated with a conflict of interest of installers.

Question: Q13

Generators should be required to keep records of their energy generation which may be audited. For
projects over 500kW the proposed level means that there is likely to be little to gain as the marginal
cost of fuel is likely to be greater than that of the RHI payment.

Heat meters are widely available and reliable. The scheme should require that all heat meters installed are compatible with the Measuring 
Instruments Directive (MID).

Question: Q14

In a CHP scheme, the use of heat leads, in the vast majority of cases, to a reduction in the electricity
production efficiency. It is essential, therefore, that to encourage CHP, the RHI must be set at a level that compensates the generator for the loss of 
electricity and RO revenue. One possible way forward is to retain the 0.5 ROC uplift for CHP schemes that achieve the CHPQA requirement, and 
then to incentivise the use of any additional heat through RHI revenue (which would be set at a level to compensate for lower electricity 
production). This would bring the added benefit of removing the current disincentive under the RO to stop exporting heat once a QI of 100 is 
achieved.

Question: Q15

We welcome the rate of return of 12% this should allow significant numbers of projects to become attractive to both private individuals and 
commercial organisations.

The tariff structure will cause some specific problems. Most notably, the reduction in the tariff for biomass from 6.5 to 1.6-2.5p/kWh at 500kW, 
will artificially cause projects to reduce the size of boiler installations. The reduction in the incentive level of up to 75% indicates that the current 
scenario assumes that there is a step change in cost at 500kW. We do not agree that this cost reduction exists. Having such a large step change in 
the level of the RHI at 500kW will lead to the perverse behaviour of installing 499kW boilers in applications for which a, say, 600kW boiler would be 
the optimal way of reducing fossil fuel use. The setting of a larger number of bands with smaller increments between them would avoid the 
clustering of installations just below each band level.

We would suggest that, as a minimum, an additional band for boiler in the range 500kW to, say, 1MW be created.

Question: Q18

We can understand the rationale for the proposed approach.

Question: Q19

We agree with the approach. One possible way in which this could be done would be to allow the 45kW rate to be applied to each property 
connected. Thus 500 houses with loads of 30kW will get a deemed amount = 500 x (30X kWh/year) x 9.5pkWh. Further work would be needed on 
the economics of different types if DH scheme to see if such a simple approach would be reasonably ‘balanced’.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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All networks – the best schemes will go through.
No – a mini DHS with 2-3 users makes sense and should be rewarded as above (deemed on each property connected basis or an individual heat 
meter on each property

Question: Q21

If the tariffs payable for a project can be reviewed and varied it will create uncertainty for potential investors. For the scheme to be a success 
people must be able to predict the level of income they will receive throughout the project life.

Question: Q22

The uptake of the scheme is difficult to predict. Once the scheme has been started real data will be available which can be used to calculate what 
degression rate will be appropriate. In our view it is preferable to wait for real data before committing to a degression rate.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

While a tariff based structure is a very sensible way to incentivise established technology, it is not adequate to incentivise very novel 
developments. Where little data about the reliability of technology is available, capital grants help to reduce investor exposure to technology risk.

The RHI is a central plank in the deployment of renewable and low carbon technologies but it is not the only tool needed for the research, 
development and deployment of technologies. 

Where new products are available it may be necessary to introduce an interim tariff at more frequent intervals than the reviews. It would be 
beneficial for applications for reviews to be considered on an annual basis.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

The first review needs to be early as the biomass infrastructure in the UK is fairly immature and any
unforeseen obstacles need removing quickly and additional support introduced. 2013 is not too early.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Emergency reviews should be available if the policy can be seen to have fallen short of the intended
outcome. Annual targets for installed capacity should be defined at the outset of the scheme and a review should be called if the target is missed 
by a substantial margin.

Question: Q27

With biomass particularly, increased numbers of installations could cause fuel prices to rise. To adjust for this, a separate tariff for existing 
installation could be created. This tariff could start at a very low level and be adjusted to reflect changes in fuel price but not return on capital.

Bringing the small number of existing installations into the RHI would generate good will and ‘pay back’ for itself in the marketing and promotion. 
We feel that it would be unfair to eliminate those pioneers who, generally speaking, bore higher costs and greater risks in adopting renewables at 
an early stage. Some form of payment to such pioneers would seem just.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

290 Mr Potts (individual) Academic / Profession

I do not think rewards should be back-dated, but these householders should definitely be included in the scheme. Their limited numbers would not 
add significantly to the cost associated with this incentive. In particular, I believe these early believers in renewable technologies would actually 
help promote the scheme by supplying data and demonstrating just how beneficial renewable heat sources can be. I fear that the consultation, as 
it stands, will simply encourage decommissioning of systems, which were installed before the cut-off date. This cannot be good for the RHI and it 
may actually lead to negative publicity from the press.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

291 British Glass Manufacturers' Confederation Trade Association

Funding has not been properly addressed. 
It needs to be straightforward for a homeowner / company to understand and be certain of costs and benefits for installing renewable energy 
technology i.e. remove all barriers, not just cost.
On page 21 it is stated that certain industrial sectors have been singled out as being able to easily switch fuels. What help is there for other 
industries which cannot switch so easily?

Question: Q01

It is essential that clear guidance is given to would-be renewable energy equipment installers. The process should be as simple as possible in order 
to move all barriers. Pay as you go loans are welcomed and should be available to all, including businesses.

Question: Q02
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Administration should be kept to a minimum. It would not be suitable to charge either, beneficiaries by reducing feed-in tariffs or charge non-
renewable users by increasing levies in order to pay for this.

Question: Q03

It might be easier to accredit certain products. This will have more clarity for potential investors

Question: Q04

The energy used in glass manufacture, for example, is also for mineralogical transformation and NOT simply for heat. Industries such as the glass 
industry will end up bearing a large part of these RHI costs due to the high amount of energy they use. It is precisely because of these volumes that 
a glass manufacturer would struggle to switch to a renewable source, it would be disruptive for the national infrastructure and requires greater 
consideration. Thus it is not possible for large scale manufacture to currently benefit from this incentive. This is regretful as large scale 
manufacturing needs to be part of the low carbon transition plan if UK goals are to be reached without carbon leakage.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Deemed measures should not be required in order to benefit. Maximum encouragement should be put in place in order to stimulate the product 
market. Perhaps however a weighted tariff could be paid to those who have not yet addressed other measures which are cost effective. Deemed 
measures include insulation, but not double glazing. Since a large proportion of heat is lost through windows and this can be reduced considerable 
by replacing with advanced glazing, it might be worth including it alongside the other measures.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Degression will be required, meaning that the earlier installations will give the higher returns, however there is currently little publicity regarding 
the RHI. The average home owner considering heating solutions is unlikely to be aware of the scheme. This situation needs to be rectified if the 
scheme is to be successful.

Question: Q23

These criteria should not be constrained to predefined situations. Recent events show us that change is inevitable and the scheme requires 
flexibility to ensure that stakeholders who have made investment in good faith are not penalised.

Question: Q27

292 The Very Efficient Heating Company Installer

Deeming

Question: a) Summary

Yes

Comments: The proposals in the consultation document are not thought through and RHI is a looming disaster for parts of the renewables and 
efficient energies industries. Any technologies left out will rapidly wither outside the scheme even though they may otherwise have validity in a 
level playing field. The infrastructure is not in place to support RHI at this level and still wont be in 2011. 

Suggest postpone small and medium scale RHI for 2 years (keep them going with grants) and focus on large scale with remote metering. Use levies 
on central fossil fuel generation – its much simpler to monitor and will have the same effect as RHI in terms of CO2 reduction.

Question: Q01

Yes

Comments:
Your ‘ownership’ requirement seems to an obstacle to the successful USA method of renting equipment.

Question: Q02

No
Comments: A sea of paperwork will waste millions on administration and reward only the fraudulent and lawyers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

No

Comments: 45 kW of biomass is commonplace, 45 kW of solar thermal is almost unheard of. Your use of power thresholds is not sympathetic to 
the wide range of technologies.  MCS procedures and documents are inadequate for the task and you don’t not have enough time before 2011 to 
change that whilst maintain linkage to European standards.  There is not even a training course yet available in the UK for such large solar thermal 
installations.  Currently around 500 MCS companies i.e.  not enough for a 1/3 of English towns and so end user prices will be forced up.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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Question is unclear.

Question: Q05

Current MCS documents are contradicting or omitting some European standards:  BS EN 12828, BE EN 15316-4-3, BS EN 12977-3.

Question: Q06

No

Your reason for excluding some heat sources because of heat measuring difficulties can equally be applied to the whole deeming process and to 
use of back-up fossil based appliances.  You are basing exclusion based on whether the fuel (wood) is of a particular shape and/or is hand-fed not 
and this is tenuous. Arguably using cord wood (logs) is a more low carbon fuel than artificially dried pellets. Certification is available for some log 
only stoves and boilers. If manufacturers withdraw their guarantee with incorrect fuel , then this should be good enough for equivalence to the 
honestly levels already proposed in deeming.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

No

Comments: As always, full life cycle analysis would help enormously rather than using just a ill defined carbon analysis.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Yes

Comments: The current air quality legislation is already too complex. There needs to be far more linking to other government departments on this. 
Let’s have clear rural and urban regions delineated. Particulate dispersal is acceptable in many rural locations. What are you doing about the Clean 
Air Act i.e. will it be additional or redundant ?

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Yes

Comments: Energy conservation and efficiency first, renewables second. This is the rule of thumb established for decades – why change it now ?

That said if it a DHW only measure then only a DHW conservation/efficiency measure should be called for.

Question: Q10

Better enforcement via building control officers.

Question: Q11

No

Comments: We don’t have enough on-site data to very current SAP and SBEM algorithms for the wide variety of expected situations. European 
experiences may allow this if recognised via commercial predictive software simulations already available on the market. Recommend first 2 years 
are metered for all RHI installations to acquire enough data to validate SAP/SBEM algorithms or validate using already available commercial 
predictive software. Another option only allow RHI for first 2 years and metered on large installations to gain knowledge and experience.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

No

Comments: The workforce does not have enough skills to accurate heat loss calculations.  SAP and SBEM are averaging techniques and are NOT 
design methods. They say so in their scope. SAP/SBEM do not provide the necessary additional information to successfully design heating systems  
i.e. pipe sizes, flow rates, delta T, maximum and minimum temperatures.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

No

Comments: The RHI scheme needs far better linking to energy reduction measures. Locating and choosing heat meters is a skill that need teaching 
about a 1 day course. Not enough time by 2011 for that.

Question: Q14

Between £ 750- and £ 1250- per sq. metre collector for solar thermal.

Question: Q17
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No

Comments: The problem here is in the deeming process. MCS installers are not currently checked for knowledge of heat loss calculations. The skill 
needed for accuracy is equivalent to a SAP assessor or heating engineer i.e. 3 to 6 day training course. You will not succeed in training sufficient 
numbers with this ability by 2011 and the deemed figures are wide open to fraud using common directors to different MCS companies.

Question: Q18

No

Comments: Most sensible DH systems will use significant fossil fuel back-up appliances both centralised and localised.  How will you encourage 
renewable only assistance in so many locations ?

Question: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q20

No

Comments:
In solar DHW, the phrase ‘Innovation’ has been frequently hijacked by low quality products. The claim should require some measurable 
improvement and consumer protection but rarely does. Best practice for solar DHW is already published as CE 131 and BS 5918. Funding is needed 
to allow production of best practice for solar combination heating (space and DHW), solar air collectors and solar pool heating.  

Cost reduction comes from architects designing in solar from the outset. Solar combination heating requires extensive heat storage and low 
temperature heat emitters from the outset.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

It is wrong for the government to call for cost reductions without first setting clear limits on health, safety, reliability and durability using British, 
European and ISO standards. These safeguards are inadequate in the current MCS documents in part to poor quality procedures used by Gemserv. 
The European designs of liquid filled solar thermal systems have evolved to date which incorporate safety measures necessary because steam can 
easily be created. Some systems currently permitted contribute little to displacement of fossil fuels with inadequate storage of heat a d have a high 
risk of steam generation into the hot water distribution. Very cheap solar DHW is available from the far East but UK quality controls and existing 
enforcement is very weak.

Question: Q25

The justification of funding early adopters is if you don’t why will anyone want to be an early adopter again ?

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Yes

Comments:
I see little to stop ‘tourist’ equipment, visiting various properties briefly to qualify the RHI. MCS inspections do not adequately visit the roof to 
check the validity of energy collecting equipment placed there.  There is insufficient linkage to energy efficient and energy reduction measures.

Question: Q29

293 Barnaby Poulton (individual) Potential generator

MCS product registration is in some cases extremely restricted.  At the time of writing for example, only 3 makes of biomass boiler are accredited 
in a market place that is many times this size. This limits the ability of individuals to benefit from grant allocation.  Continuing the same example, 
most accredited Biomass boilers are not suitable for domestic use due to size of implementation.
MCS installers have grown in number but were not necessarily available when current/earlier installations were taking place; the incentives to be 
accredited were limited and costs routinely needed to be passed on to customers: suppliers did not see the benefit in registering.

For existing renewable heat products installed prior to 15th July 09 and or where product or installers were not MCS certified at point of 
installation that a site visit by a suitable qualified individual to survey the property can establish:
1 Product is used as sole (principle?) heat source in line with intent to reward renewable heat generation 
2 That, where biomass is used, it is of appropriate quality and sourcing to meet any required standards

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

European certification schemes should be recognised (eg SINAL in Italy) as early uptake products (such as Biomass boilers) were routinely imported 
from mainland Europe where this technology is well established.

Question: Q06
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Disincentivising individuals from investing in new green technologies outside of an established grant system.  A precedent is set that, while grants 
may subsequently be made available, early uptakes of innovation will not, when recognised for their value, be supported.

The proposal generates a perverse incentive to remove existing RH products installed prior to 15/07/09 and replace with new (even identical) 
products where. 
A.	No net reduction in CO2 will be seen in like for like replacement
b.	the production, transport and installation of a replacement product for an existing RH product will itself generate additional CO2 
c.	Replacing existing renewable heat products with new renewable heat products will remove capacity from the system (system = all components in 
production, supply, installation, grants, administration etc) to replace conventionally fuelled heating.
D.	The household will have to pay again for the replacement RH product and its installation having already invested what is normally a substantial 
sum.  
E.	The house holder will experience disruption and inconvenience of the unnecessary work.  It is interesting to note that inconvenience of 
installation eg of ground source heating is recognised in tariff setting but not considered in unnecessary replacement of products. 

For existing renewable heat products installed prior to 15th July 09 and or where product or installers were not MCS certified at point of 
installation that a site visit by a suitable qualified individual to survey the property can establish:
1 Product is used as sole (principle?) heat source in line with intent to reward renewable heat generation 
2 That, where biomass is used, it is of appropriate quality and sourcing to meet any required standards

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

294 Cofely-GdF Suez Consultancy

When CHP is being utilised the use of biomass gives the benefit of an additional 1/2 ROC resulting in 2 ROCs for biomass CHP.
 
In the case of power generation where the plant already receives 2 ROCs by virtue of  the technology used e.g gasification then it appears that 
there is no route to provide an incentive which recognises that any heat which may then be recovered and usefully employed (rather than heat 
dumping).  Has this situation been identified and considered and would either a further 1/2 ROC or some form of benefit under RHI benefit 
available.  If not then the situation will exist where renewables generated heat is failed to be recognised by the Renewable Heat Incentive.

Question: Q15

The same comments are made in Q28
In some cases such as biomass boilers on larger commercial or industrial site where there is still a choice of whether to use renewable fuels or fossil 
fuels the15 July 2009  cut off date can be counter productive.  In larger installations where biomass boilers have already been installed these are 
usually alongside and additional to conventional boilers.  In such cases the existing conventional boilers are capable of carrying the total load.  In 
many cases one factor in choosing the biomass option was to give flexibility and choice of fuel used to minimise costs.  At the current time wood 
fuel prices are such that the biomass (given that the capital cost has been spent) generated heat is competitive with conventional fuels.
If the projected increase in woodfuel leads to increased prices as indicated will be the case in the “Biomass prices in the heat and electricity sectors 
in the UK” byE4Tech Jan 2010 then the marginal cost of using a biomass boiler eg, fuel, higher maintenance, attendance, ash disposal will exceed 
the cost of using conventional plant.  The likely outcome would be that the biomass boilers would be switched off.
This leads to the perverse situation whereby existing  biomass plant is being taken out of service due to high running cost simultaneously with new 
plant being brought into services to benefit from the incentives. Reduction of  CO2 emissions will only be achieved through increasing the 
quantities of biomass fuel burned and not by the level of  installed capacity.  If existing biomass plant is taken out of service the prospective new 
plant installations must first replace the existing capacity which has been removed before any progress can be made.
 One proposal would be to have a split tariff on RHI for biomass boilers ( or any other technology where there is a choice to revert back to fossil 
fuels). The full tariff would be as currently proposed, the split element would be at a lower level to reflect the difference in marginal running costs.  
This incentive should be at a level which would prevent fuel switching back to fossil fuels.

Question: Q18

In some cases such as biomass boilers on larger commercial or industrial site where there is still a choice of whether to use renewable fuels or fossil 
fuels the 15 July 2009 cut off date can be counter productive.  In larger installations where biomass boilers have already been installed these are 
usually alongside and additional to conventional boilers.  In such cases the existing conventional boilers are capable of carrying the total load.  In 
many cases one factor in choosing the biomass option was to give flexibility and choice of fuel used to minimise costs.  At the current time wood 
fuel prices are such that the biomass (given that the capital cost has been spent) generated heat is competitive with conventional fuels.
If the projected increase in woodfuel leads to increased prices as indicated will be the case in the “Biomass prices in the heat and electricity sectors 
in the UK” byE4Tech Jan 2010 then the marginal cost of using a biomass boiler e.g. fuel, higher maintenance, attendance, ash disposal will exceed 
the cost of using conventional plant.  The likely outcome would be that the biomass boilers would be switched off.
This leads to the perverse situation whereby existing  biomass plant is being taken out of service due to high running cost simultaneously with new 
plant being brought into services to benefit from the incentives. Reduction of  CO2 emissions will only be achieved through increasing the 
quantities of biomass fuel burned and not by the level of  installed capacity.  If existing biomass plant is taken out of service the prospective new 
plant installations must first replace the existing capacity which has been removed before any progress can be made.
 One proposal would be to have a split tariff on RHI for biomass boilers ( or any other technology where there is a choice to revert back to fossil 
fuels). The full tariff would be as currently proposed the other would be at a lower level to reflect the difference in narginal running costs.  This 
incentive should be at a level which would prevent fuel switching back to fossil fuels.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

295 Gemserv Consultancy
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We have a strong background in the GB electricity market, having initially developed the arrangements for the competitive retail market under the 
MRA, and subsequently in the role of code administrators. These arrangements support the smooth exchange of information that allows customers 
in GB to switch electricity suppliers.  This experience in regulation and market architectures has proved directly transferable into other sectors and 
programmes for transformational change. 

In responding to the consultation, we have focussed on the administration and efficiency of the scheme rather than the technology aspects as we 
are of the view that the operation of the scheme should be robust from the outset – not only for an orderly commencement but also to be fit for 
future developments.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

In responding to the consultation, we have focussed on the administration and efficiency of the scheme rather than the technology aspects as we 
are of the view that operation of the scheme should be robust from the outset in order to accommodate the final structure as determined by DECC 
as well as future changes.
The consultation document focuses on the ‘start-up’ of the scheme, and acknowledges that payments under the scheme would continue for many 
years, including beyond 2020. However, it is silent regarding the ongoing operational/administration of the scheme having in mind its longevity and 
DECC’s intent to grandfather payments. In particular we would note the following areas for consideration:
•	Transfer of ownership following the sale/change of tenancy at premises with Renewable Heat installations.
•	Potential ‘layering’ of tariffs following each review: e.g. if a tariff is changed in a subsequent review, there would be different tariffs to apply to 
pre-and post- installations.
Whilst it is not necessarily the case that these areas should be addressed at this stage, they will contribute to the overall running costs, and could 
be material – both in terms of administration effort and cost as well as customer experience - if not addressed before the scheme take-up volumes 
increase. 
Chapter 5 notes that a number of administrative and compliance issues will need to be addressed in moving towards separate support for heat and 
electricity under RHI, RO and FITs. 
Whilst each scheme can exist in its own right, and arguably has its own data requirements, we believe there is a risk in information being held in 
several places. We advocate a joined-up approach which draws on information already within the market (e.g. the premises already served by gas 
and/or electricity supplies and recorded in the relevant registration systems) to ensure that there is a consistent relationship of premises to RHI 
and FITs installations. 
For example, it would be expected that a renewable heat installation receiving the RHI payment would relate to a premises or group of premises 
already registered as receiving a supply. We do not suggest this as a dependency for eligibility to receive RHI, rather that the use of common and 
consistent data, where available, should be considered earlier, rather than later when separate datasets have been established.  
We are of the view that disparate data should be avoided where possible not only to preserve the integrity of market data, but also in the 
efficiencies to be gained from avoiding:
•	Transactional overheads arising from updates to multiple databases; 
•	Erosion of data quality through duplicated or misaligned data;
•	Diverse change control authorities and timetables; and
•	Inconsistent reporting information; 
We do not believe this approach prevents Ofgem being the overall administrator of either the RHI or FIT schemes, rather that the relevant 
information can be collated in advance to assist Ofgem in efficiently administrating these schemes and RHI payments.
In order to ensure an orderly commencement for an April 2011 launch, we believe that it will be prudent to ensure that guidance is available so 
that applicants have clarity on the tariff/deeming methodology groupings and process for applications and payments.  Such guidance should 
include the treatment of any payments due for those installations applying under the transitional arrangements, as well as those applying post-
launch.
We would be pleased to discuss any questions or further detail on the above points.  

Question: Q01

As noted in our response to Q1, we believe that there is merit in considering a co-ordinated process using existing market information to gain the 
optimal benefit from the links to data already in use for premises using energy.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

Having in mind the objective to build consumer confidence in the renewable heat market, we would recommend that it is explicit that RHI support 
is conditional on a MCS certificate for the particular installation within the limit determined by DECC.
We observe that there are thresholds in place under RHI, FITs and RO and there may be merit in aligning these to reduce the confusion for 
customers.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

If the limit is extended, it would be appropriate to similarly extend the requirement for applications to be supported by a MCS certificate.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

We believe that rewarding greater efficiency would be the optimal model and should be a feature in the initial design. 
Whilst the proposed approach is not contingent upon energy efficiency, we note that further consideration of measures to mitigate the use of less 
efficient equipment is being undertaken. We would observe that if such measures were to be factored in at a later stage, either as a pre-condition 
or as a graduated tariff structure within each group, this would add complexity to both the administration and assessment processes which has not 
been considered in this consultation.

DeemingQuestion: Q10
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As noted above in our response to Q10, rewarding output from more efficient equipment would be optimal. However, developers may not be the 
end-users/owners, and therefore receiving the maximum RHI. If an energy-efficiency factor was applicable, a requirement of the EPC could be to 
indicate the efficiency performance of the installation at the premises compared to those anticipated by the upcoming regulations.

Question: Q11

For smaller installations, we note the comments on metering availability, standards and cost and acknowledge that a balance is required at this 
early stage.  However, metering offers a factual record of output and will provide more information for consideration and the issue of metered 
data including any wasted heat can also impact larger installations. 
It is our view that metrology for all installations should be considered and this is in keeping with the objective of moving towards smart metering.  
We also believe that outputs from renewable heat should integrate with the smart ‘infrastructure’ in the medium to long term.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

In the case of deeming, we believe it is imperative that the profiling information is transparent and readily available, such that applicants can be 
clear into which group they will fall and there is less ambiguity for the scheme administrator. However, as noted in our response to Q12, we are 
not of the view that deeming should be considered as a long term methodology for the RHI.
As noted in our response to Q1, if the process is to be based on SAP/SBEM or the EPC, we believe that guidance should be published at the earliest 
in order to ensure an orderly commencement from April 2011

AgreeQuestion: Q13

The data gathered after a period of operation could indicate where similar premises are producing materially different outputs, which could 
indicate areas where further investigation may be required.

Question: Q14

Having in mind the present uncertainties on costs and take-up, consideration of the use of degression should be part of the first review. However, 
we would reiterate that, if it were introduced then (or at any subsequent review) this would add another tier into the structure of the tariffs and, 
consequently, the costs and administration of the scheme.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Alignment with the timetable for reviews of other renewable energy support schemes would seem a pragmatic approach. However, this needs to 
be balanced with any issues in a particular scheme and any relationship to other schemes. That is to say that an issue in one scheme may impact 
another scheme and consequently could extend or complicate the review. 
It may be prudent to consider the use of workgroups for each scheme so that there is a dedicated forum to review issues and the extent to which 
they may impact other schemes.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Customer experience should form part of the review, and feedback on the scheme could form part of the reporting suite that Ofgem provide. This 
could identify any trends or areas where action in advance of the full first review may be required.

Question: Q27

There may be merit in defining ‘installation’ to mean when the equipment has been commissioned and is therefore operational. This would 
mitigate against circumstances where payments were made for installations not yet in operation and therefore not eligible for RHI support.

Question: Q29

296 Welsh School of Architecture Academic / Profession

Support for solar

Question: a) Summary
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Solar air heating is a technology that is familiar to the Welsh School of Architecture (WSA). It has been available in its current form as a heating 
supplement for 20 years, and is only now realising the potential for more widespread uptake in the UK and mainland Europe as the originating 
company Conserval Engineering (based in Toronto, Canada) and Corus Colors (based in Shotton, Deeside) are actively promoting this commercially. 
The Corus involvement has been to add its specialist coatings expertise to increase the colour range and thermal performance of the transpired 
solar collectors, and to engage its construction supply chain expertise to bring these products to market more effectively. 

In our experience this technology offers in relative terms a very cost effective means of supplementing the conventional heating systems in 
buildings, with the added benefit of providing excellent ventilation, which is increasingly important in environments such as schools and hospitals. 
Transpired solar collectors can also be used to boost other renewable systems (such as air source heat pumps and biomass boilers) by providing a 
ready source of pre-heated air. This in turn will increase the efficiency and cost effectiveness of these other systems.

In many ways the most attractive aspect of transpired solar collectors is that they can be easily retrofitted to all types of building façade, whether 
these are made from steel, brick, wood or concrete, without causing major disruption to the activities in the buildings. There are hundreds of 
buildings that incorporate transpired solar collectors all over the world, and an increasing number in the UK as the awareness of their benefits 
becomes more widespread, and the associated supply chains up-scale and up-skill their commercialisation activities.

There is a significant opportunity for solar air systems to make a major contribution to the renewable energy targets in the UK, particularly through 
enabling the existing building stocks to be cost effectively uprated. As new buildings account for only 1-3% of changes in total building stock per 
annum, this percentage varying by sector, retrofit solutions such as transpired solar collectors are essential if the energy demand from buildings is 
to be reduced at source. As the built environment typically accounts for 50-60% of the annual CO2 emissions, the impact of improvements in the 
energy and carbon footprint of existing buildings cannot be underestimated. As you might expect, the WSA is heavily engaged in a wide range of 
new build and refurbishment projects (both in the UK and internationally), whose aim is to deliver low carbon, energy efficient solutions.

Cont…/2
The WSA is also a founder member of the Low Carbon Research Institute (LCRI), which has just secured European funding for a three-year £34m 
Convergence Energy programme to begin in the middle of 2010. Within this a key project is the Low Carbon Built Environment project, where the 
WSA is the academic lead. Solar air is one of the enabling technologies in this project, and we see significant potential to further develop its 
efficiency and usage on either a stand-alone basis, or in combination with other renewables. This practical work will be led by the LCRI in 
conjunction with Corus at the Sustainable Building Envelope Centre (SBEC) that is currently being built on the Corus site in Shotton. The project also 
has the full support of the Welsh Assembly due to its strategic significance in supporting the development of a Low Carbon Economy in Wales, and 
the new supply chain jobs that will go with this.

As both the Head of the WSA and the Chair of the LCRI, I fully support the inclusion of solar air technology within the scope of Renewable Heat 
Incentives. I believe that this would significantly accelerate their uptake and the reduction of energy demand from buildings at source, whilst 
avoiding the associated need for costly linkages to local grid systems. Their exclusion from the RHI’s would represent a major missed opportunity, 
and would also disadvantage this technology in relative terms versus a range of less efficient and cost effective alternatives.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

297 Cheltenham Friends of the Earth NGO
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Friends of The Earth have been campaigning against the use of biofuels for transport and electrical generation. This new use adds to the issues of 
unsustainable land use and increased greenhouse gas emissions that exist following the introduction of the RTFO. The government responded to 
these concerns in 2008 and asked the Environmental Audit Committee to investigate. They called for a moratorium on policies aimed at increasing 
the use of biofuels. They were concerned about protection of our carbon sinks, so it is regrettable that their conclusion has not been adopted and 
biofuels now attract twice as many ROCs as on-shore wind farms.

We are disappointed that a second additional demand is now being formally created with the Renewable Heat Initiative. It is frustrating that after 
many scientific reports on this issue biofuels are still deemed as renewable and sustainable. We believe it is deeply misleading to include them 
alongside solar hot water and heat pumps. 

Subsidies for biomass  will lead to more tree plantations that are associated with negative impacts on communities, biodiversity, ecosystems and 
soil quality.  

It is not clear to us that there has been any consideration on the environmental, climate and human impact of the various technologies receiving 
subsidies. This is what needed to happen prior to the RTFO and needs to happen before the RHI is introduced.

The subsidy for truly renewable solar energy generation is smaller than for biofuels and biomass – which seems perverse given that the former will 
have a benefit on mitigating climate change.

The RHI seems to take no account of the detrimental air quality impacts to health, by increased biomass burning. The Environment Agency have 
stated that poor air quality kills 50,000 people a year. In a parliamentary reply on 10th December 2009, DEFRA Minister Jim Fitzpatrick reported a 
study which showed that in 2020, up to 1,750,000 life years will be lost in the UK due to emissions caused by bioenergy expansion. The Department 
for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) has already significantly watered down proposed guidelines to restrict air emissions from biomass burning 
which is eligible for subsidies under the RHI, following pressure from industry. This is disturbing given the existing propensity of national policy for 
the expansion of incinerators, rather than reducing the nation’s waste hierarchy. 

Finally the RHI does not deal with energy reduction. This is critical, given the threats of peak oil and peak gas. If you insulate, draft proof, fit boiler 
controls to an efficient boiler,  use thermostatic radiator valves and lower the thermostat you reduce energy use. With this Initiative, a 
householder can get paid £1,500 a year for 15 years for having biomass boiler in place, and is only required to have the house insulated to very 
basic standards. Perversely then, the RHI could encourage energy profligacy with a feedstock that causes great environmental harm.

Question: Q01

No. Biomass and biofuels should not receive any subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use is already unsustainable and harmful to the 
environment. This new use will add to the problem. Increased biofuel use will lead to increased use of soy and palm oil, which will lead to the 
destruction of rainforest in the Amazon and peatlands in Indonesia and Malaysia.

Government consultants have shown that current policies will increase biomass use outside domestic homes from a current 450 MW to a 
minimum of 3.5 GW but possibly as much as 22 GW and that the bulk of the demand will be met from imports. They project that UK production of 
woody biomass could be as much as 3.5 million tonnes per year by 2020, whereas announced plans for solid biomass electricity power stations 
alone indicate an annual consumption of around 27 million tonnes. Renewable heat use of biomass would be in addition to this demand for 
electricity generation.

There is also an issue regarding biogas. The use of waste should occur and receive assistance but subsidizing biogas could create an additional 
(perhaps unforeseen) problem. In Germany biogas uptake has lead to increased use of agricultural land to grow mono-culture maize, leading to 
biodiversity loss. 

Truely renewable technologies like solar and heat pumps should be actively encouraged. Currently, people will receive greater financial reward to 
install biodiesel or wood-pellet boilers, which one would imagine would make their uptake greater.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

No, since they create the problem the initiative is supposed to prevent. The only exception to this is waste vegetable oil, but this accounts for a tiny 
fraction of current demand.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

No. They are not high enough and will therefore cause adverse impacts on health because of lower air quality.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Yes. Insulation is fundamental to reducing energy for heating (and air conditioning in the summer). Current UK building standards fall far short of 
‘best Eco standards’. This needs to be rectified alongside the RHI, so that maximum recognized standards, become the minimum and the norm.

Question: Q10

Payment should be based on climate impacts and so solar would get a higher payment and biomass and biofuels none.

Question: Q18
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No - as the use of the biofuels will make the mix worse for the climate and ecosystems, than if it had been left as a fossil fuel. Also this creates yet 
another need for biofuels, with all their inherent issues. DECC proposes RHI subsidies for the conversion of heating oil boilers to ones burning a 
blend of heating oil and biodiesel. At present, around 3 billion litres of heating oil are burned every year in the UK. If 20% of this were replaced with 
biodiesel, 560,000 tonnes a year would be required, which is equivalent to 45% of all biofuels currently used in the UK.

Question: Q19

‘Grandfathering’ would make it even more difficult for bioenergy subsidies to be reviewed in future. Renewable heat technologies like solar 
thermal, and heat pumps are included in the RHI. They are actually truly renewable and therefore need higher levels of support.

Question: Q22

298 Eurisol Trade Association

It is critical that the governments policies for energy and climate change do not fight each other instead they must mesh and self reinforce. The 
RHI, as currently proposed, would cause significant unintended consequences which must be addressed if; the climate change, fuel poverty and 
energy efficiency objectives are not to be undermined. This is perfectly possible. It would be a regrettable if these opportunities were not seized 
and the negatives may well cause the RHI policy itself to be called into disrepute - undermining support and therefore also jeopardising renewables 
delivery.

The main aspect of the consultation response below is a mechanism to address these concerns in a practical way that meets the dual policy needs 
of delivering renewables and also energy efficiency. In addition, and critically, ensuring that the householder will benefit both in the short and long 
term.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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To ensure this policy does not undermine the overarching policy objective of reducing carbon emissions it is critical that energy efficiency is woven 
into the RHI scheme.

The current proposal to ‘deem’ the RHI based on assumed energy efficiency measures is extremely weak, and does not address the unintended 
consequences:
•Heat pumps fitted to under insulated homes will worsen the winter heat load electrical peak demand (predominately coal fired electricity ie high 
CO2 emissions) in all cases except where direct electric heating is replaced.
•	Localised increases in peak electricity demand place additional strain on grid infrastructure which will require investment where ‘clusters’ of 
installations take place. Supplying under-insulated properties significantly increases the peak demand lowering the threshold where grid 
reinforcement will be required at an additional, but hidden, cost to all bill payers.
•	The capital cost of a heat pump fitted to a un-insulated solid walled semi detached property is circa £3,000 more expensive (+ additional costs of 
oversized radiators etc) than an insulated property. 
•	Over time under insulated properties fitted with renewable space heating will have to be insulated to meet the climate change objectives and 
technologies such as heat pumps would be ‘oversize’ and operate inefficiently.
•	If replacing gas space heating, the running costs of under-insulated homes could increase following the installation of renwables causing potential 
fuel poverty and becoming a source of complaint for householders risking bringing the scheme itself into disrepute.

Modifications could be made to the scheme to meet the Governments renewable objective whilst also addressing energy efficiency. Two 
mechanisms are described below, one for homes that need low cost measures and the other for high cost measures.

A) Homes needing ‘low cost’ energy efficiency measures:

Measures would include: Cavity wall insulation, Loft insulation, Low energy lights, draught proofing and boiler controls only.

Process
1)A technology suitability and SAP assessment would be undertaken to determine appropriate renewable technologies and the energy 
performance of the home. This assessment must be undertaken in any event to determine the deemed heat demand of the home (ie it would not 
be an additional requirement). 
2)	If the home requires any of the low cost energy efficiency measures listed above then either:
•	this energy efficiency work is undertaken whilst the renewable measure is installed
or
•	rather than the first year RHI payment being paid by Ofgem into the appropriate bank account a “voucher” is issued for specified measure(s). The 
voucher, issued by OFGEM, is for specific work at a specific address to a specific value.

3)	if the EE work is not undertaken at the time of the renewable installation:
•	The householder contacts an installer(s) (eg one that is used for CERT) to carry out the necessary work who quote for the job. Once the work is 
undertaken the householder pays for the work in full, or part (with the householder making up any difference), with the voucher. 
•	The installer receiving the voucher sends it to OFGEM who pay the installer the amount indicated. 
•	The voucher is valid for 12 months after which it is void. One year allows plenty of time for the householder to undertake the work at their 
convenience but within a reasonable time period.
•	OFGEM pay the RHI for year 2 and subsequent years in the normal manner.
4)	If the energy efficiency work is undertaken at the time of the renewable installation:
•	this is advised to OFGEM together with the deeming and other information current envisaged
•	RHI is paid into the bank account for year one and subsequent years in the normal manner.

Advantages:
•	There are no additional hurdles / barriers placed in the way of the householder to deter take up of RHI
•	The householder benefits form both the RHI and the energy efficiency savings increasing the financial returns considerably
•	People are twice as motivated by the potential of ‘loss’ rather than ‘gain’ – failure to redeem a voucher will feel like a loss. Ie this is highly 
effective.
•	Householders can undertake the energy efficiency work at their own convenience.
•	OFGEM are managing the process and the voucher is both generated by them and ultimately returned to them closing the loop and therefore at 
very low risk of fraud or abuse.
•	The broader climate change policy is powerfully supported and government policies are seen to be joined up.

Regarding the 125mm ‘limit’ on loft insulation, this is not sensible. Cost effectiveness of ‘topping up’ loft insulation from 150mm is greater than 
that of Solar Hot Water being promoted under the RHI scheme. Current building regulations require circa 270mm and, with zero carbon homes this 
is likely to become 400mm. This ‘limit’ should be increased to 200mm.

B) Homes needing ‘high cost’ energy efficiency measures:

Measures would include: Solid wall insulation, suspended floor insulation, flat roof insulation etc.

Process
1)A technology suitability and SAP assessment would be undertaken to determine appropriate renewable technologies and the energy 
performance of the home. This assessment must be undertaken in any event to determine the deemed heat demand of the home (ie is not 
additional). This assessment includes listing the insulation works required.
2)	If space heating renewables are being installed the energy efficiency work is undertaken whilst the renewable measure are installed (sensible if a 
heating system is being fitted) or within 6 months.

Question: Q10
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3)	Unlike the ‘low cost insulation measures’ the RHI is paid on the deemed heat demand before insulation.
4)	A letter is sent to OFGEM by the installer undertaking the insulation works to confirm that the work has been completed.
5)	If confirmation of insulation measures being installed is not received then OFGEM would cease RHI payments. Once this is rectified RHI payments 
would start. There would be no retrospective payments.
6)	A proportion of RHI installations are audited to ensure compliance. Failure to comply results in the responsible contractor loosing the ability to 
undertake RHI work immediately.

Advantages:
•	For space heating technologies, especially heat pumps, the energy efficiency work is necessary to ensure householder satisfaction in any event. 
•	The householder benefits form both the RHI and the energy efficiency savings
•	The current RHI proposal supports oversized renewables for space heating of under-insulated dwellings. By insulating first, yet deeming based on 
the under-insulated case (expensive measures only), this money is instead spent on ‘avoided heat’ making the whole ‘package’ more cost effective. 
•	OFGEM are given the information to simply manage the process and therefore at very low risk of fraud.
•	The broader climate change policy is powerfully supported and government policies are seen to be joined up.

Increased take up of renewables and energy efficiency can be delivered in tandem whilst: increasing the householder satisfaction, reducing 
programme risk and, without impacting take up rate with an appropriately designed mechanism.

General
It is vital that this is underpinned by robust audit verification and any companies seen to abuse the rules are at a minimum barred from being able 
to offer RHI. This needs to be appropriately financed so it can be effective. In order to finance this then a levy on each installation should be made 
to fund the audit mechanism.

The Department of Communities and Local Government recently consulted on a minimum Fabric Energy Efficiency Standard (FEES) for Zero Carbon 
homes. This standard would be introduced as the minimum fabric requirement from 2016 for all homes. RHI has a significant risk of causing 
unintended consequences associated with meeting building regulations for CO2 emissions using a poor fabric and relying on renewables if a strict 
minimum fabric standard is not part of the RHI requirement. By referencing the FEES this problem is avoided and the parallel policy of Zero Carbon 
homes is supported rather than undermined.

Question: Q11

We support the deeming of demand for heat based on a comprehensive assessment of the dwellings energy needs based on Full SAP and not 
RDSAP (ie not EPC’s). This approach avoids the incentive for householders to use excessive heat which would be clearly counter to the 
government’s broader climate change policies.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

The assessment process needs to be comprehensive to ensure that the appropriate technology is used in a particular circumstance to ensure the 
scheme is not undermined by bad publicity. This needs to be a “technology suitability assessment” which includes a Full SAP (not an RDSAP which 
makes far too many assumptions on a dwelling). This technology assessment may need to be developed but is critical to ensure that inappropriate 
solutions are not ‘sold’ to a householder and then blamed on Government because it was supported by RHI. See also answer to question 10

Question: Q13

The main problems in the scheme as set out are:
•	Strong incentives for developers and homeowners to install RH technologies before upgrading energy efficiency both in new build and existing 
stock
•	Inadequate requirements for improving energy efficiency standards before receiving RHI
See answer to question 10.

Question: Q29

299 alpheco Manufacturer

 

 

Renewable heat from aerobic
digestion seems to have been ignored by the UK Government to date and yet
theory indicates there is significantly more of it available per tonne of
food + biowastes than the total of heat energy (possibly plus electricity)
from AD.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

22 June 2010 Page 451 of 1348



[response moved to Q24]

Question: Q01

no

Question: Q02

AgreeQuestion: Q03

AgreeQuestion: Q04

NO, because installing CHAC HDS will not be a simple, one-time job such as fitting
solar PV or thermal, heat pumps or biomass-boilers. There will be civil, mechanical,
electrical and electronic tasks at each HDS location so the national CHAC
manufacturer/supplier needs to install at least until sales are sufficient to justify regional
installation teams. HDS can also be monitored on-line, which we anticipate most CHAC
enterprises will prefer the national manufacturer/supplier to do at least initially. Getting
MCS certification would also be another hurdle, which in our CHAC technology’s case
will be additional to the Animal By-products Regulations,1 waste management licensing2
and the usual planning permissions: AD faces similar regulations. Those are proper but
significant hurdles that are not faced by most other renewable heat technologies thus
loading any CHAC enterprise with major up-front costs.
We do not know why the limit for MCS has already been raised for biomass from 45kW to
300kW but having in mind extra regulatory burdens of managing biowastes wonder if the
limit for biological processes treating biowastes could remain at 45 kW?

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

You may wish to be aware that my enquiry of yesterday to AEA Technology re
BECGS round 6 for advice on "…whether our technology is automatically
EX-cluded because it is based on aerobic digestion rather than anaerobic
digestion…" has been passed by the Bio-Energy Capital Grants Administrator
"…to the technical team at DECC."    And you may already be aware that the
House of Commons Environment Food & Rural Affairs Committee on page 28 of
their Jan 2010 report recommend  "…that DEFRA undertake an analysis of the
trade offs between the use of food waste in anaerobic digestion and
composting to determine the optimal method of food waste disposal."
Naturally I am keen that our technology's unique capability to recover and
deliver renewable heat does not continue to be overlooked by the UK
Government simply because of the 'an..' prefix to '…aerobic digestion.'

[response to this Q from their final consultation response:]
Yes, given that biomass includes biowaste as a source3 and the technologies for
deriving heat from biowaste are not restricted to boilers/burners. The difference between
biological and thermal processing (i.e. oxidation) is fundamental and the overall
environmental benefits differ (See A9 below). Also we note “Although our aim is to
include a wide range of technologies in the RHI, the initial focus will be on more
established technologies” and trust that our established composting technology is not
classified by DECC as innovative. CHAC can deliver heat at about 40 Celsius but can
easily integrate established heat-pump technology where heat-customers want the
renewable heat at say 60 Celsius to suit an older building’s existing hot-water radiators.

, additional infoQuestion: Q07

AgreeQuestion: Q12
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The risk seems to vary with the technologies:
• Lowest for biomass other than biowastes as the heat suppliers must pay for their
fuel, the price of which seems likely to be seasonal and to rise with overall demand
for biomass. Biomass boilers above deeming size seem likely to be fixed
installations probably with moving parts that will depreciate more with use than
with time so the asset value of the installation will hold-up while the unit is not in
use.
• Low risk for heat pumps as they must consume electricity, the price of which will
rise with coal, oil and gas prices for the foreseeable future. Also their compressors
will probably last longer the less the heat pump is run. As their asset value is
probably attached to the property, requiring them to have an ‘hours run’ meter as
found on agricultural tractors should encourage owners not to over generate.
• Medium risk for solar thermal as their ‘fuel’ arises whenever the sun shines but that
seldom coincides with maximum heat requirements so it will be tempting to seek
RHI’s by over generating. Against that even solar thermal consume some
electricity and again their asset value is attached to the property not the owner.
• Moderate risk with biowastes as they earn a gate fee (i.e. have a negative price) but
although as the supply of biowastes is limited, competition for them is already
depressing those gate fees. It is highly unlikely however that the renewable heat
customer will also be the technology owner because both CHAC and most
especially AD technologies are quite tricky to operate. Where heat supplier and
heat user are different parties, the latter will presumably refuse to pay for unwanted
heat. This will encourage the heat system owner to seek alternative users
depending on seasons as we propose for CHAC in A1.6 above. Also these
technologies tend to have faster depreciation than biomass boilers, heat pumps and
solar which will be a further encouragement to keep selling the metered and
inevitable heat whenever possible. Consequently we feel the risk even with
biowastes is acceptable.
We do not foresee insuperable difficulties with metering. (Microcontrollers with sensors
for the in/and out temperatures, the flow rate of the heat transfer fluid and its specific heat
offer relatively reliable and inexpensive metering.

Question: Q14

As now proposed provided a CHAC enterprises’ numerous heat delivery systems
(HDS), each delivering between 45 and 500 kW, will be classed as medium installations.
We submitted our technology’s forecast costs on 9 April 2010 and hope that the RHI levels
will at last enable us to bring forward this unique technology that has been so regrettable
delayed by the Government’s expressed preference for AD for food waste.

Question: Q15

yes

, additional infoQuestion: Q18
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Alpheco Composting Ltd has developed over the past decade an in-vessel
aerobic composting technology that has the unique capability of recovering
and delivering the renewable heat from transforming inevitable organic
wastes in to valuable compost.  The heat is recovered at about 40C but could
easily be raised to 55C - 70C using a heat pump if required for older
hot-water systems.

Not entirely agreed, no and yes respectively.
• Re mixed fuels, CHAC will predominantly use biowastes as fuel because they
attract gate fees. Aerobic composting as in CHAC being fundamentally more
tolerant of their bio-fuel characteristics than AD, do not need as much buffering
with other biomass; that other biomass may not always be classed as renewable. It
would however be quite impractical for CHAC and probably AD to use dedicated
‘boilers’.
• Probably more important is the matter of electricity used to operate the differing
technologies. Your consultation states “Similarly, we do not propose to support
any heat that is produced from anaerobic digestion purely for the purpose of
keeping the plant in operation” and presumably that applies to electrical energy too.
• AD with CHP can use its own electricity parasitically so then has less net energy for
export and ROCs. CHAC like AD without CHP, heat pumps and even solar
thermal and biomass boilers with automatic-feeding and ash removal consumes
mains electricity. That mains electrical energy, only a small fraction of which is yet
from renewables, adds to the total energy output. In the case of CHAC that is
about 15% while it is 25% for a heat pump with a CoP of 4:1. Those technologies
consume much less non-renewable sourced energy than the 50% that the
consultation deems for EFW burning mixed waste.
• Therefore we propose that the mains electricity consumed by any renewable heat
installation should be separately metered and deducted from the deemed or metered
heat energy that is delivered and the RHI should only paid on the balance.

, additional infoQuestion: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q20

On all eligible district networks.

Yes to uplift only where at least five different external customers, each of whom is
separately deemed, metered and billed,

Question: Q21

Yes; we need such certainty to persuade investors at this early stage and without
prevarication.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23
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[text from email:]

Alpheco Composting Ltd has developed over the past decade an in-vessel
aerobic composting technology that has the unique capability of recovering
and delivering the renewable heat from transforming inevitable organic
wastes in to valuable compost.  The heat is recovered at about 40C but could
easily be raised to 55C - 70C using a heat pump if required for older
hot-water systems.   Delivery (transmission) of the heat uses the existing
road network rather than needing costly heat-pipe networks.   The attached
brochure outlines this while the ORBIT Paper, which I presented at the 6th
International Conference in Oct 2008, explains the technology.

We are now considering whether to resume trying to raise the funding for a
demonstrator of this in UK or to offer the technology free of charge
(including waiving our 1996 patent) to any company or institution anywhere
in the World that might exploit it.   Advice from DECC would be most
helpful.

BACKGROUND
Having sold a substantial composting system but without heat recovery to
Aberdeenshire Council in 2003/04, we had high hopes of demonstrating the
combined heat and aerobic composting  technology properly when the 2007
Waste Strategy White Paper promoted AD very strongly with the offer of
double ROCs for electricity from AD with CHP.  This caused our Bradford
Organic Composting Services customer to cancel their order for six systems
with 53 vessels that would have composted about 20,000 tonnes/year and
yielded around 20 GWhrs of renewable heat in doing so, which heat was to be
offered to businesses with premises on the  Bradford City Council's proposed
Shipley Sustainable Resource Park.  Incidentally it seems DEFRA's promotion
of AD was based on technical reports from ERM and Eunomia, neither of which
consultants ever asked us about heat energy from aerobic composting but
chose to advocate AD for food wastes mainly due to the potential for a
modest output of electricity from CH4 combustion in a CHP engine.

Following that major setback, we matched our on-going efforts to raise
venture capital for a pilot~demonstrator with applications for grants from
WRAP and East of England Development Agency (EEDA).  The former declined on
the grounds that Alpheco Ltd had not already proved the renewable heat
commercially while EEDA said "No as the Government prefers AD."   EEDA's
Renewables East offshoot told us to await the UK Government's announcement
of RHIs, so with the recession making private investment virtually
unobtainable, we put Alpheco in to hibernation for the past 7 months while
working for Operation Noah.

INTRODUCTION to DECC
Returning to this sector yesterday, I visited DECC's website and found
"NERA/AEA study on the UK Supply Curve for Renewable Heat (2009).  That led
to my call to Daniel Radov at NERA who referred me to "Invitation for
feedback" and this e-mail to you.    Incidentally we participated in the
"Heat - call for evidence" by Dialogue by Design but fear that as our
technology being unique and not yet commercialised, its potential for
renewable heat from composting has been overlooked or disregarded.  Rough
estimates suggest the UK population of 64M living in about 27M households
generating some 250 Kgs of food wastes per year leads to some 6.8 MT (moist
weight).  The food industry & retailers probably generate a further 1.25
MT/year.   At a common 73 gm 'dried solids' of biosolids (sewage sludge
cake) per person per day, the UK population generates about 7.4 MT biosolids
(moist weight)/year.    That total of 15.5 MT biowastes releases about 15
TWh of heat per year.   Even if only a fraction of that could be recovered
and used, investigation of this potential source of renewable energy seems
justified.    Besides its potential contribution compared to other forms of
renewable energy, biowastes 'fuel' MUST anyway be disposed of whereas
biomass and biofuels do have to be grown.   Furthermore the compost produced
enhances soil health and thereby crop yields and replaces synthetic
fertilisers; aerobic composting yields at least as much humus and plant
nutrients per tonne of biowastes as does AD.

CONCLUSION
An indication from DECC that renewable heat from aerobic composting would

Agree, additional infoQuestion: Q24
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not be excluded from future RHI would give us the motivation to carry on.
An indication from DEFRA that they will not persist in incentivising
anaerobic digestion to the disadvantage of combined heat and aerobic
composting would be a singular encouragement.

[More detailed text from their final consultation response:]

[moved here from Q1:]
1. If a CHAC enterprise is processing say 15,000 tonnes of biowastes per year in order
to provide as economical a local service as possible, those biowastes would
generate about 14GWH per year, which is a rate of 1,476 kW.
2. But that enterprise would not retain all its systems (approximately 20 vessels and 5
Aeration units) in one central site but rather deploy them as heat delivery systems
(HDS) each of about 4 vessels coupled to one aeration unit. Thus each of five
heat-customers would have 200kW-system and thereby each such installation
would fall in to the proposed medium installation category.
3. Those heat customers would probably not wish to own their CHAC heat delivery
systems (HDS) as that would involve waste management (collection, receptionpreparation-
loading) at the central location, transport to their heat delivery location
and finally compost sales and delivery after the heat has been used. Therefore it is
most likely that the CHAC enterprise would continue to own all the HDS systems.
4. It is key to CHAC that the road network is used to move the rechargeable heat
vessels to and from the several heat customers of the enterprise in order to avoid the
energy losses and capital costs of long heat-pipe runs. This also offers far quicker
provision of this form of renewable heat towards the UK’s 2020 target than if a
single 15,000-t/year installation and heat distribution pipe network had to be built
wherever the heat from biowastes is to be harvested.
5. As the five or so heat customers’ sites would accommodate the HDS installations
whose heat output would be deemed or metered, we suggest each HDS should be
classed as a medium sized installation; thus each would attract the 6.5 p/kWH tariff.
If however, it was decided that the large installation tariff of 1.6 – 2.5 p/kWH
should apply as the whole CHAC enterprise could be supplying about 1,000 kW we
fear the opportunity to recover all that inevitable heat – biowastes are not just
renewable like most biomass - heat may be lost.
6. While the CHAC enterprise might contract with the heat users that they own (take
title to) the HDS while located on their site but that will be much more complicated
for Ofgem to administer. We envisage the individual HDS would be relocated for
May-September from urban to rural heat customers for obvious efficiencies; i.e.
Office and institutional type buildings in towns out to farms to dry biomass and
grain or heat glasshouses. Such seasonal redeployments to replace as much nonrenewable
energy as possible could easily be managed by the local CHAC
enterprise but make Ofgem task even more complicated.
7. We therefore propose that the ‘central’ CHAC enterprise as owner of all the
deployed HDS should be entitled to receive the tariffs and that each heat delivery
installation should be classified small/medium/large.

[response to Q24 in their final consultation response:]
Yes. When categorizing whether technology is innovative, emerging or mainstream,
please be aware that the exceptional Government preference of AD since mid 2007 as
backed by double ROCs, has significantly disadvantaged CHAC from gaining of grants and
matching funding and thereby hindered its emergence.
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Competition usually leads to production cost reductions that are presumably in the
pipeline from manufacturers of established technologies such as biomass boilers,
heat pump and solar thermal systems. (Clearly competition does not alter operating
costs significantly.)
• Regarding the emerging technologies of AD and CHAC, which have needed
considerable investment in R&D, it is worth pointing out that in contrast to solar
thermal, they can supply renewable heat 24/7 throughout the year. Also CHAC by
seasonal redeployment from urban buildings to rural grain & biomass drying offers
exceptionally efficient use of assets. However grant funding rules from DEFRA,
BERR and WRAP 2000-2010 have significantly disadvantaged CHAC and
subsidized apparently simpler and cheaper technologies that regrettably squander
the inevitable heat. As already mentioned, that disadvantage has been exacerbated
by the strong support for AD since mid-2007.
• Once a full scale pilot-cum-demonstrator of CHAC has been established, we are
confident that CHAC system sales will accelerate, stimulated by RHIs, and costs
then fall progressively due to volume production efficiencies. That pilot-cumdemonstrator
is now utterly dependent on the forecast RHI because of state aid rules
and the current difficulty of attracting matching funding until the profitability of
manufacturing CHAC is established.
• We would not oppose degression in due course linked, not to time, but to installed
capacity, which reflects the volume of sales and hence manufacturing economies.

Question: Q25

Yes provided Defra does not extend the bias for AD and hence disadvantage of
CHAC. The House of Commons Environment, Food and Rural Affairs Committee
recently recommended “…that Defra undertake an analysis of the trade-offs between the
use of food waste in AD and composting to determine the optimal method of food waste
disposal.” It seemed from Defra’s response that they may be disinclined top do so.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Yes. Several policies and grants helped establish in-vessel composting facilities for
mixed food and green wastes that discharge all the inevitable heat to atmosphere. If an
owner of such a facility wanted to adapt it to recover that heat and use it to replace fossil
fuel derived heat, the prospect of RHIs might induce study of such potential. As the
technology to recover the heat would be added after 15 July 2009, that does not alter our
positive answer.

AgreeQuestion: Q28

no

Question: Q29

300 Going Solar LLP Installer

Deeming

Question: a) Summary

Capital allocations in programmes for reorganisation/replacement/improvement of public sector estate (eg Schools and Police stations) do not 
appear to be sufficiently flexible to access the benefits of the scheme due to tight budgetary constraints.

Question: Q02

in principle payment approach seems fine, but concerns about capability of OFGEM to deliver payments without problems (such as those 
encountered elsewhere – eg RPA). Also, we have two further concerns: firstly that planning permission is required to mount solar panels on 
commercial buildings, most of which are on business parks, are modern and have high level low pitch, invisible roofs.This adds costs in terms of 
planning fees and design as well as delays. Planners have been slow to understand the importance of solar. Ground mounted schemes should be 
permitted development up to 30m2 (about 4kW) provided that height is controlled.as opposed to 9m2 at persent (about 1.2kW)
Secondly, we are concerned that delays from the power companies in turning round g83 and g59 applications will cause delay and charges for this 
service will be unregulated and high.

Question: Q03

MCS are the cork in the bottle and there are significant concerns about the capability of the organisation to deliver the right persons in the right 
numbers. In relation to equipment we consider being ‘industry led’ in an emerging and immature market can be counter competitive, leading to 
waste and unnecessary process- for instance why does certification of equipment need to be different to that in other EU countries where EN 
303.5 is accepted without further examination in some  proven technologies eg domestic biomass heating.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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MCS are the cork in the bottle and there are significant concerns about the capability of the organisation to deliver the right persons in the right 
numbers. In relation to equipment we consider being ‘industry led’ in an emerging and immature market can be counter competitive, leading to 
waste and unnecessary process- for instance why does certification of equipment need to be different to that in other EU countries where EN 
303.5 is accepted without further examination in some  proven technologies eg domestic biomass heating.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

MCS are the cork in the bottle and there are significant concerns about the capability of the organisation to deliver the right persons in the right 
numbers. In relation to equipment we consider being ‘industry led’ in an emerging and immature market can be counter competitive, leading to 
waste and unnecessary process- for instance why does certification of equipment need to be different to that in other EU countries where EN 
303.5 is accepted without further examination in some  proven technologies eg domestic biomass heating.

Question: Q06

The list should certainly include swimming pools, it is not clear is it does at present. Many schools and local authorities will be unfairly dealt with if 
it does not. Solar thermal panels can also deliver cooling to offices: this should be included in the future, if not now. 
As proposed, a return of only 6% on solar thermal looks unattractive. ST is a mature technology and it works well. It should not be penalised for 
this but encouraged. As the Prime Minister said on Thursday night "I would recommend people, if they can, to use this form of technology. It 
allows us to heat our water in a way that is far more environmentally friendly." It is clean, free and safe and, unlike heat pumps, requies nofosil fuel 
input. Unlike wind they are not NIMBY sensitive. The RHI should reinforce succes not reward inefficient technologies. The RHI for solar thermal 
should therefore be set at a rate at least equal to the other technologies.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Deeming is only sensible for domestic installations. Many properties are incapable of more than basic insulation improvements due to their 
construction method or protected status. Insulation should be addressed separately with appropriate programmes.

In the case of solar thermal to heat hot water, the best way to deem output is to take the ESTIF performance measure for the panel and calculate 
their performance at any particular location by using the NASA irradiation data. It should not be possible to generate too much heat for hot water 
which is required 12 months a year.

Question: Q10

Require dwellings to meet a minimum level in Code for sustainable homes, being no less than 3 and in any even 1 level higher than the relevant 
standard current at the time of the application . This could (sensibly) be restricted to the defined energy part of the Codefor Sustainable Homes.

Question: Q11

AgreeQuestion: Q12

In the case of solar thermal to heat hot water, the best way to deem output is to take the ESTIF performance measure for the panel and calculate 
their performance at any particular location by using the NASA irradiation data. It should not be possible to generate too much heat for hot water 
which is required 12 months a year.

Question: Q13

In the case of solar thermal to heat hot water, the best way to deem output is to take the ESTIF performance measure for the panel and calculate 
their performance at any particular location by using the NASA irradiation data. It should not be possible to generate too much heat for hot water 
which is required 12 months a year.

Question: Q18

RHI should not support the use of fossil fuels as ‘back-up’ heating to biomass installations. They would not now be required in most situations 
because (a) the supply market for biomass is no longer immature (There is now significant under-used capacity and an established supply chain for 
wood pellet certainly) and (b) the design of a (typically) biomass boiler installation should be such as to accommodate load diversity.  Use of LPG or 
Oil secondary boilers seems to arise because designers prefer the installation of large single Biomass units (eg: in a school) which are then under-
used/switched off when heat demand is reduced at certain times of year. There are better solutions that permit diversity in the heat load to be 
economically and efficiently addressed, usually through double/triple-boiler installation at an appropriate size. Permitting LPG/Oil to be used as an 
option in such circumstances is wasteful, and will inhibit progress towards the RHI objective in that it will discourage 100% renewable solutions 
involving other renewables such as Solar thermal that could be used in conjunction with biomass for summer loads.

Question: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Should be on a case by case basis, the problems and benefits are highly variable.

Question: Q21
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Yes

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

There is significant potential to allow the development (and introduction into the UK) of small domestic biomass installations to address the 
problem of off-grid rural poor, of which there are large numbers. These people will suffer disproportionately as the price of fossil-fuel increases 
(and is taxed?). It should be remembered that even compact small domestic biomass boilers cannot usually be installed in a domestic kitchen in a 
typical family house (around 100m2 floor area) as they need space for the larger boilers (about 3m2) and the hopper/delivery system.  There are 
huge numbers of these dwellings in the rural areas that will have no realistic alternative heat source (eventually).  They should not be exempt from 
the RHI because their houses are too small , so the RHI should be sufficiently flexible and remunerative to justify the addition of small outhouses 
where possible – also the issue of heating stoves perhaps.

Question: Q25

Agree – providing the compliance can be viewed as retrospective .

DisagreeQuestion: Q28
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302 Association of Electricity Producers Trade Association

Administration, bio-energy, metering

Question: a) Summary

The Association of Electricity Producers (AEP) represents the many different companies, both large and small, that make the electricity upon which 
the UK depends.  Between them, AEP members account for more than 95 per cent of the country’s electricity generation capacity and embrace all 
generating technologies used commercially in the UK – coal, oil, gas, nuclear power and a range of renewable energy technologies.  A list of our 
members can be found online at www.aepuk.com 

AEP welcomes the intention to introduce a Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI).  In order to meet the UK’s target for 15% of energy to come from 
renewable sources by 2020 and to decarbonise our energy system in the longer term we will need a substantial roll out of renewable heat, starting 
from a very low base.  It is important that the RHI provides a level of support which will make wide-spread deployment of renewable heat viable, 
otherwise we risk placing additional burden on sectors which already have challenging deployment aims and ultimately failing to meet our 
renewable energy targets.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

The consultation document does not make it clear how the RHI will be funded. This needs to be resolved as a matter of urgency.

Question: Q01
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It is important that the registration process coordinates with and builds on those used to register projects for other renewables financial support 
schemes, such as the Renewables Obligation (RO) and feed-in tariff, in order to prevent undue administrative burdens on projects and properties 
generating both heat and electricity.
The administration of the RHI must be handled in an effective and efficient manner by whichever body is given this responsibility, especially given 
the large number of small installations that will be involved and the high level of customer service that will be expected.  If Ofgem is to play a role 
in administering the RHI, it must be adequately resourced to do so effectively and it must be made clear how this is to be funded.  The new 
responsibility of the RHI must not impact upon the effectiveness of Ofgem’s administration of existing environmental schemes and there must be a 
smooth transition to the new scheme, with no detrimental effect on other systems.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

In general, we agree with the proposed approach.  Robust and clear rules are required on how projects will be treated that install additional 
capacity or multiple technologies over time and what level of tariff they will then receive.  

We have provided some comments on particular technologies below. 

Biomass CHP
The Association considers that bioenergy can make a significant contribution to the UK’s renewable energy ambitions, in both the electricity and 
heat sectors and in projects of all scales.  Given appropriate and stable levels of support and the right sustainability framework, biomass supply 
chains will develop which should allow for a widespread deployment of biomass technologies.

We welcome the government’s announcement that biomass sustainability criteria will be introduced for renewable heat and power and look 
forward to assisting in the development of a UK sustainability scheme for solid biomass.  To prevent distortions, it is important that the same 
criteria for solids are applied in the same way across the suite of renewable financial incentive mechanisms.  Given the potential for large numbers 
of small scale biomass heating installations, the government will need to ensure that any de minimis rules designed to reduce the burden of 
sustainability criteria for smaller projects do not lead to excessive quantities of biomass being used which is not verified as sustainable.

We agree that renewable Combined Heat and Power (CHP) should not need to comply with CHPQA standards in order to receive the RHI, but it 
must be made clear whether this will remain as an eligibility requirement for CHP projects to claim support under the RO.

Heat pumps

The deployment of heat pumps, coupled with an appropriate low carbon electricity mix, has significant potential to help decarbonise the heating 
sector.  We agree that in order to receive support under the RHI heat pumps should, as a minimum, meet the performance standards specified in 
the Renewable Energy Directive. 

Biogas

AEP considers that biogas injection has significant potential to contribute to achieving renewable energy targets and decarbonising the gas grid, 
making use of existing infrastructure.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

We consider that producers of renewable heat should be given the option of metering in every practicable case, subject to provisions to ensure 
that heat is being used.  However, we agree that below a certain capacity threshold, it may be more sensible to deem annual output.  This will 
require a robust deeming methodology, in which installers of heating equipment will need to be proficient.

Question: Q12

Yes.  We agree that at large scale and in processes the incentive to overgenerate heat is minimal and metering should therefore be encouraged.

It should be technically feasible to install heat meters, but it may be costly to do so, especially for smaller plant, although demand stimulation 
should result in some cost reduction. The Government should consider some R&D to reduce the costs of heat metering.

Question: Q14

The Association supports the principle that renewable heat from CHP plants should be supported through the RHI rather than through an uplift to 
the RO.  However, for a renewable CHP plant to be commercially viable, the additional income from steam sales and RHI subsidy must be greater 
than the income lost through reduced electricity sales and ROC income and must be sufficient to recover the costs of the necessary additional 
infrastructure.  CHP plants face considerable practical and financial barriers to finding outlets for large quantities of heat.  Analysis by AEP members 
suggests that the proposed tariffs under the RHI would require biomass CHP projects to export significantly more heat to reach the rates of return 
available under the RO with uplift, meaning that the proposed RHI tariff levels would favour electricity-only plant at the scales at which CHP would 
otherwise be viable and therefore need to be increased.

Question: Q15
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We have provided comments on certain technologies below.  In general, we consider that the proposed RHI tariffs for large installations are too 
low to unlock the substantial, cost-effective deployment that is possible from the commercial and industrial sector.

Biomass CHP
There is a disparity between the tariff lifetimes proposed for RHI support for biomass heat (15 years) and that available for electricity from biomass 
plants under the RO (20 years).  In order to avoid distortions for renewable CHP plants, it would be preferable for the RHI tariff lifetime to be 
aligned with that under the RO.

Heat pumps
Analysis by our members suggests that DECC has underestimated the capital costs of large ground source heat pumps and that the tariff for 
projects over 350 kW should therefore be significantly higher than proposed.

We consider that it would be most appropriate for water source heat pumps to receive the same level of support as ground source heat pumps, 
with which they share similar characteristics. 

Biogas
In order to stimulate deployment, it may be more appropriate for the RHI tariff for biomethane injection to be calculated in the same way as for 
other technologies, taking account of its full costs, including gas upgrade and injection.

Question: Q18

Yes.  We agree with the proposed approach on mixed fuels, which mirrors that taken under the RO.  However, clarity is required about the future 
status of Energy from Waste with CHP under the RO – whether such plants will continue to be eligible for support for their electricity output and at 
what level.

Question: Q19

AEP firmly supports the concept of grandfathering, without which investors will not have the confidence to make long term investments.  We 
consider that bio-energy tariffs should also be grandfathered.  The approach taken to grandfathering biomass projects under the RHI should be 
consistent with that taken for bioenergy technologies under the RO following the current consultation on that topic.

Question: Q22

Whatever approach to degression is adopted, it is essential that the degression mechanism is predictable and that there is clarity on when it will 
take effect so that investors can be certain what level of support they will receive when they enter the scheme.

Question: Q23

Periodic reviews of the RHI should coincide with those of the other renewable energy support schemes.  When tariff levels are reviewed, it is 
essential that support is grandfathered for existing projects.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

As under the RO, emergency reviews should only be launched in exceptional circumstances and the criteria for triggering them and the process to 
be followed must be clearly defined.

Question: Q27

A number of renewable CHP plants have been planned using financial models based on the current RO framework.  Given the lead times for such 
projects and delays resulting from the economic climate and uncertainty over grandfathering, it may be appropriate to extend the transitional 
period in which they will be able to choose between the RO plus uplift and the RO and RHI.

Question: Q28

303 The Heating and Hotwater Industry Council Trade Association

The Heating & Hotwater Industry Council (HHIC) is a trade association that represents the UK domestic heating industry. Members include all 
sectors of supply chain including manufacturers, merchants, installers and service providers.  HHIC membership covers most types of domestic 
heating products and systems including traditional central heating systems and most low carbon and renewable heating technologies.  
The industry which HHIC represents is committed to working with Government to transform the domestic market for energy and heat. HHIC is 
committed to helping drive the transition to a low carbon economy by delivering affordable and effective low and zero carbon heating system 
solutions for UK homes.  This will require a range of products and technologies, including renewable, and also other low carbon technologies which 
can make the most effective use of existing energy supplies and infrastructures.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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Yes

Comments:
HHIC agrees that most of the  major issues are addressed within the consultation document

However the consultation document does not spell out how the RHI is to be funded, and there was no update on this as expected at the Budget. 
We believe that the monies to fund the RHI should be done in an equitable way, and that the burden should be shared equally over all users of 
fossil fuelled heat.

Question: Q01

Yes

Comments:
HHIC is of the view that widespread take up and success of RHI in the household sector is critically dependant on the ready availability of 
affordable financial packages. Despite the potentially attractive income streams offered by the RHI, relatively few householders will have the 
finance to pay for the relatively high costs of renewable heating products. Also individual households are unlikely to go out and seek loans to 
finance the costs of a renewable heating system. It will also be essential that finance schemes are available as part of a total package to help the 
individual homeowner opt for renewable heating.

Many boiler replacements take place in a ‘distress purchase’ situation and this will provide an important market for renewable heating products. In 
these circumstances it will be essential to have immediately available financial products otherwise customers are more likely to go for the least 
hassle option which will be a replacement boiler.

HHIC is concerned that the availability of appropriate financial packages will be left to the market. We would propose that some Government 
intervention may be necessary to ensure the availability of suitable products. There will also need to be appropriate and seamless joining up of RHI 
with other policy measures such as PAYS. 

We would also propose that such finance packages cover the full cost of the installation of a renewable heating system and not simply the 
additional cost over and above that of a ‘conventional’ system. This would then encourage those who have a functioning heating system which 
have not yet reached the end of its useful life, to consider a renewable alternative.

Specifiers and installers have a major influence over customer purchase heating systems and so they will also need to be familiar with and have 
access to these financial packages if they are to be willing to promote renewable heating and able to promote these products to home owners. 

We can also see a new market developing for third party ownership of domestic heating systems e.g. through leasing and hire purchase 
arrangements. Renewable heating would be a major beneficiary of such developments and the opportunity for this would be greatly improved if 
enhanced capital allowances were extended and made available to owners of heating systems in dwellings. 

We would also propose that that incentive payment rights can be assigned to a third party i.e. other than the ‘legal owner’. This would remove the 
risk to the third party finance provider by enabling repayments to occur directly and help to prevent the cost of finance rising beyond the reach of 
those individuals and groups that the Government hopes to prioritise.

Question: Q02

Yes
Comments:
HHIC broadly supports the approach. We do however have some reservations about the proposal that the scheme should be administered by 
OFGEM. We are concerned that OFGEM do not have the experience and capacity to promptly and effectively deal with and process large numbers 
of applications and payments. We are also strongly of the view that for the RHI to be effective then the processes will need to be as simple and 
hassle free as possible particularly for individual home owners. Again this is not an area where OFGEM is particularly strong. We would suggest that 
Government look at a wider range of options for scheme administration and if necessary adopt an open tender process

Question: Q03
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Yes

Comments: 
HHIC fully supports the requirement for accreditation of both products and installers. We do however remain seriously concerned about the 
barriers to participation in MCS by installers. These include cost, complexity and unfriendly processes. Currently it has mainly been specialist 
installers that have joined the scheme but unless the scheme becomes attractive to existing heating installers, this will become a barrier to the take 
up of renewable heating and the RHI. HHIC’s support for the requirement of MCS for installers is therefore conditional on some reform of the 
scheme to overcome these issues. HHIC members have already taken some initiatives to encourage participation by heating installers and we are 
committed to work with Government to improve the scheme.  

As part of the development of MCS we would like to see convergence between the requirements and processes with those of the Competent 
Persons Schemes which installers are also required to join, to meet requirements of Building Regulations. The target should be for a common set of 
standards and a single assessment process. HHIC is actively participating in work to deliver this objective and would wish to see a positive outcome 
achieved as quickly as possible to help encourage installer participation. 

We would also point out that there are still mixed views over the use of MCS and that some sectors of the industry face particularly tough 
challenges in getting installers to take part. These sectors continue to express extreme concern about the applicability of MCS. Simplification of the 
scheme would improve the situation but we would urge Government to take note of individual problem areas to ensure these issues are not 
overlooked and opportunities for renewable heating lost as a consequence.  

We would also see the introduction of a new national training programme to raise awareness, knowledge and understanding of renewable heating 
and the role of HHIC. HHIC is willing to lead the development and delivery of such a programme.

For accreditation of products HHIC is of the view that where appropriate European standards already exist or subsequently come into force then 
products which meet the requirements of such standards should be eligible for MCS certification without further surveillance. UK standards may be 
necessary to allow data to be fed into SAP both for new build and for Energy Performance Certificates.

Question: Q04

No

Comments:
The underlying product standards for heat pumps will allow the MCS to be extended to the largest products. However, the current registration 
process will need to be reviewed as the testing facilities for large equipment are not available in the UK and limited elsewhere. 

The MCS scheme is inappropriate for the installation of equipment over 45kW. For the installation of these larger products there is already an 
established and mature industry which uses the existing Skillcard scheme.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

There is an established EHPA-DACHs product approval scheme for heat pumps.

Question: Q06

Yes

Comments:
HHIC supports the approach. 

We recognise the difficulties with the inclusion of biomass stoves into RHI but at the same time also see that with an appropriate incentive, 
biomass stoves could make a meaningful contribution to renewable heating. We would suggest that as an alternative, an RHI payment could be 
linked to the supply of the fuel rather than to the heating appliance.

We would also want to ensure that all appropriate new and innovative technologies can be accommodated in a speedy and effective way.

Question: Q07

Yes

Comments:
We are unaware of any bioliquids other than FAME that are suitable for heating of domestic properties.

We would also propose that where possible, the treatment of all bio fuels should be consistent with other support mechanisms such as the RO, FIT 
and RTFO.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

The initial proposed emissions of 30g/GK PM and 150-100g/GJ are currently workable limits. Lower PM limits would require the use of high quality 
filtration units. NOx is even more difficult to get down to 50g/GJ levels. The technology is working towards lower NOx emissions but currently not 
widely available. The quality of the fuel is also an important factor for constant NOx.

Question: Q09
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Yes

Comments:
HHIC generally supports the proposal to provide RHI support on the basis of deemed heat production that assumes minimum energy efficiency 
measures are in place. HHIC fully supports the use of energy efficiency measures and promotes the benefits of carrying out energy efficiency 
measures first to reduce demand. We are however of the view that the RHI is, on its own, an inappropriate policy instrument to raise standards of 
energy efficiency.  We are concerned that a requirement for minimum energy efficiency measures to have been undertaken as condition of 
receiving RHI support will reduce opportunities for the take up of renewable heating if customer faces additional cost burdens and disruption. Also 
in distress purchase situations there will rarely be sufficient time to carry out such measures. We do however see an opportunity for greater 
coordination between the delivery of RHI and other policy instruments such as CERT, CESP, PAYS and HEMS to provide a one stop shop that will 
encourage customers to take up both energy efficiency and renewable heating.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

We would propose that this is avoided by setting minimum fabric efficiency standards under the Code for Sustainable Homes when specifying 
renewable heat technologies

Question: Q11

Yes

Comments: 

Whilst many HHIC members support the proposal to deem heat loads there is a minority view that these should be metered. The arguments in 
favour of metering include: 
•	Consumer visibility of the amount of renewable heat generated which may in turn encourage other energy efficient behaviours and better 
knowledge and 
•	Greater accountability for the amounts of renewable heat produced 

We would particularly support the use of metering in ‘bi valent’ systems e.g. where both a heat pump and a boiler are installed, to help ensure that 
the renewable heat generator is used in preference to ones using fossil fuel. 

We would however want to ensure that whether deemed or metered, these do not lead to any perverse outcomes that would encourage and 
reward wasteful ‘over generation’ of heat

Question: Q12

Yes

Comments: 
HHIC agrees that SAP should provide the basis for determining the deemed heating and water loads for homes. We would however propose the 
means of determining the appropriate heating and hot water loads should be as simple as possible. We would be concerned that a requirement to 
have to carry out an assessment of every individual property in order to benefit from RHI would add unnecessary cost and time and could lead to 
homeowners opting for a boiler replacement to avoid hassle.

We would propose a relatively simple matrix which, using SAP as a basis, sets the deemed heating and hot water loads for range of common types 
and sizes of UK dwellings possibly based on the table in Annex 2 of the consultation document. A simple look up table would make it easy for the 
home owner and installer to determine the RHI benefit entitlement and would also make it easier to prove and demonstrate compliance. Property 
types which fall outside the normal range would be subject to individual assessment.  In considering this simple approach we would point out that 
actual energy consumptions in individual dwellings will vary widely even for near identical properties. This is because energy use is strongly related 
the type of household and behaviours. We are of the view that this wide variation in energy use further supports a simple approach to deeming.

We would suggest that the use of a single value for hot water generation across all property types is an over simplification which will lead to 
rewards which are either too low for larger properties or too high for smaller ones. In SAP, the calculation of energy use for water heating is based 
on the floor area and expected occupancy of the property. We would propose that a simplified version of this is used to provide a more 
appropriate figure for deeming purposes.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q14

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q15

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q16
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We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q17

No

Comments:

HHIC supports the general approach that Government has taken in setting tariff levels. We agree that tariffs should provide compensation for the 
additional costs of renewable heat over conventional systems by taking into account the additional capital and ongoing costs incurred. We also 
agree that compensation is provided for some non financial barriers to overcome the ‘hassle factor’ of trying an unfamiliar technology.  We 
welcome the decision to allow an investment return of 12% for renewable technologies and agree that this should provide a sufficient level of 
incentive for customers to choose renewable technologies over their tried and tested heating systems.

We would make the following comments about tariffs for individual products:

Solar Water Heating: We disagree with the proposal for only a 6% rate of return for solar water heating. Solar water heating is not yet fully 
established in the market and still faces a number of barriers. One of these is the need for hot water storage. In the UK combi boilers have 
dominated the gas boiler market for many years. In 2009 of the 1.5 million domestic gas boilers sold, 1.1 million (73%) were combis. We estimate 
that about 60% of all gas boilers currently installed in UK homes are now combis. Also 25% of oil boiler sales are now combis. As a result most UK 
homes no longer have any provision for hot water storage and have taken advantage of the space that has been made available. Whilst there are 
innovative and effective means of applying solar water heating systems to combi boilers, the use of a hot water cylinder is generally the more 
accepted method. The need to re –introduce hot water storage leads to additional costs, disruption and inconvenience all of which require 
additional incentives if householders are to be encouraged to take up solar heating. We would propose that the rate of return should be increased 
to 8% to provide this additional incentive.

Heat Pumps: The consultation document appears to underestimate the level of servicing required for heat pumps. A more realistic requirement for 
both ground source and air source products would be an annual service visit of about half a day per annum. This is similar to those of other heat 
generation products.

Biomethane injection: We believe that the tariff for biomethane injection should be set with reference to a 12% rate of return over the cost base 
faced by the industry rather than on an equivalence basis to anaerobic digestion under the Feed-in Tariff. Firstly, the anaerobic digestion industry 
considers that the tariff levels have been set too low to encourage widespread adoption of this technology. Secondly, the FIT tariffs have been set 
to deliver rates of return of 5-8%, which are too low to encourage the establishment of a new industry. Biomethane production is a more efficient 
use of biogas than its use for the production of electricity, and therefore would make a larger contribution to meeting the UK’s 2020 renewable 
energy targets. We also believe that the cost base used by DECC does not include the costs incurred for clean-up and injection of biomethane into 
the grid. We believe that a tariff level of 5.5p/kWh would be more appropriate.

Bioliquids: We believe that the proposed tariff for bioliquids of 6.5p/kWh is too low to deliver a 12% rate of return. We note the work undertaken 
by OFTEC on this and would support an increased tariff of 9p/kWh for bioliquids up to 45kW.

Question: Q18

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q19

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q20

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q21

Yes

Comments:
  
We agree with both elements of this proposal

Question: Q22

Yes

Comments: HHIC strongly agrees with the principal of degression which we see as an effective means of gradually reducing financial support.  In 
the longer term we want to see the sustained use of renewable heating, independent of financial support and grants. We do however agree that at 
this early stage of marker deployment it would be inappropriate to consider degression until the first review. Even then it would be necessary to 
consider each technology on a case by case basis.

AgreeQuestion: Q23
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Yes

Comments:
HHIC broadly supports the approach. We are keen to encourage and fully reward innovation and so the definitions should be sufficiently broad to 
allow for this. There should also be recognition about the possibilities of new technologies emerging which may require dedicated bands and there 
should be provision for these to be considered on a case by case basis. The processes for getting innovative technologies adopted within schemes 
can often be very difficult and daunting largely because these technologies do not obey the established ‘rules’. We would like to see processes 
adopted within RHI and elsewhere which are less risk averse and which enable the benefits to be quickly and effectively evaluated.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

HHIC would question whether RHI is a suitable instrument for encouraging technology cost reductions other than to incentivise greater and more 
rapid market demand and uptake which itself would lead to reduced costs. These would come from increased competition as well as cost 
economies arising from mass market production and supply. As stated in our response to the question on degression HHIC seeks a situation where 
sales of renewable are sustainable without ongoing ‘grant’ support. We recognise that the costs of many renewable heating solutions will always 
be significantly greater than those of today’s condensing boilers and we see that in time, legislation such as Building Regulations and product 
legislation such as the EUP Directive becoming the primary policy instruments to sustaining the longer term deployment of renewable heating.   
The availability of financial support through schemes such as PAYS will also continue to be essential

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

We agree that emergency reviews should take place if needed but almost by definition, these will arise from unpredictable situations

Question: Q27

HHIC agrees that RHI support should only be provided for projects completed after 15 July 2009. We would however propose that the installations 
of non MCS accredited products from 15 July 2009 until the implementation of the RHI, should also qualify for MCS support once those products 
have achieved MCS certification.
Similarly we would propose that installations of accredited products undertaken by a non MCS installer during the period 15 July 2009 to the time 
when RHI is implemented should also receive RHI payments once the installer is MCS  registered and subject to a site inspection.

AgreeQuestion: Q28

No

Comments: We cannot identify specific parts of the proposals that would lead to abuse but recognise that with a scheme which is potentially 
available to millions of households, then abuse is a serious risk. Our view is that we should keep the scheme as simple as possible (e.g. the 
approach to deeming) as this will make the processes of inspection and enforcement easier and more transparent. The intention to carry out 
compliance inspections also needs to be strongly publicised and promoted.

Question: Q29

We are unable to comment on this question

Question: Q30

304 Oil & Gas UK Trade Association

Oil & Gas UK is the representative organisation in this country for the offshore oil and gas
exploration and production (E&P) industry. It has more than 100 members from well known
names such as BP and Shell, through a variety of E&P and utility companies to the industry’s
supply chain. More information is available on our web-site at www.oilandgasuk.co.uk . We
are offering some comments in relation to Question 1.

Offshore installations are almost entirely self supplied with fuel which is used for power
turbines in order to drive pumps and compressors and to generate electricity. These installations are already regulated under the EU ETS and IPPC. 
It is our understanding, therefore, that they will not qualify for the RHI.

As an aside, we did not see any details about the proposed levy system of funding in the Budget papers. In the absence of such details, it makes it 
difficult to provide comments, but perhaps this will become clearer after the forthcoming General Election.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

305 Scottish Agricultural College Academic / Profession

22 June 2010 Page 470 of 1348



General support

Question: a) Summary

SAC is highly supportive of the proposed renewable heat incentive, and believes it to be (subject to fine tuning) a method of supporting the uptake 
of renewable heating which offers a very high likelihood of success.   We believe that the scheme will accelerate the uptake of renewable heating, 
drive innovation and efficiency, create large numbers of jobs in the rural and wider UK economy, increase the profitability of a wide range of 
businesses and address many aspects of fuel poverty.

SAC’s response is very much on the non-passive renewable heating technologies, i.e. biomass and bio-energy, as these are the most relevant to the 
industries with which we work.

The Scottish Agricultural College’s (SAC) mission is "to enhance the rural economy and environment", which it delivers via a range of mechanisms, 
including consultancy, education, training and the provision of advice to farmers, land managers, public sector bodies and a range of other 
partners.  In tandem with our role as an educational institution, SAC Consulting provides leading edge, independent and impartial advice to rural 
businesses and associated industries, and in the Scottish farming sector, SAC are seen as a key source of quality specialist consultancy, with 67% 
industry penetration.  SAC are rated as the most important source of business advice by 78% of farmers

Question: b) GeneralResponse

306 Arniston Estate Existing generator

The RHI is fundamentally an excellent scheme with some minor areas/flaws that should be addressed.
The major area concern at the moment is the restriction of eligibility to schemes completed post July 2010. Further comments on relevant sections 
are included in the consultation.

Question: Q01

The initial capital and installation cost of the equipment is substantial and potentially onerous on landlords, home owners and district scheme 
developers. There should be a mechanism to offer initial financing assistance in the form of reduced interest or no interest loans. Ideally these 
should be through a public body. The costs of private financing in arrangement fees and high interest payments may erode significantly the 
benefits and incentive of the RHI. This is particularly relevant for rural communities who will be unlikely to be able to cope with the added weight 
of extra credit on their businesses and lifestyles despite the forward payment profile. In addition interest rates in the private sector are never 
offered fixed for the deemed period of the RHI. This in effect exposes the installer to interest rate risk which may counter the incentive to install.

Question: Q02

AgreeQuestion: Q03

The costs of the installation and the contribution of the RHI and funded by and payable to landowners not installers and producers. The RHI should 
“recommend” but shouldn’t mandate as the financial risk is not carried by the installer or supplier but the home-owner.
It is important that the industry works towards a consistent method of accreditation but initially this mandate will be a barrier to installers and 
developers and as a result create monopoly suppliers/installers increasing cost.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

The RHI is not designed to act as an industry regulator. The installer and supplier should collectively work towards a consistent accreditation 
standard that works not only for the UK but also for Europe where most of the products originate.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

By restricting eligibility to installations installed after 15 July 2009, the scheme has fundamentally penalised the early adopters of the technology 
for championing the industry and driving the efficiencies forward.
In the case of Arniston Estate, we installed a woodchip boiler with a 460kw capacity in Jan 2008 to cater for the entire footprint of Arniston House. 
This replaced an LPG boiler system which provided heat for only 1/3 of the House footprint. The larger capacity was brought in to allow us to 
expand the heating network over 2-5 years without having to install additional capacity or change equipment which had a 20 year lifecycle in a 
sensitive A listed environment.
We have invested over £170,000 pounds of capital into developing our solution and continue to look for efficiency and expand the reticulation to 
maximise the capacity. This year we have spent a further £30,000 pounds to extend the pipe network to other parts of the buildings. Over 1/3 of 
the Arniston House footprint still remains unheated.
Additionally we have become champions of the technology and concept and have actively worked with other landowners and the forestry 
commission to promote the use of biomass.
Perversely under this scheme we are incentivised to replace the perfectly good system we have installed and receive no credit or assistance to 
continue to expand the network and maximise the capacity.
The scheme needs to be made eligible to the relatively small group of renewable champions who have installed biomass equipment up to the 
500kW level prior to July 2009 and who have and continue to develop the efficiency of their systems and processes for the benefit of the rest of 
the industry.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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We are unaware of the proposed emission standards but on the basis that it rules out most currently produced biomass boilers see this as 
completely inoperable. The technology needs to be present in order to reduce the emission and the producers of the boilers should be working 
toward that as an industry standard.
Again this is an area where the existing installations would be penalised rather than promoted. Further as it stands the RHI scheme does not allow 
for refurbishment of existing
equipment to comply with these or any other standards that may come in over the period of the scheme which adds more risk to purchasers of 
this equipment.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

This is already in place with the proposed tariff structure. Further many target buildings in rural communities as well as urban may be conservation 
listed and therefore restricted from achieving general standards. In general however the consumers considering migrating from fossil fuels to 
renewable energy sources are already “converted” to the concepts of energy efficiency so this is potentially needless and an administrative hurdle 
that could be avoided.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

The key to this is building regulations themselves and not the RHI. Having said that the phased tariff approach already caters for this. A simple 
question in the application to request developers to demonstrate how they are supporting energy efficiency should be sufficient.

Question: Q11

The calculation of the heating required will determine the size of the equipment to be installed. It is fundamentally unlikely that additional capacity 
will be installed unless
additional expansion of the reticulation network is planned.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Fundamentally owners don’t want to buy / use more raw material than they have an output demand for.

Question: Q14

In a rural biomass scenario a district heating scheme comprises 3 components, the boiler and hopper, the reticulation network and the connection 
to an individual user building. The reticulation network and the individual connection to a user can be extremely expensive. If the landowner or 
developer installs the reticulation network there is still no guarantee that a freehold end user will connect.
An “uplift” should be designed to support the laying of the reticulation network and the end user connection (including metering).
The tariff structure should further incentivise district schemes over individual installations ie the installation of a 500kw boiler would be classified 
as a large installation but if it is providing heat to 30 houses then it should be allowed to access the sub 45kw tariff.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

What is the definition of “hard to treat”? A rural community with no mains gas might be deemed as hard to treat but if they all have oil is that 
really hard to treat?
What about a small developer looking to value add the build of 20 houses within a gas network. Technically these may not be hard to treat. 
Eligibility should be available to all developers looking to install a district scheme as the ultimate objective is to incentivise renewable installations.
The distance of the network is directly related to cost. The distance the network needs to travel will be determined by planning, site suitability and 
other environmental considerations out of the hands of the installer not simply on the least cost option.

Question: Q21

Degression could be a mistake unless it is proven that the technology cost is falling significantly.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

There may be significant ongoing cost in adopting new technologies or developed technology. That cost may be in the form of reliability of 
equipment, on site refining/development cost and general handling system development. Individuals who take up this challenge need to be 
reassured that they do not end up sourcing extra cost which ultimately will benefit the later users.

AgreeQuestion: Q24
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No. By restricting eligibility to installations completed post July 2009 the scheme is penalising the early adopters who have been champions of the 
technology and suffered much of the pain involved with developing new systems. In the case of Arniston Estate as discussed in Q7 comments we 
would be perversely incentivised to remove our existing installation and re install new equipment despite the fact that the current equipment is 
only 2 years old.
In the case of Arniston we have committed to and worked hard to champion woodchip and biomass technology. We have spent over £200k on 
developing the technology and the handling solutions and have suffered the pain and cost associated with being an early adopter and having 
limited independent expertise to call on.
We have installed capacity for the entire footprint of Arniston House as part of a plan to grow the heating infrastructure from catering for approx 
1/3 of the building to full use over the next 2-3 years. This year we have spent a further £30,000, heated an additional 15% as well as laying the 
heating infrastructure for restoration of the old stables and workshops.
None of this would be eligible for RHI under the current installation completion date as we commissioned in Feb 2008.
The irony is further heightened by the fact that our peers in the estate business are installing in the current year and as a result will have access to 
RHI as well as leveraging off our experience and practical knowledge and as a result will have a significant cost advantage over us.
We would be happy to give further details and a presentation of the Arniston Installation with a view to demonstrating why we believe the 460kw 
Wood chip installation at Arniston procured in Oct 2007 and commissioned in Jan 2008 should be eligible for RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

The key to avoidance of abuse is to ensure the administrators of the scheme actively work with the owners and installers and additionally have 
some appropriate authority to suspend payments pending compliance.

Question: Q29

Fundamentally the level of uplift for district heating network should be based on the cost of the reticulation of the heating network and the 
individual connection costs. The scheme should be designed to compensate the consumer and the distributor for the costs of connection. The 
renewable energy source should compete with the alternative fuel sources. The key to district heating networks is to make the cost of network 
neutral and allow the fuel source to truely compete.
It is very possible that the more remote and rural sites ideally suited to district networks are dissuaded from community installations because of 
the cost of installing the network and connecting to it. Further some of the smaller sites may actually be more costly to install because of planning 
and environmental restrictions that may be present.

Question: Q30

307 Northwest Regional Development Agency OGD / Statutory Agenc

Yes

The RDA network of England welcomes the RHI. To date, much of the focus in relation to developing a low carbon economy has been on electricity. 
Renewable heat will also have a critical role to play in both tackling carbon emissions and other social issues such as fuel poverty.  Given that the 
scheme covers very different sizes of technology from small scale (domestic) through to large scale, we believe that the range of technologies to be 
supported by the RHI is strong.   
When considering the administration of the scheme it will be important to be kept simple, particularly at the smaller (domestic) scales. Certainty is 
required for developers and consumers to invest in renewable technologies and hence greater clarity is required in a number of areas:
•	What impact will a future RHI review have on tariff levels for devices installed today; 
•	What is the relationship between capital grants and the RHI?  This is particularly pertinent to the RDA’s who administer a number of grants e.g. 
RDPE grants; 
•	How RHI payments will be treated for income tax purposes;   
•	Will there be flexibility to install fossil fuel back up and how will this be managed; 
•	Further clarity on the RHI’s interaction with other Government policies would be beneficial, in particular with FITs and EU ETS; 
•	How will the market be educated;
•	A cut off at 45kW may discourage smaller businesses and appears to be disproportionate considering that the next level is 500kW; and
•	The scheme details needs to highlight for the domestic sector, how property sale and transfer of payments would work.
We also suggest that the RHI would benefit from including capital investment options as part of the RHI in order to make it easier to adopt the 
technologies.

Question: Q01

Yes

Comments:
The RHI should be strong enough to encourage private sector investment in the capital upfront costs of technologies.  
There is significant interest in renewable heating schemes and RDAs are often asked provide gap funding towards these from community projects, 
commercial developments and Local Authorities. For the RDAs to be in a position to support such schemes in their regions, the RHI needs to be 
strong enough to encourage private investment and develop the supply chain.  RDA intervention would be a short-term investment, until the 
market matures and technologies/schemes become commercially viable, however there is confusion over how financial and legal models can be 
established and operated and over eligibility for grant funding and state aid compliancy.  
The Grandfathering of biomass issues across the board need to be resolved if there is to be consistency. 
We are also concerned that the tariff for larger installations does not encourage investment and many finance/lease options need to be available.

Question: Q02
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No comment

Question: Q03

Yes

Comments:
In our experience, there is an increasing level of awareness of the MCS as the key accreditation method for regional businesses.  MCS accreditation 
is thus seen as a positive proposal and a mechanism for removing ‘bad installers’ from the market place. However, we question the capping for the 
installation size as we believe there may also be value in relation to slightly larger installations, although we do not advocate the establishment of 
parallel scheme as this would create confusion in the market.  
However, it is worth noting that feedback from Industry suggests that operationally MSC needs to improve and that clarity is required on links 
between MCS and HETAS, NAPIT, etc.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

No

Comments:
Although we welcome the broad range of technologies which are to be included, we are concerned that renewable cooling is to be excluded.  The 
rationale proposed in this regard does provide clear reasoning, keeping the RHI focused upon provision of secure and affordable warmth, however 
we believe renewable cooling should be explored further.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Yes

Comments:
The requirement for biomass boilers to be clean burning is imperative.  Recent reports on air pollution in the UK (see 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8578952.stm) serve to emphasise the importance of ensuring that new technologies do not negatively impact on 
environmental issues, whilst trying to mitigate against others.

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Yes

Comments:

It is worth noting the importance of the energy hierarchy and encouraging adoption of this.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

There is anecdotal evidence that most large scale biomass plants are focussing on electricity and not heat. The RHI needs to be set at a level to 
encourage heat use.

Question: Q16

No

Comments:
There are a variety of different technologies for generating biogas and the proposed Table of Tariffs does not differentiate between these 
technologies.  Since they have very different cost bases they should have different levels for the RHI and currently the larger level tariffs may not 
be enough.
The banding arrangements and level of support must not mask the underlying cost effectiveness of each technology relative to the others. To do so 
will lead to higher costs for consumers. A way of achieving this is to ensure that in calculating the difference between upfront capital and on going 
costs between renewable and conventional heat, where possible the ‘renewable cost’ is calculated on the basis of the deemed circumstances of 
that cost being incurred being optimal for the technology concerned – e.g.: ground source heat pumps being installed very expensively in dense 
living accommodation, where district heating is the optimal cost effective solution. Another option could be to index link the tariff level against 
mains gas prices. 
Also additional bands for biomass boilers are required above the 500 kW to ensure that boilers are not sized to meet the best financial conditions 
rather than heat output.  Biomass is a limited resource, hence it will be important for the Government support mechanisms (e.g. ROCs, FITs and 
RHI) to consider and perhaps encourage the optimum greenhouse gas emission savings possible.  
For wet feedstocks, although CHP from AD produces the largest GHG emissions savings, the savings are similar for all the options considered.  
However, we believe that further investigation is required on the option for upgrading the biogas to biomethane and injecting into the gas grid 
given the additional benefits it may offer.

Question: Q18
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No

Comments:
The RDA network of England believes that there is insufficient detail provided to enable us to be confident in this proposed approach to mixed 
fuels.  For example, we require clarification on how the proposed approach will be managed for the differing waste streams, for example 
commercial and industrial waste.  Interaction with the EU ETS also requires further investigation and clarification.  Further, we note that a flexible 
solution is often needed to manage risks associated with disruption of fuel supplies, and we are not confident that this proposal allows sufficient 
flexibility.  We do however note that the measurement of organic content is becoming easier and that this will ease accounting difficulties.  
For clarity and consistency, could the same rules as apply to the Renewables Obligation be applied?

Question: Q19

Yes

Comments:
The Cross RDA network for England believe that provision of an uplift for renewable district heating schemes is vital. Community energy / shared 
schemes will be critical if the UK is to meet carbon reduction targets. Also, the embedded energy costs are much lower for shared schemes and 
therefore more sustainable. The upfront infrastructure costs for district heating can be a significant and hence an uplift to help with the costs of 
this infrastructure will be important.  We have a number of examples across our regions where we believe projects have been limited due to the 
upfront costs required for district heating.  The RHI should provide an outstanding opportunity to address this barrier.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

No

Comments:
The RDA network of England believes that there needs to be a degree of flexibility in the scheme and that tariffs should not be fully fixed, however, 
this needs to be balanced by view from the RDA network that a level of certainty is required to encourage investment in RHI. 
It is essential that any system is relatively simple and provides certainty to the market such that the scheme is not a barrier to investment.  
Typically we would say that this means tariffs must be fixed for the duration of a project to provide certainty in the market however, prices may 
vary quite dramatically over the lifetime of a project and hence on this occasion we believe a level of flexibility is required.
A fixed price could result in overestimation of the costs as investors seek to protect themselves. Therefore, a solution involving an element of the 
tariff fluctuating is clearly preferred, perhaps a fuel price index adjustment in the tariff? We would suggest that the Government consults further 
on this issue.
We would also like to see more clarity on how the scheme will work where more than one technology is installed into a property.

Question: Q22

Yes

Comments:
We believe that this is a sensible approach to innovative and emerging technologies as the objective is to avoid unintentionally excluding options, 
and hence we are supportive.  We note that it will be important to have the RHI review timetable built in so that innovation is encouraged and new 
technologies can be given additional support where the case is justified.  Aligned with this is the need to ensure that the eligible technologies are 
defined sufficiently well to provide investors with clarity and therefore confidence.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

The Cross-RDA network believes that, in the long term, the RHI is likely to significantly increase the number of installers / companies operating in 
this sector although we note that it is also likely that we will find a shortage of organisations in the short term.  For this reason, any activities that 
can be carried out to support the growth of the sector particularly in the short term is likely to help with cost reductions and therefore be 
beneficial.

Question: Q25

Yes

Comments:
The RDA network for England welcomes the proposed approach to reviews, particularly given the need to meet regularly in order to encourage 
further innovation.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

No

We welcome the opportunity for existing installations to apply for the RHI as this sends a clean signal that early adopters are not being penalised, 
although we question the setting of a cut off date and would rather see applications judged on their individual merits, as there is a risk that viable 
installations which predate July 2009 may be decommissioned and then re-commissioned in order to benefit for the tariffs.  
It is also important that there is no impact on future early adopters of low carbon technologies. Government needs to set the principle that early 
movers will not lose out when policy catches up and begins to provide incentives.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28
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Yes

We have identified a number of issues which we believe are missing or need further consideration:
•	Metering is a key risk and an issue that needs to be actively resolved prior to finalisation of the RHI.
•	With regard to wood fibre supply, we have concerns on the wider impacts this could have, or example on the paper and panel sector.  We feel 
this should be investigated to guard against loss of jobs in these sectors.
•	We believe greater clarity is required on how it is deemed that different technologies have been successfully integrated in order that abuses of 
the system can be avoided.
•	There is a need for in-depth advice provision to prevent mis-selling of the RHI.
•	The RHI does not incentivise efficient running of the installation.
•	An assessment of the grid network is resilience to full adoption of RHI is required.

Question: Q29

308 Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority Local Government / A

EfW

Question: a) Summary

Please find a consultation response attached from Merseyside Waste Disposal Authority. Our response covers Q.9, 19, 20, 21 and 30 only. 

The response focuses on the need to ensure a coordinated approach to rolling out non-waste biomass boilers, in order to safeguard air quality 
standards where emissions controls are lower than for Waste Incineration Directive compliant technologies. We are also keen to see district 
heating schemes receive additional RHI support, in recognition of the barriers faced by these technologies and to encourage the carbon benefits 
which these systems can bring to the UK.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Yes

Comments: The emissions standards need to be sufficient to safeguard air quality whilst not presenting a huge barrier for this evolving sector to 
overcome. However, as the use of such boilers becomes more prevalent, standards should be kept under review to avoid any cumulative impacts 
from higher levels of biomass combustion. As the market and technology develops for these boilers, it would be reasonable to assume that the 
scope for improvements in emissions performance will grow. 

Although there are different regulatory regimes controlling waste and non-waste biomass combustion, it is important that the developing non-
waste biomass combustion sector takes a serious approach to air emissions. Despite evidence to the contrary, and the need to comply with 
legislation such as the Waste Incineration Directive, there is a perception in some local communities that waste combustion facilities will cause a 
reduction in air quality standards.  Looking at combustion processes more widely, it is important therefore that care is taken not to heighten these 
concerns about the impacts of combustion generally.  If not, ultimately this could risk the linked objectives of diverting more waste from landfill 
and recovering more value from waste, with the significant carbon benefits these objectives can bring, if all combustion processes are perceived as 
‘polluting’ through poor emissions performance from an increasing number of non-waste biomass boilers.

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Yes

Comments: We agree with the approach to mixed fuels and that for municipal waste it would be appropriate to allow mixed waste to be 
combusted in a single boiler, as separating the biomass fraction out for separate combustion would not be feasible. We also agree that ongoing 
biomass content metering of input fuels would be impractical and support the approach to assuming 50% biomass content unless a higher level can 
be demonstrated.

Question: Q19
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Yes

Comments: We support the proposal to provide additional RHI support to help with the costs of district heating infrastructure. The measure will 
also signify Government support in overcoming the barriers facing the roll out of district heating schemes, which requires a wide package of other 
Government initiatives. 

However, we are concerned that additional RHI support may not be available if the district heating network is not built simultaneously with 
installation of the main boiler facility. In, for example, large EfW CHP schemes it will be difficult to coordinate the simultaneous build and delivery 
of such significant and costly infrastructure in terms of procurement and planning processes alone. It is not clear that the proposal intends to 
withhold additional RHI support in these circumstances, and if not, clarification is required in the final RHI mechanism to avoid any confusion on 
this point.

Clear guidance will also be required on the approach to gaining the additional support by including ‘hard to treat’ properties and the exceptions 
based on practicality, as suggested by the paper. The discussion around exceptions to receiving support should not confuse the issue and a broad 
support mechanism for the majority of district heating proposals should be the focus, with a limited number of clearly defined exceptions 
identified in the final mechanism.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Please see our response to Q.20. The assumption should be that all district heating networks will receive additional support. Any exceptions should 
be specific and tightly defined, but open to review depending on the merits and circumstances of any specific scheme given local considerations. 
The final mechanism should acknowledge that there are serious barriers facing the roll out of district heating in the UK and the market needs every 
encouragement to develop in recognition of the net carbon benefits this can bring to the UK.

Question: Q21

No

Comments: As our responses to questions 20 - 21 indicate, there should be a presumption in favour of additional support for district heating 
networks based on recognition of the difficulties faced in rolling out this technology.

It may be difficult to describe a typical network as they are limited in number in the UK and will have developed in response to specific local 
circumstances and conditions.  Key variables will include: location of the main boiler, which is itself influenced by land availability and the ability to 
gain planning permission; customer mix; pre-existing factors influencing housing type and concentration of commercial and industrial facilities; and 
the availability of key public sector building ‘heat anchors’, which may vary depending on the past local and central government investment in the 
area. It is acknowledged that district heating networks could develop in a more planned way in future, using heat mapping for example, but in 
many situations around the UK there will be opportunities now and in the near future to exploit district heating in the location of large CHP 
facilities and make the most of the carbon benefits available to us at this time.

Question: Q30

309 Head of Asset Finance, Finance and Leasing Association Investment / Finance
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The Finance & Leasing Association is the leading trade association for the asset, consumer and motor finance sectors in the UK. We wish to 
respond to Question 2 of the Consultation.
If businesses or consumers are to invest in renewable heat (RH) equipment, many will need an affordable, secure means of finance. Often they 
would prefer to pay for the equipment as they save energy. And they may be looking to save money overall within a few years, rather than over a 
longer period.

Innovative new financing arrangements, such as those currently being tested by the Energy Savings Trust, may well have an important role to play. 
But an existing, mainstream, market solution – operating leasing – should also be considered. 

Under an operating lease agreement, the leasing company (“lessor”) buys and owns the equipment. The customer (“lessee”) then hires the 
equipment, paying rental over a fixed period of typically up to five years or so. At the end of the contract, the lessee usually has a choice of 
extending the lease, buying the equipment, or simply returning it to the lessor. The lessor cannot take back the equipment during the life of the 
agreement. The lessor takes the risk of what happens to the value of the equipment at the end of the agreement. The leased equipment itself acts 
as security, helping to make this an accessible and affordable form of finance. Operating leasing ticks all the boxes for the users’ needs described 
above. This is why leasing arrangements are already playing a significant role in the development of the RH equipment markets in the US and 
Canada (we can provide further details). 

In 2008, our members provided new finance for equipment on operating leases of around £6 billion. So this is a tried and tested, very popular, 
form of business finance. A related form of equipment finance, hire purchase, tends to be used in consumer markets. Under a hire purchase (HP) 
arrangement, the customer commits to purchase the equipment at the end of the rental period. Nearly half of all new private car registrations are 
financed in this way. 

Some FLA members are already active in the RH market for business users, and others are planning to enter it. But there are constraints on how 
quickly the market can develop. 

The tax incentives for investing in some types of RH do not apply to leased equipment, increasing the costs to users. If leases were to be offered to 
consumers, the full cost of the lease would be subject to VAT. And many finance houses will provide finance for projects that are ready to start, 
rather than those for which there remains planning uncertainty. These tax and planning issues will reduce the number of investments that could be 
financed. 

The biggest limitation, however, is the uncertainty over the value of RH equipment. Our members are in the business of managing risk, but they 
have to manage their exposure to the risk of any particular type of equipment. A form of risk sharing could expedite the growth of the leasing 
market for RH equipment. For example, the Government might share a small part of any shortfall between the actual and expected value of 
equipment at the end of lease, in return for a fee.  

Our joint paper with Delta Energy & Environment addressing many of these points is attached for further background, and includes our analysis of 
the viability of leasing different types of equipment. We would be pleased to provide more details.

8 page paper attached to email:
 "Financing Decentralised Energy Asset Finance – A Scalable Solution?
A discussion paper published by Delta Energy & Environment with the Finance and Leasing Association

, additional infoQuestion: Q02

310 National Non-Food Crops Centre Academic / Profession

Upfront financing, metering

Question: a) Summary

Yes.  There are a number of issues that need to be addressed in parallel with introduction of the RHI to ensure success including;

ESCO development needs to be encouraged more specifically, with advice made available on legal and organisational structure that can suit a 
variety of projects/installations.  In particular support needs to be available to small local suppliers (e.g. woodland owners, energy crop farmers), 
and small scale industrial heat users on how an ESCO may suit their needs.  

The need to integrate with up- front capital financing options to facilitate rapid and simple application and uptake by small-scale users

Question: Q01
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Up front capital finance will remain a problem for most projects and more needs to be done to address this or uptake of smaller household 
renewable heating schemes is likely to remain limited.  Expansion of the ‘Pay as you save’ scheme or alternative support mechanisms will need to 
be strongly integrated with promotion of the RHI, and ideally application procedures streamlined and where possible combined to facilitate 
uptake.  The piecemeal nature of other options for up-front financing highlighted in the financing section could result in significant regional 
variation in levels and types of support available or options available for support.
The situation regarding grant eligibility and possible re-payments needs to be addressed urgently and such scheme rules need be very clear from 
the outset of the RHI. Uncertainty over grant eligibility with the RO and now FITs has been most unhelpful and has caused unnecessary delays in 
project development (in particular for Anaerobic Digestion (AD)). 

The RDPE runs to 2013 and there is currently a risk of under spend; it would be helpful for small-scale projects, where FITs are not particularly 
encouraging, if grant aid could be paid on certain aspects of the project (i.e. perhaps digesters and storage, but not the CHP unit (as agreed for 
ROC’s for power generation, where ROC’s only paid on power generating parts of the plant)). Work to address this before the RHI launch would be 
very beneficial. 

Developers are finding it particularly difficult to attract finance for AD projects at present due to poor Internal Rates of Return (IRR) (5 – 8% with 
FITs). The RHI needs to address this and provide the certainty required to allow finance to be secured more easily. The proposed provision of an 
IRR rate on capital cost of 12% on all but solar thermal over the life of the incentive is therefore welcome, but if the overall return on investment 
falls below this figure (when additional fuel costs are incurred and taken account of) it will suffer the same investment problems.

Question: Q02

Yes, we agree in principle. However efforts need to be made to ensure the registration process is kept as simple as possible, so that the scheme is 
accessible to all.

There also needs to be more clarity on when payments will be made to the owner of the equipment.  Cash-flow problems could arise if payments 
are not made at the right point in the financial year, and this will be particularly crucial for sub 45kW biomass installations who will only get 
payments annually i.e. this, or at least part of the payment should be made before the start of the heating season when the end user will need to 
arrange their first fuel delivery.

With referents to points raised in answer to question 2, thought should also be given as to how applications could be linked to gaining up front 
financial support to simplify the application process and make it more attractive.  This may mean that greater flexibility is required in who 
payments are made to, rather than just the owner of the equipment – perhaps even cycling back through Pay as you Save schemes until capital 
grant costs are repaid.

Also agree that equipment maintenance is required and should be undertaken by appropriate accredited personnel.  The CEA has recently 
developed accredited training for biomass boiler operatives with support from DECC.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

Agree in general.  We agree that it is important to have an accredited, monitored body in order to ensure that installations are of good quality, and 
to protect consumer confidence.  However there are limitations to the MCS at present and there are in fact very few accredited installers for 
biomass boilers.  Unless changes are made to the scheme registration process there is likely to be a significant shortfall between the availability and 
demand for MCS installers that could effectively put a stop to new projects, or cause such significant delays such that interested parties decide to 
go for the easier option of a fossil fuel boiler.   

There are also problems where bespoke systems are developed rather than using ‘off-the-shelf’ technologies and installations. This particularly 
affects technologies such as AD – it would be acceptable to say an accredited supplier should be used, but not limited to ‘MCS or equivalent’ as it is 
not currently clear what would be ‘equivalent’ to MCS for AD installers.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

The MCS for both products and installers is not sufficiently effective or well developed to be able to cope with the expected increase in demand for 
biomass installations following the introduction of the RHI, and we think that adding the extra burden of expansion to cover installations above 
45kW could potentially make the whole scheme unworkable.  

Furthermore above 500kW the technology itself will be significantly different to that at smaller scale, with a much higher degree of engineering 
capability required to design, install and commission plant successfully.  At this scale other legislation already puts significant safeguards in place 
for consumers and therefore additional legislation through the MCS is not necessary.  

However, we are aware of several medium scale installations which have experienced significant practical and operational problems as a result of 
poor design and installation, commonly relating to the fuel store, fuel input to the boiler and access for deliveries.  We feel that a mechanism to 
train or educate consultants and architects as to correct fuel store design could solve a number of these issues and meet the objectives of DECC by 
acting to improve the overall quality of installations.  

Most biomass boilers in the UK are manufactured in Europe and are subject to strict testing and accreditation within their country of origin; we see 
no reason why these accreditation schemes cannot be utilised for the RHI. Requiring duplicate boiler accreditation specifically for the UK market 
(through an expanded MCS) may act as a constraint to boiler supply and restrict uptake of biomass heating. The above also applies to AD, where 
equipment generally comes from Europe currently and each technology provider meets strict standards relevant to the country of origin. 
Establishing a duplicate accreditation hurdle in the UK would be unnecessary and unhelpful.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05
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AD technology providers with plants operating across Europe have proven they can meet the necessary standards of other EU countries and this 
should be acceptable as accreditation, rather than specifying particular new accreditation schemes or standards.

Question: Q06

Yes in general but with some areas of concern.
We have received feedback from project developers wanting to utilise heat from AD units above 200kW (in CHP applications) so there could be 
applications above this limit.  We recognised that DECC wish to consider appropriate levels of compensation above 200kW especially if these come 
forward as CHP applications also supported by Feed In Tariff.  

The rationale for excluding processing heat for AD needs to be clearly stated up front (this is explained to some extent later in the text). Lack of 
support for support of processing may be seen as a lack of incentive for the plant operator to recycle this heat. It is assumed that the tariff on offer 
currently accounts for the position of not rewarding processing heat, and that the overall tariff for AD would drop if support extended to both 
process and delivered heat.

Cooling technologies should also be considered and rewarded –for  example a poultry farm may need to cool the poultry sheds through the 
summer months in order to meet welfare standards for the birds. If cooling is not supported under RHI, the fuel for cooling will come from fossil 
sources, rather than being sourced from the AD plant which is likely to be feeding on manure from the poultry unit, or alternative heat exchange 
technologies.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Note for clarity bioliquids should be defined – here we’re talking about vegetable oils and should clearly say so. Pyrolysis oils and heating oils 
produced from upgrading pyrolysis oils are also referred to as “bioliquids” and we do not want to get into situations where use of such oils is 
constrained through a lack of clarity in definitions, particularly as the latter are typically produced from non-food crop resources or food wastes.

Use of bioliquids and bio-oils in general should be reserved for applications where other renewable technologies are limited or very costly. 
Bioliquids and bio-oils are energy dense and suited to transport applications and for use in heating for off-gas grid installations where little 
modification is required to existing equipment (when used in blends). The key issue is that use of vegetable oils in large scale fixed applications 
should not be encouraged. It is recognised that when used in CHP applications, vegetable oil based biofuels can give very good GHG savings, but 
this will depend on how much of the output is directed to heat applications.  If the value of such uses is recognised under the RHI, then a clear 
understanding of the additional costs of technology involved is required, and if little amendment is required, then the tariff for such applications 
should be correspondingly low to reduce the incentive for such applications.

If there are other bioliquids that could be used, they would have to be supplied according to specified blends or other means by which bio-based 
content could be declared (and where necessary tested by trading standards).  Alternatively, the carbon-14 content of either the fuel oil, or more 
practically of the CO2 emissions from combustion, could be analysed (carbon-14 is absent in fossil fuels) to determine the biogenic carbon 
content.  Development of such techniques is required for many other bio-based energy and material applications.  Applications to derived energy 
from refuse derived waste to deliver fuels heat and power will require development of such techniques. The NNFCC is working with CEN and other 
organisations to develop appropriate agreed standards and methods of analysis.  The C14 methodology is well defined as it’s based on ASTM 6866. 
This analysis method has been accepted by CEN WG209 as the first stage towards biobased accreditation. WG209 is mandated under the LMI to 
derive standards and test methods for biobased products. Ofgem is aware of the technology and has been evaluating it for use under the RO.  It is 
recommended that the RHI team liaise with the RO team working on designation of renewable content in mixed waste streams.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

In relation to comments on bio-energy sustainability in this section of the consultation document; with regard to biomass sustainability, the plan is 
not to extend the Environment Agency’s BEAT Reporter to cover heat applications.  It would therefore be necessary to report qualitative 
information on biomass sources and hence sustainability to meet the RED methodology on GHG reporting.

Question: Q09

No.  While recognising that reducing heat loss is an important aim, we would urge against requiring householders to install energy efficiency 
measures in order to be eligible for the RHI as this would inflate initial capital costs and add to difficulties in persuading users away from fossil-
fuelled installations. We agree with the proposed use of deeming to encourage energy efficiency.  However there needs to be certainty for the 
boiler owner of the payment they will receive, and hence a clear, simple system to calculate deemed usage is vital.  

Other schemes are better placed to reward increased energy efficiency.

A look up table for deemed usage for some standard buildings, e.g. 3-bedroom semi-detached property, would be useful.

Question: Q10

This could be covered in the Code for Sustainable Homes targets for zero carbon  where energy weightings take the brunt of the code assessment.

Question: Q11
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For small and medium-scale biogas combustion, deeming will be difficult; dependent on whether there is additional nearby use for heat (such as 
offices or holiday let developments on farms). With the current situation for AD with no two systems being the same (through development of 
bespoke systems) deeming could have the effect of failing to encourage plant operators to seek out additional outlets for the heat. In particular at 
medium-scale it would be more helpful to meter heat-use. 

Agree with the statement that biomethane should be metered at all scales.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Ask in question 10 we believe the key is simplicity in approach.

The SAP/SBEM process needs to allow input of new materials behaviour and energy delivery/saving. Both methods allow the building to built and 
then measured – a proactive and pre-build functionality would be more effective in this case.

Question: Q13

Yes.  Agree the risk is low for over-generation.

Question: Q14

The RHI does need to offer a tariff for installations greater than 200kW; to cover additional infrastructure costs associated with securing a market 
for heat. The larger the installation and thus its heat output, the less likely it is for all heat output to be used on-site – there will be a requirement 
for piping heat to other local users, such as the local village or community, or an industrial site, swimming pool, etc nearby. The tariff level should 
be set to compensate for the additional infrastructural costs, and should be on a metered basis.

Question: Q16

No.

Question: Q17

No.  The sudden drop in tariff level for solid biomass installations above 500kW is a great cause for concern, and could possibly lead to undersized 
boilers being installed to make use of the higher tariff below this size.  The economics of 550kW plant are very different to those of a 2-3MW or 
larger plant and we feel it is important that the tariff reflects this.  Hence an additional stage tariff for solid biomass, perhaps for plant between 
500kW-1MW would be beneficial.  

In addition it is important to get the tariff level correct for boilers of this size. We have received feedback from a process heat user considering 
installing a 2MW pellet boiler who states that at the 1.6p/kWh tariff his plant would not be economic, but that a level of 2.5p/kWh would be 
sufficient for him to justify the capital expenditure and increased fuel costs.  

 

Ref note 5, page 48 – not sure that it is accurate to assume biogas plants below 200kW will necessarily be dedicated heat installations. This would 
be the case for all plants less than 45kW, but there are definitely plants operating around 150 – 200kW that are CHP AD plants. Such plants may 
therefore need to be metered to identify how much heat is generated rather than power (the latter being supported under the FIT or RO).

A rate of return of 12% should be reasonable for all projects, including AD – at this rate financiers should consider lending. The only issue for 
investors will be payback timescales, given that tariffs are paid over a very extended period compared to most investments.

Differences in lifetime support under different schemes likely to cause problems. Tariff lifetime should be equal to those of FITs; for which AD 
tariffs are fixed for 20 years – having RHI only fixed for 10 years and FITs for 20 makes heat use look less attractive, which will cause problems in 
securing funding and certainty of securing long term supply contracts.

Biomethane injection tariff looks low at 4p/kWh. Presumably this tariff has been set based on an assumption that only larger–scale plants will 
inject into grid. This is not going to help smaller-scale plants i.e. below 200kW, where perhaps a banding similar to biogas on-site would be more 
helpful. (though recognise the difficulty in determining how the biogas or Syngas is used once injected into the grid – perhaps need supplier/heat 
end user tie ups)

Question: Q18
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Yes in principle for waste streams, but not necessarily for other options

Simplified approach to dealing with MSW for heat is sensible in agreeing biomass content greater than 50% with Ofgem for non-segregated wastes, 
and that no requirement for using separate boilers for energy from waste schemes.  Note that some segregated waste schemes (autoclaved sorted 
waste) and some potential sorted waste streams (bio-based polymers such as bio-polyethylene) could potentially have a very high bio-based 
content which should be recognised where any heat is generated from such materials.  Not clear in the consultation document whether greater 
than 50% fossil fuel content in waste would be recognised under the RHI – i.e. a greater proportion of biomass tariff would be awarded then 50% 
(as offered for mixed waste stream to heat applications).

In relation to separate boilers, If a boiler is going to use upgraded pyrolysis oil which is identical to gas oil, why not use one boiler and reduce 
costs?  This would need an auditable test to provide evidence of how much renewable fuel had been used. A similar situation could potentially 
arise for coal fired boilers perhaps using torrefied biomass (although this has yet to be proven technically)
In both the above cases a method to determine bio-based content in fuel stock would be required – such as the 14C methodology and approaches 
outlined in answer to question 8

Question: Q19

Yes an uplift for district heating is vital to subsidise for the logistical problems and extra capital cost associated with installing district heating, 
whether it is retrofitted or a new development. 

For large scale installations district heating is likely to be the only option for making use of the heat output. Industry is trying to encourage the 
development of AD plants close to feedstock source, i.e. on-farm for many applications, so unless district heating and the associated costs are 
considered and rewarded we are unlikely to see significant development of larger-scale plants. It would not be appropriate for AD plants to be built 
in the centre of an area of high-heat demand, i.e. in the community, but on the outskirts it would be possible to supply the heat through a district 
heating scheme. An uplift in the tariff for this situation would encourage larger-scale plant development and make this more financially viable for 
developers.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes.  The increased efficiency and lower emissions of large central plant should be encouraged through financial support for heat networks.  The 
RHI is an ideal opportunity to support these projects and hence we think that an uplift should be available to all eligible district heating networks, 
not just those treating hard to treat properties.  

The fact that non-hard to treat properties have the alternative option of individual boiler should not be used as grounds to refuse a district heating 
uplift.  These projects could offer significant contributions to renewable heat generation and GHG reductions and would be very unlikely to 
proceed with this efficient option (of district heating) without the support of a tariff uplift.

A clear definition of ‘district-heating’ must be set as early as possible to avoid confusion.

Question: Q21

Yes.  It is vital to offer investors and potential renewable heat users confidence in the tariff and payments they will received for a guaranteed time 
period, so that they can assess the financial case and access finance.  

The tariffs should be fixed for the full duration of support; this should help overcome some of the financing issues faced by the AD sector at 
present. It proves difficult to secure long term heat, power and feedstock contracts when all values are so variable. Long-term security from the 
financial incentives would be extremely helpful, with index-linked tariffs. 

Due to the difficulty in having variable rates specifically for bioenergy we agree that all rates should be fully fixed for the duration and therefore 
bioenergy should be included in the grandfathering commitment. Support for later developments can be adjusted take account of any fluctuations 
in economic returns etc.

Question: Q22

Degression should only be introduced at first review to build confidence in the early years of the scheme and help build supply chains. It should 
then form part of the formal regular review process. As technology costs reduce, due to an increasing number of installations and an increasing 
number of UK suppliers of the plant, the level of incentive required may be reduced.

However, the link to the grandfathering commitment for tariff payments should be made clear from the outset.

Question: Q23

Defining technologies widely in order to future proof the scheme is essential. By linking Syngas in with biogas, this offers parity for potential 
developers; therefore, technology choice will be made on ‘best suited for the purpose’ rather than which is made more financially attractive under 
the support scheme. However, work is required to ensure the appropriate definition of syngas is included in the final RHI documentation, as only 
biomethane and biogas terms are used and defined.  Thermal production of syngas from biomass for onward conversion to methane for use via 
the gas grid also needs to be clearly defined as eligible for the biomethane injection tariff.

AgreeQuestion: Q24
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Widely encouraging uptake, building confidence and widely promoting the RHI should help stimulate uptake and therefore reduce technology 
costs.

Question: Q25

Yes, some costings are clearly based on limited information and review is essential to ensure funds are used effectively and efficiently as 
information from technology  implementation and use grows. 

In addition starting the review process at the same time as RO and FITs are under review should ensure parity between schemes in the future, 
taking into account different investment and risk levels. Although the outcomes of the RHI review will be introduced at a later date, consideration 
in parallel with other policies will be particularly helpful.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Projects installed before July 2009 will be competing for feedstock with those installed after this date, and if a significant increase in demand leads 
to higher fuel prices then it may become uneconomic for these early users to pay the same prices as newer players who benefit from the RHI 
subsidy.  

Hence we feel that some support should be offered to older installations, possibly as a fuel-only tariff similar to that proposed for metered usage 
for 45-500kW installations.  

We have been told of a number of instances where early pioneers are planning on removing their existing boiler and replacing it with a new system 
in an attempt to qualify for the RHI.  Clearly this is not a beneficial result of the legislation and should be avoided if possible.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

The NNFCC currently has two bioSNG projects due to be completed soon which will include costs of district heating.  An E4Tech report will include 
costs of bioSNG production and utilisation vs solid biomass.

Question: Q30

311 Environment Agency OGD / Statutory Agenc

SUMMARY

The Environment Agency welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Department of Energy and Climate Change consultation on the proposed 
Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) financial support scheme. 

We are committed to supporting and facilitating the deployment of sustainable renewable energy in England and Wales. We recently established a 
major work programme aimed at delivering this for the technologies we regulate. This includes renewable heat technologies such as biomass heat, 
open loop ground source and water source heat pumps, and anaerobic digestion. The RHI will result in an increase in deployment of all of these 
technologies. We are working to ensure we are ready to support this.

This consultation response focuses on key issues of concern and expertise for the Environment Agency. In summary, our key points are:

1.	We welcome the Renewable Heat Incentive and will play our role in supporting the rapid and sustainable deployment of renewable heat 
technologies.

2.	We believe a sustainability certification scheme should be introduced for biomass suppliers alongside the Renewable Heat Incentive in 2011.

3.	We believe the tariff levels for bioenergy technologies across the RHI, the Feed-in Tariff (FIT) and the Renewables Obligation (RO), should be 
reviewed and reset to support the most efficient uses of biomass.

4.	We believe the direct and indirect impacts on land use and on other markets of demand for biomass from the UK and other countries should be 
monitored carefully, providing the evidence needed for the regular reviews of the RHI, RO and FIT.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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There are two key issues that we believe are not adequately addressed in the consultation document relating to the use of biomass:
 
i)	We believe the provisions proposed for ensuring the sustainability of biomass are insufficient. We suggest that a sustainability scheme is 
established, requiring all biomass suppliers above a certain size threshold to demonstate compliance with an approved sustainability standard. 
Further details are provided in our answer to Question 7.

ii)	We believe Government needs to ensure the levels of support for bioenergy technologies under the RHI, the Feed-in Tariff and the Renewables 
Obligation are set so as to encourage the best, most efficient use of biomass. Further details are provided in our answer to Question 18.

1.2	The RHI does not provide support for combined heat and power (CHP) from fossil fuels. We support this, but believe there is insufficient support 
available for CHP for existing installations, such as refineries, and for the new combined cycle gas turbine build programme. CHP in such facilities 
can represent up to 30 per cent greater efficiency over conventional combustion, leading to considerable greenhouse gas emission reductions. As 
the regulator of such plant, we believe that CHP is Best Available Technology under Environmental Permitting,  and we can therefore require CHP 
but only if it is sufficiently financially viable. We believe incentives should be available for CHP that make it viable for both suppliers and customers 
of heat or electricity.

Question: Q01

We believe MCS is an important scheme for guaranteeing high standards of installations. However, we believe the MCS standards for RHI-eligible 
technologies should be reviewed before the launch of the RHI to ensure they are up-to-date and cover all key issues. In particular, we believe the 
MCS standard for ground source heat should signpost our guidance on deep drilling and ground source heat pumps, which we will publish shortly. 
We believe the biomass heat standard should include a requirement for installers to advise on sourcing sustainable fuels and to advise on how 
greenhouse gas emissions from schemes could be reduced.

Question: Q04

Whilst we largely agree with the approach proposed in the consultation document, we believe that schemes must ensure that the biomass they 
use comes from sustainable sources. We believe the most efficient way of delivering this is a requirement for biomass suppliers to only supply 
sustainable certified biomass. However, to avoid creating a barrier to small-scale woodland managers and farmers entering the market, we believe 
small suppliers below a fixed threshold of wood supplied to the market each year should be exempt from this scheme. 

1.5	For the larger biomass suppliers, we believe sustainability certification should be defined as wood that is certified under a forest certification 
scheme approved by the Central Point of Expertise on Timber Procurement and its successors as satisfying the UK Government’s requirements for 
the procurement of sustainable and legal timber. The currently approved schemes are Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), Canadian Standards 
Association (CSA), Malaysian Timber Certification Council (MTCC), Programme for the Endorsement of Timber Certification (PEFC), and the 
Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI). These standards are only for virgin biomass production, and such standards need not be applied to waste 
biomass.

1.6	We believe such a requirement should be introduced alongside the RHI in 2011.

1.7	We note that larger ground source heat pumps, particularly in the Greater London area, can be used for cooling in the summer as well as for 
heating. Whilst this may be at lower overall efficiency than a pump that is solely used for seasonal heat demand, we note that such ‘thermally 
balanced’ systems have a reduced impact on groundwater temperature. We therefore believe it is important that heat pumps that are also used 
for cooling are not discriminated against in any way and, where that cooling demand pre-exists, this should be incentivised.

Question: Q07

We believe the use of bioliquids for heating represents an inefficient allocation of a limited resource given there are many alternative sources of 
renewable heat. We believe biofuels should be used in transport and, in the longer term, particularly in aviation and heavy haulage where 
renewable alternatives are more limited. We therefore do not support the use of bioliquid for heating, and do not believe it should be given 
support through the RHI. There may be some waste oils that are more suitable for use in boilers than in transport, however, and this should not be 
prevented.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

We agree, but only in the short term.

1.10	The UK continues to have problems meeting air quality standards for particles and nitrogen dioxide, with the consequent effect on people's 
health. We are concerned that the large-scale deployment of small biomass boilers could worsen air quality and make it even harder to meet these 
targets. This is recognised, for example, in Defra’s report Air pollution: action in a changing climate . We believe the standards that are currently 
proposed are not sufficient to protect us against this if small biomass boilers reach high levels of penetration in urban areas. However, we 
recognise that the tighter standards originally proposed in the Renewable Energy Strategy would rule out most boilers currently produced. 

1.11	We recommend that the maximum emission standards proposed are presented as interim targets, alongside a commitment to decrease these 
limits to the original proposal within a fixed time period, for example, within five years.

Question: Q09
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We believe the relative efficiency of bioenergy-based technologies should be factored into the tariff calculation, with the aim of supporting the 
most efficient or ‘best’ use of biomass. We also believe incentives should favour the best use across the three principal support schemes for 
renewables: RO, RHI and FIT. To deliver this, we believe  Government should conduct a review of support levels for all biomass technologies 
through these instruments, with the aim of re-setting tariffs and banding to support preferentially the most efficient uses of biomass.

1.13	We have carried out a significant amount of work in this area that could inform such a review. For further information, see our reports Carbon 
sink or carbon sinner? (EA 2009) and Developing a hierarchy for biomass use (EA 2010).

1.14	Biomass is a limited resource in the UK and globally. In the UK, we are aware of 14 large biomass power stations currently in planning or 
announced. The combined capacity of these plant is 3020MW, which would need approximately 18 million oven-dried tonnes per annum. For 
perspective, the current global trade in wood chip amounts to approximately 25 million oven-dried tonnes, so the UK demand alone would 
represent a very considerable proportion of what is currently available and would have a major impact on international trade. 

1.15	We are currently undertaking an assessment of the biomass resource in the South West of England, and how best this could be used given the 
objective of maximising greenhouse gas emission savings. Preliminary results suggest that the total resource (including forestry, potential energy 
crops, wastes, animal wastes, sewage, etc.) is equivalent to approximately 4.8TWh in energy content. If used entirely for electricity generation, it 
would deliver 6.3 per cent of electricity demand in the region or 1.2 per cent of energy. If used entirely for heat generation, it would deliver 7.4 per 
cent of heat demand in the region or 3.4 per cent of energy. 

1.16	The choice of bioenergy technology therefore has a significant impact on the amount of useful energy generated and on the overall 
greenhouse gas emission savings. These are described in full in our report, Developing a hierarchy for biomass use (EA 2010). A summary of the 
results for virgin and uncontaminated wood is shown below. It shows a wide range in emission savings, with the most efficient use delivering more 
than double the emission savings of the technologies at the bottom of the table.

Table 1 – Lifecycle greenhouse gas emission savings compared to natural gas equivalent for bioenergy technologies using solid virgin or 
uncontaminated wood

  

1.17	We therefore believe the current approach of fixing tariffs for different bioenergy technologies based solely on the economics and rate of 
return is not appropriate. We believe a more strategic approach to the development of the bioenergy industry is needed based on maximising 
greenhouse gas emissions reductions and helping the UK meet its renewable energy target. We believe this would result in weighting of support 
towards more efficient technologies and those that could contribute most to the renewables target, and away from least efficient technologies.

1.18	We note that this recommendation is supported by the European Commission in their recent report on biomass sustainability standards, which 
reads:

“To stimulate higher energy conversion efficiency, Member States should in their support schemes for electricity, heating and cooling installations 
differentiate in favour of installations that achieve high energy conversion efficiencies”

Question: Q18

We believe district heating networks are critical to delivering renewable heat in densely populated environments. The costs of installation are high 
and we believe support is needed. We also note that there is a strong environmental argument in favour of a small number of larger biomass 
heating plant than a large number of small installations. Larger plant generally reach higher efficiency and air quality standards, and are more able 
to enforce a rigorous sustainability policy in purchasing feedstock. Larger plant are also more able to use wood chip rather than wood pellet, which 
has higher greenhouse gas emissions associated with it as a result of the processing of the feedstock. Our work suggests, for example, that lifecycle 
emissions from chipped short rotation coppice range from 7 to 41kgCO2e/MWh, whereas pellets range from 30 to 141 kgCO2e/MWh , which alone 
is considerably larger than the typical transmission losses in heat networks of approximately 10%.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

We do not agree that the fuel element of bioenergy tariffs should be given a full grandfathering commitment as it may result in situations where 
Government is subsidising the use of unsustainable fuels. The biomass market is currently in its infancy and it is not yet clear how it will grow and 
respond to the new support schemes available in the UK and elsewhere. We therefore do not know exactly what feedstocks bioenergy facilities will 
want to use in the future. 

1.21	We believe offering grandfathering for the fuel element of the tariff removes Government’s ability to respond to the use of new and 
unsustainable or inefficient fuels. An example of where this has already happened in the electricity sector is the unexpected growth in interest in 
the use of palm oil for electricity. If support for such facilities was grandfathered, Government would be locked into subsidising an inefficient and 
high-emission technology, possibly also with poor standards of sustainability. This is important given the non-binding nature of EU proposals for a 
sustainability standard for biomass.

Question: Q22

Whilst we agree that the tariff levels and the technologies eligible for support should be regularly reviewed, we are concerned that depending on 
this approach will not provide sufficient flexibility to deal with innovation, forcing developers to delay applications until reviews are concluded. 
Instead, the Department of Energy and Climate Change could establish an innovation panel that assesses new technologies and their eligibility for 
RHI support in response to requests from prospective developers.

Question: Q24
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The review should also look at:

•	environmental impacts, including air quality (see Question 9)
•	sustainability of bioenergy feedstocks (see Question 7)
•	greenhouse gas emission savings and efficient and best use of biomass (see Question 18)

, additional infoQuestion: Q25

As well as failure to incentivise sufficiently any of the technologies the RHI aims to support, we believe the appearance of any perverse 
environmental or other impacts should trigger a review limited to mitigating that impact, for example, if the RHI results in incentivising an 
unforeseen biomass feedstock or practice at an unsustainable scale. A parallel example of this is the unforeseen intensification of palm oil-based 
electricity under the RO.

Question: Q27

We believe the greatest risk of the RHI is that it will, along with the RO and FIT, result in a large and uncontrolled increase in the wood chip and 
pellet market. In the UK, we are already aware of 14 large biomass power stations currently in planning or announced. The combined capacity of 
these plant is 3020MW, which would need approximately 18 million oven-dried tonnes per annum. In comparison, the current global trade in 
wood chip amounts to approximately 25 million oven-dried tonnes. 

1.26	Unless a robust sustainability standard is in place and the impacts are carefully monitored, we believe this risks causing an increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions as a result of unsustainable forest management and harvesting, undermining the reputation and purpose of these 
support schemes. 

1.27	We believe another risk of a growing biomass market is that biomass is diverted away from its traditional markets and into the energy market. 
For example, waste wood is currently used in chipboard manufacture and straw and other agricultural byproducts are used in animal feed and 
bedding. If materials from these applications are diverted into heat production, then these markets will have to find another material, with 
consequent emissions and environmental impacts and possibly also an additional economic cost. We therefore recommend that:

•	a sustainability scheme for biomass should be established. We believe that the least administratively burdensome way of delivering this is through 
placing the requirement on biomass suppliers above a certain size threshold to demonstrate compliance with an approved sustainability standard. 
Further details are provided in our answer to Question 7.

•	the direct and indirect impacts on land use and on alternative markets for biomass, such as the chipboard industry, of UK biomass demand in the 
UK and elsewhere should be monitored carefully, providing the evidence needed for the regular reviews of the RHI, RO and FIT.

Question: Q29

312 Viridian Solar Manufacturer
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1.0 About Viridian Solar
Viridian Solar aims to encourage the widespread adoption of solar heating in mainstream building
practice.
A team of innovative engineers and designers set themselves the challenge to design a cost-effective
solar water heater. Realizing that a critical proportion of the cost of solar panels is the way that they
are fitted, Viridian sought partners from the building industry to help with the definition and
specification of the product. Viridian Solar was successful in winning financial support to develop the
idea from EEDA (Grant for Research and Development), then The Carbon Trust. The result of this
collaboration with developers, construction companies, and other building professionals is a new
product that transforms the attractiveness of this type of renewable energy.
Launched in 2007, the Clearline range of solar water heating panels has helped Viridian Solar
become established as a leading solar water heating supplier to the UK construction industry, with
growing exports to the Netherlands and Sweden.
The company manufactures its products in a factory near Cambridge, and staff levels have grown
rapidly in the last three years.
The story of innovation has continued, with the development of Clearline Vetro - a solar thermal
glazing cassette for facade mounting, and Cirrus - a new system for sharing solar heat throughout tall
buildings.
Viridian Solar is a leading exponent of solar technology in the UK, having published research into
solar heating and is very active in the development and regulation of the industry, with representation
at Microgeneration Certification Scheme working groups, the Solar Trade Assocation Council, and the
National Federation of Roofing Contractors. Viridian Solar has made significant inputs to help design
Appendix H (solar thermal energy calculation) of the Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP) with the
BRE.
2.0 General Comments
Viridian Solar is generally supportive of a number of features of the proposed Renewable Heat
Incentive (RHI):
• The long term nature of the mechanism gives customers the confidence to invest.
• The separation of the scheme from Treasury control reduces the risk of stop-start funding.
• The support being considered is generally at a level that overcomes the cost advantages of
carbon fuels.
• The requirement for the Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) will uphold standards.
The discrimination against solar heating compared to other low-carbon heat sources is not
acceptable, see in particular our response on Q18 for more details.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

The document mentions the possibility of using solar thermal for space heating in passing, but apart
from this considers only solar thermal energy as contributing to domestic hot water. The following
applications of solar thermal technology need to be explicitly covered by the tariff:
• Space heating
• Pool heating
• Air heating
• Industrial process heat
• District heating
Methods to deem solar space heating for domestic properties should be developed, but it is likely
that heat metering would be appropriate for most of the larger applications.

Question: Q01

No comment.

Question: Q02

We agree with the proposed approach. The method by which the MCS installer estimates (“deems”)
the energy needs to be closely controlled for solar thermal.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

We believe this to be the best approach to ensuring quality products and installations.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Large installations do not need “consumer protection”, they can look after themselves. The scheme
just requires that the heat is metered properly.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05
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It is not acceptable that the solar keymark is not allowable as an alternative to the MCS solar
thermal product standard for roof integrated products, when the only difference between the two is
a trivial statement of what roof coverings the product could work with. It is a shameful indictment
of the management of the MCS scheme that this issue has been allowed to drag on without proper
resolution beyond the closure of the Clearskies register, and is still not properly resolved.
The management structure of the MCS is not well constituted and needs an overhaul.
Viridian Solar now has factory inspections for : BBA certificate, solar keymark, MCS certification – all
covering the same issues. A waste of time and resources.

Question: Q06

AgreeQuestion: Q07

No OpinionQuestion: Q08

No OpinionQuestion: Q09

No, keep it simple, don’t get in the way of someone wanting to pay to install renewables.

Question: Q10

The current building regulations already provide baseline values for fabric performance that ensures
builders do not build poorly performing buildings with renewable energy bolt-ons. See page 18 of
Approved Document L1A.

Question: Q11

We agree with the proposal of deeming for smaller systems and metering larger systems.

AgreeQuestion: Q12
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The methodology should be based on SAP Appendix H, so that installers can be easily audited, the
scope for overestimates (cheating) is minimised, and low performance systems are not rewarded
with an equivalent RHI to higher performing systems.
SAP takes the accredited test results for solar heating systems as its starting point and provides a
relatively simple and accurate calculation for water heating. High quality solar systems benefit from
higher energy estimates.
The energy saved by solar thermal is greater than the
units of energy it delivers at the hot water cylinder.
Losses in the boiler and the interconnecting pipe-work
between boiler and cylinder mean that a unit of
energy delivered at the cylinder saves more fuel
energy (and therefore carbon emissions).
SAP 2009 calculates the solar energy input to the
cylinder in Appendix H, but the overall energy benefit
is hidden away in the main calculation. In particular,
boiler efficiency varies over the course of the year,
being much lower in summer when the solar system is
making the maximum contribution.
We recommend that a calculation based upon Appendix H is developed, where the energy estimate is
adjusted to take into account the overall energy benefit and not just the energy input to the cylinder.
The expert group commissioned to develop the calculation should also make recommendations as to
how to deem other small-scale solar heating situations, for example space heating.
Comments on RHI Levels
It is not entirely clear how the values of the RHI are set, however it seems from the supporting NERA
report that an assumed energy output of 1,800kWh/year has been used for solar thermal systems
with an average size of 2.6kW. This has been derived from LCBP applications (where installers have
some incentive to over-state the energy yield to help the client achieve the grant).
Taking the 2.6kW system to mean 3.25 sqm (it is not normal to define solar thermal in kW, but we
have assumed a maximum efficiency of 80% at an irradiance of 1000W/sqm), we have used SAP
2009 v9.90 to estimate solar energy performance of a typical system of this size.
Settings: 3.25 sqm, eta zero 0.81, a1 3.9, South facing, 30 degrees tilt, 200/100 litre twin coil
cylinder, no shading.
Solar Input Qs = 1,151 kWh/year
If the value of the incentive is set based upon 1,800kWh/year, and then the deeming process is
designed and estimates a much lower figure, then the (already low) return for solar thermal would
be diminished further. In this case from 6% to 3.8%
The RHI level should not be set until the deeming method is agreed.

Energy losses diagram included in original doc - not copied across

Agree, additional infoQuestion: Q13

Agreed. Heat meters are not prohibitively expensive for larger systems (say over 16 sqm).

Question: Q14
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Solar thermal is said to be receiving a 6% return, whereas all other technologies are receiving a 12%
return. The argument put forward to support this is that solar thermal is better known and does not
have such significant barriers to installation.
We disagree with this argument.
While managing more installations than other renewable technologies, solar thermal is still a trivially
small market compared to mainstream construction. 500,000 roofs are repaired or re-roofed each
year, and new housing of 100-150,000 units per year built (both perfect opportunities to install solar
thermal). Only around 15,000 solar systems are installed annually (estimated from STA/HHIC data &
assuming 4sqm per system).
The barriers to installation for solar thermal are not insignificant. The example given in the
consultation of a barrier to installation is having your garden messed up by laying a ground source
loop. Retrofitting a solar heating system involves the hassle for the homeowner of having
scaffolding erected, concerns about potential roof damage/leaks, clearing stored belongings from
the attic and cylinder cupboard to allow work to proceed, decorating or boxing in pipes once
installed, and having to stay home for a couple of days to enable the installation. It is not credible
to argue that an air source heat pump or even a ground source heat pump has greater barriers to
installation.
A second line of reasoning presented is that solar thermal is a more expensive source of energy than
other forms of renewable energy, so it is fair to penalise solar thermal. While this may be true in
comparison to burning wood, it is far from true in comparison to photovoltaics, which are
benefitting from an 8% return. It is also framed in terms of £/kWh rather than £/kgCO2 avoided.
Solar thermal has a 3-5% electricity overhead penalty to power the pump, heat pumps have a 25-
30% overhead, there is significant embedded carbon emissions in wood fuel.
We ask that you re-consider the low return proposed for solar thermal, which has the potential to
make a much more significant contribution to renewable energy targets if not actively discriminated
against. (See answer to question 1 for additional applications of solar heating not considered in the
consultation document).

Question: Q18

Yes, all forms of renewable of heating should be supported.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

We disagree with whoever has been advising you that using solar for heating and hot water is
somehow “best practice”, and that it would result in more kWh/£spent. Solar is seasonal, heating is
seasonal – they are in antiphase. A solar system that can make a measurable contribution towards
space heating is oversized during the non-heating period. The cost effectiveness of such systems is
far lower than solar heating alone.
Q25:

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

As discussed previously this assertion is based on cost / kWh rather than cost / unit of carbon
dioxide avoided.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

AgreeQuestion: Q28

A bureaucratic deeming process for installations pre April 2011 requiring 2 MCS companies is
described in the consultation; this is completely unnecessary.
Solar thermal systems only need 5-yearly maintenance. Please avoid legislating for annual service
visits, which would cost almost as much as the annual payment would supply!

Question: Q29
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313 The Co-operative Investment / Finance

planning, finance

Question: a) Summary

Executive Summary

The Co-operative Group supports the introduction of the Renewable Heat Incentive as a key mechanism in driving the uptake of technologies and 
building a stronger renewable heat industry in the UK.  Our business has been at the centre of the development of financial incentives for 
renewable electricity and we have welcomed the introduction of a feed-in tariff for renewable electricity generators.  The RHI could have an event 
greater impact on heat technologies than the FIT will on renewable electricity.

We welcome this consultation and the opportunity to respond.  However we believe that the consultation document does not cover some of the 
areas where blockages occur in delivering renewable heat, namely in planning and in joining-up the various existing mechanisms of heat and 
efficiency support such as CERT and CRC.

The Co-operative Group broadly supports the level of tariffs proposed providing that payments are index-linked and that Grandfathering applies 
with the caveats set out later in this consultation.  The RHI should act as an enabler to ensure that community level renewable heat and energy 
schemes face as few barriers as possible and, importantly also encourages standardisation of scheme funding to assist with roll-out on a large 
scale.  As a leading bank for community energy schemes, we are seeing increasing demand for support for community-scale heat and as we need to 
see a commitment that could deliver very real benefits in the public sector and for the fuel poor including in bioliquids.

We believe that an uplift in support for community-scale schemes is vital if we are to fund the infrastructure necessary to deliver upon challenging 
carbon and energy targets in the UK.  As such we strongly advocate additional ROCs or a hybrid approach of ROCs and RHI as set out in our 
response to question 15.  

The Co-operative Group also made a separate response to the Heat and Energy Saving consultation last year, has been in discussions regarding the 
Grandfathering of AD and Biomass and is committed to engage with the department further as the RHI develops.

The Co-operative Group

The Co-operative Group is owned by more than five million consumers and is the UK’s fifth largest food retailer following the acquisition of the 
Somerfield supermarket chain in March 2009 and operates one of the largest and most diversified financial mutual businesses comprising The Co-
operative Bank, The Co-operative Insurance and Britannia.  We are also a leading provider of travel, pharmacy services and funerals. Our annual 
turnover is £14 billion, and we employ 123,000 staff, operate over 5,000 retail trading outlets and handle more than 20 million weekly transactions.

We have widely-recognised leading environmental and energy initiatives.  99% of the electricity for our trading outlets is sourced from good quality 
renewables, through wind and water-power. We have provided £2m in grants to install photovoltaic systems in schools across the UK.  The CIS 
Tower in Manchester became Europe’s largest vertical solar array when it was clad in energy generating solar panels in 2005.  In 2003 The Co-
operative Insurance (CIS) became the first institutional property investor to transfer all contracts for its £2billion investment property portfolio to 
green electricity.  In 2006 the Coldham Wind Farm was launched as a joint venture between The Co-operative Group and Scottish Power and 
supplies approximately 4% of The Co-operative Group’s energy requirements (equivalent to 9,000 homes). The windfarm is now set to expand with 
local community backing.  The Co-operative Enterprise Hub is a grant giving and education initiative that allows for new co-operatives to be set up 
to deliver on energy, environmental and community priorities.  One example is Energy4All, which via funding from The Co operative Group has set 
up further community energy projects, each owned by members of a local co-operative.

Renewables are also central to The Co-operative Financial Services’ commercial strategy, from asset finance to institutional investments 
renewables. The Co-operative Bank has committed more than £400m to be invested in renewable energy and low carbon energy technologies 
including combined heat and power (CHP) plants and district heating schemes. Our first hydro scheme has now been completed in New Mills; we 
are currently in the process of funding several anaerobic digestion and biomass projects; and entering the microgeneration and energy efficiency 
sectors. 

The CIS Ethical Engagement Policy commits The Co-operative Insurance to encourage investees to reduce their reliance on fossil fuels and to 
increase their usage of renewable energies and energy efficiency. Furthermore, The Co-operative Bank’s Ethical Policy includes a commitment not 
to invest in businesses that are considered to be integral to the extraction and / or production of fossil fuels.  

Carbon offsetting is firmly part of our business ethic and has been a standard feature of all of The Co-operative Bank’s mortgages since 2000, in its 
ecoinsurance (motor insurance) product. The Co-operative Financial Services have gone 'beyond carbon neutral' for the last two years, offsetting 
110% of its remaining emissions (to address legacy issues), and in early 2008, The Co-operative Travel and The Co-operative Clothing became 
carbon neutral by offsetting all of their remaining operational and business travel emissions. During 2008, a total of 96,000 tonnes of CO2 offset 
were purchased. Reductions were realised through projects such as fuel-efficient stoves in Cambodia; reforestation in Kibale Forest National Park, 
Uganda; and treadle pumps in Uttar Pradesh and West Bengal, India.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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There is commentary on planning permission and environmental consents (p36) however there are no specific questions dealing with this issue 
which remains an area where it is vital that progress is made quickly. The consultation states that the “appropriate approvals will need to be 
obtained by the owner outside of the RHI”. It is understood that modification to the planning approval process that may be necessary to assist in 
rolling out some renewable heat installations cannot be directly linked however we believe that there should be parallel improvement in 
addressing planning and regulatory hurdles.

There is commentary under the section titled “ Interaction with other Government policies” however there are no specific questions in relation to 
these policies. 
i.	Carbon Emissions Reduction Target (CERT) – Receipt of CERTS should be able to be combined with the receipt of the RHI tariff in fuel poverty 
areas.  Such a strategy would enable the rolling out of co-ordinated strategies for renewable heat installations benefiting a larger number of people 
than ad hoc distribution of CERTS funding.
ii.	CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme – All heat generation from renewable heat installations eligible for RHI should contribute towards CRC accounting 
to ensure the renewable heat industry grows at the required rate in the UK.
iii.	Zero Carbon Homes – We support the proposal that on-site renewables should count towards the zero carbon standard under the Code for 
Sustainable Homes. We consider off-site heat /CHP installations may provide a more cost effective solution to “on-site” heat installations and as 
such there should be an integrated approach to allowable solutions.
iv.	Zero Carbon new non-domestic buildings. We support the proposal that on-site renewables including where supported by the RHI should count 
towards this standard. 
v.	Income should be tax free for domestic installations as contained in the Feed-in-Tariff scheme

Question: Q01

The Co-operative Bank is a leading financier of community energy schemes including in renewable heat.  We believe that there will be sufficient 
support for RHI provided that:
i.	 The level of support is attractive. We recognise that tariffs have been calculated on the basis of a rate of return of 12% across tariff bands with 
6% applying to solar thermal. We believe these rates of return should be sufficient 
ii.	Grandfathering applies (see below)
iii.	Indexation applies to RHI rates (as per the FIT)
iv.	There are streamlined delivery mechanisms to setting up and managing energy service companies - particularly in respect of public sector 
installations. We consider there is a significant opportunity for public sector participation in medium / large scale installations (in particular CHP / 
community heating installations benefiting RSL’s) which could form a major part of delivering the UK’s overall 2020 target. Specific areas of 
streamlining required comprise, OJ procurement, delivery partnership structures with technology partners, and the development of industry-wide 
framework agreements.
v.	 Linkage with CRC, Code for sustainable homes and CERT as outlined in question 1.

Question: Q02

AgreeQuestion: Q03

The Co-operative Group believes that accreditation is crucial to ensure high quality and value for money installation and service through an 
appropriate certification procedure as suggested in the consultation. Without this, unqualified installers could severely damage the industry and 
have a knock-on effect in terms of confidence in the RHI and related schemes.

We believe that there is merit in a review system of registered installers to protect against installation / servicing companies’ standards slipping 
over time.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

We would support the extension of the MCS to serve larger installations provided the system is fit for purpose, streamlined and efficient. It needs 
to be acknowledged that different disciplines may be required to certify larger scale installations.

AgreeQuestion: Q05
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The Co-operative Group believes that bio-energy feedstock should comply with sustainability criteria to ensure good quality and sustainable 
sources that provide genuine carbon benefits.

We consider the criteria for support of heat generation technologies & heat supply mechanisms needs to be a) technically robust, b) value for 
money, and c) have the ability to roll out standardised approaches to installation quickly. More innovative solutions which may not be technically 
proven should excluded from the current list of technologies until such time that they are supported.

We do not agree that support should only be given for new equipment installation provided existing installations meet appropriate standards (and 
subject to annual service engineer sign off).

We consider the productive use of heat from anaerobic generation should be eligible for RHI support.

Natural Gas CHP will achieve CO2 savings of > 50%. A significant roll out of renewable heat installation will be dependant on the installation of 
distribution networks which will require financial support over and above the RHI tariff. The distribution network infrastructure will be standard, 
whether the heat / CHP generation is run on renewable or conventional (gas / oil) technology. The proposed uplift (covered in the call for evidence 
Q30) should apply to all forms of CHP / heating network infrastructure.

We consider that cooling should be eligible for RHI support. The Co-operative is re-organising its logistics business which will result in building a 
number of new regional distribution centres (RDC) with refrigeration requirements (circa 60% of an RDC’s total energy requirement). Considerable 
CO2 savings could be achieved through installation of CHP. As part of this exercise the economic viability of CHP installations are being evaluated.

Question: Q07

The Co-operative Group believes that limiting the application of the RHI to domestic installations and FAME here is a missed opportunity. We 
support the need for strict sustainability criteria in this area however we believe that this can be achieved for larger schemes – and should be 
seriously considered for schemes, particularly those using combined heat & power (CHP) / and linked to district heating networks.

The Co-operative Group believes that medium size bioliquid CHP schemes (say up to 2MW) should be supported where the sustainability of the 
fuel source can be demonstrated to adhere to sustainability criteria (Greenhouse gas savings) equal or greater than those specified in the 
Governments own Renewable Energy Directive. This would be typically achieved using waste cooking oil or pure plant oil grown on marginal 
agricultural land. We would be happy to support the use of a sensible fuel management system to audit and assure the ongoing accreditation of 
such a fuel source. As the UK’s largest farmer, with a track record of supporting renewable developments, the Co-operative Group would welcome 
the opportunity to work closely with Government to develop these ideas further. We would also welcome the Government’s support in speeding 
up Renewable Obligation accreditation in this area.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

We do not support additional regulation if this imposes additional cost or creates regulatory hurdles to the construction and operation of small / 
medium scale biomass installations or the managements of feedstock supply. We are concerned that imposing an unnecessary tier of regulation 
could impact on project viability

Question: Q09

We believe the RHI should support good energy efficiency measures, however we believe that eligibility for RHI should not be contingent upon a 
particular building standard where renewable heat installations are retrofitted.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

We consider there is a case to link energy efficiency measures to the RHI where RHI installations apply to new build developments. We believe that 
this can be effectively achieved through effective implementation and enforcement of the current building regulations.

Question: Q11

The Co-operative Group supports the proposal outlined.  In addition Energy performance certificates on new buildings should be the starting point 
to determine RHI compensation.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

The Co-operative Group agrees that a process based on SAP, SBEM or EPC is the best way or implementing deeming as these procedures are 
considered to be effective and well managed ways of handling energy assessment and performance. We have no specific suggestions on how the 
RHI should be integrated with SAP, SBEM or EPC provided the process is streamlined and efficient.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

The Co-operative Group agrees that the risk is low

Question: Q14
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The Co-operative Group supports the option until 2013 of an extra 0.5 ROCs for CHP (and no RHI payment) or 1.5 ROCS plus RHI payment which we 
feel would be a sensible approach.  It is our view that the key to large scale CHP / Community Heating installation will be the level of uplift for 
network infrastructure.

Question: Q15

The Co-operative Group suggests the same approach is taken as biomass

Question: Q16

The Co-operative Group generally supports level of return at around 12%. Large-scale schemes should be supported for infrastructure through 
uplift.

Question: Q18

We agree with the proposal provided that all non-hazardous recycled wood is classified as biomass and eligible for full RHI tariff. 

With blended fuel oil there should be an allowance for larger installations - however this needs to be backed up by traceability of fuel stock as 
outlined in our response to question 8 of this consultation.

Question: Q19

The Co-operative Group strongly supports a district heating uplift where it applies to assisting in funding a network either built simultaneously with 
the installation or the boiler or where the network is installed after the boiler. There is a case that this principle should also apply to CHP

AgreeQuestion: Q20

It is difficult to ascertain how the “hard to treat properties” would apply.  It remains important to apply this principle for district heating across the 
board but it would be sensible to support a limit of 10 properties at this stage of RHI development.

Question: Q21

The Co-operative considers that a key requirement of the scheme must be full grandfathering including bio-energy technologies. We believe that a 
hybrid approach (as outlined in the preferred option under the Grandfathering consultation) is potentially complicated and will lead to  a degree of 
uncertainty when modelling projected revenue streams particularly relevant when seeking project bank finance. The onus should be on the 
developer to structure feed-stock supply arrangements such that the risk that significant price change is appropriately addressed

Question: Q22

Yes.  It is vital that we give as much support to developing renewable heat technologies in the early years of the RHI and an absence of degression 
recognises this.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes, we support the focus of the RHI on technologies that are technically proven and bankable. As new technologies emerge these should be 
considered at an early review.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

The tariff rate must be set at a level to encourage a step change in attitude towards installation. Cost reduction will be stimulated by market 
competition.

The Co-operative Group supports the proposal that degression is not introduced at the outset but remains an option at the first regular review. 
Similarly the tariff level can be reduced with review opportunities to reduce the level of support for new installations (with all existing installations 
benefiting from grandfathering).

We believe there is an opportunity to offer a premium rate of support for solar thermal installations, which contribute to both to hot water and 
space heating requirements.

Question: Q25

The Co-operative Group agrees with the broad review strategy and we consider it is important that the criteria for an emergency review must be 
special case. To use the emergency review process to reduce tariff levels would damage confidence in the support mechanism

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Situations could occur when new technologies come forward or when uptake falls drastically short of the levels required to meet 2020 targets.

Question: Q27
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We do not agree that support should only be given for new equipment installation provided existing installations meet appropriate standards

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

We believe appropriate measures are contained in the proposal to prevent abuse of the framework.  We consider it is important however to 
minimise the level of administrative burden.

Question: Q29

The Co-operative Group, (and in particular The Co-operative Bank, a subsidiary of the Group) has significant evidence, through its involvement in 
funding CHP, its network of technology providers and relationships with the public sector and RSL’s. The Co-operative Group would be happy to 
provide direct assistance to ensure the uplift mechanism structure is suitable and set at an appropriate level to encourage a step change in CHP / 
district heating roll out.

Question: Q30

314 Chemical Industries Association Trade Association

CHP

Question: a) Summary
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Response from Chemical Industries Association
The Chemical Industries Association1 welcomes the chance to respond to this
consultation. Secure and competitively priced energy is essential to our membership
who compete in globally traded markets.
In summary, we are extremely concerned that with less than a year till
implementation, there are significant parts of the scheme that are unknown. With
members who require consistent and reliable energy sources, there is limited ability to
switch to alternative heat raising sources. As a consequence we believe that large
industries that cannot benefit from the scheme should not end up funding it. The
impact of which is of high concern to our members that need to forecast next years
budget without any transparency. We note that funding is still very uncertain and that
this work stream has now been tasked with Treasury. We hope the concerns and fears
of industry have been passed on. However the definition of feedstock use, treatment
of sectors exposed to international competition and the disincentive for gas-fired
Combined Heat and Power (CHP) plant are all-important points that have been
omitted from the current consultation document. We hope there will be a further
consultation that discusses these key points in more detail and that an accurate
impact assessment is published once funding has been established.
Highly energy intensive
The chemical industry is one of the most energy intensive sectors of the economy, and
accounts for 27%2 of total industrial energy consumption. Gas is also used as a
feedstock for making many chemical products such as fertilizer production. The
industry’s annual combined energy and feedstock bill is one of the sectors biggest
costs, estimated at £2.5 billion3, and for our most intensive companies it represents
1 The CIA has in membership around 150 of the larger companies in the UK chemical and
pharmaceutical industry, which has aggregate turnover in excess of £60bn and directly employs almost
200,000 highly skilled people. It is the only major sector to maintain a significant positive trade
balance, typically registering a surplus of £5bn annually.
2 Source: BIS (previously BIS) “Energy Consumption in the United Kingdom”,
http://stats.berr.gov.uk/energystats/dukes08.pdf
3 Extrapolated from 2004 input-output data from the Office of National Statistics.
30% of their total costs. Our membership is exposed to international competition: our
businesses compete in global markets and pricing of basic chemicals is very similar
across Asia, North America and Europe. About 70% of sites are headquartered
outside the UK (2/3rds of these outside the EU), so we also compete for investment
with other locations.
Use of heat
The high-energy intensive nature of our members ensures that energy efficiency is an
ongoing commitment. Our membership consumes a large amount of gas as both a
feedstock (source of hydrocarbons for chemical processes) and for heating both
directly firing processes or indirectly with the raising of steam. The chemical industry
now generates over 30% of the sectors electricity from gas-fired Combined Heat and
Power (CHP) plant; these same plants also fill a large amount of on-site heat needs.
The large baseload supply of gas required coupled with the knowledge that there will
be a continuous secure supply limits the ability of our membership to switch fuels.
Competitiveness concerns
We are concerned that the Government's proposals for a Renewable Heat Incentive
will result in another levy cost that is passed through to end consumers. With large
energy consumption in the chemicals sector specifically to generate the heat required
to operate our processes, we fear this will have a big impact.
With the current environmental measures such as EU ETS, the Renewables
Obligation and the Climate Change Levy (CCL) the initial UK Renewable Energy
Strategy estimated that there is a 21% increase to medium sized industrial electricity
bills alone.4 The possible addition of a CCS levy and the Renewable Heat Incentive as
well as other measures to pay for low carbon supplies will also increase energy prices
significantly. CIA analysis of Government consultations demonstrate that the
cumulative impact of subsidies to support ambitious renewables targets could result in
a 75% increase in wholesale electricity prices and a 40% increase in wholesale gas
prices by 2020.
These large increases will make UK manufacturing uncompetitive and would simply
result in UK industrial activity - and emissions - being exported to another location. It
is therefore important for the greening of the economy that Government also
considers ways of reducing the impact of carbon and renewable incentives on the
costs of energy intensive - climate change - solution providers. For example the
chemical sector has already been designated as exposed to international competition
and hence through the climate change agreements are eligible for reductions on the
Climate Change Levy. The cumulative impact of climate policies must not deprive
UK manufacturing of affordable, and internationally competitively priced energy,
nor endanger energy security

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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Impacts on highly efficient CHP
The industry has an excellent record of improving energy efficiency. As part of its
ongoing commitment to energy efficiency, the CIA is part of a negotiated Climate
Change Agreement with UK Government to deliver an aggregate improvement in
efficiency of 34% between 1990 and 2010. A significant proportion of these
improvements have already come from additional Combined Heat and Power (CHP)
4UK Renewable Energy Strategy: Consultation document – section 10.5.3
http://www.berr.gov.uk/files/file46799.pdf
plants and the chemical industry now generates over 30% of its own electricity
requirements, most of which is from CHP5. As highlighted earlier these same plants
also fill a large amount of on-site heat needs. We are concerned that the RHI will
work as a disincentive to future investment in highly efficient gas-fired CHP. We fear
it will also have adverse effects on the current ways in which existing on site CHPs
will be operated in order to minimise any financial impact of the scheme. We ask
Government to assess the potential impacts of the RHI on fossil fuel CHP investment
and whether this is in line with Government CHP targets.
Feedstock use
Many of our membership use fossil fuels as feedstocks as well as to raise heat. As a
consequence of this, feedstock use was deemed exempt from the Climate Change
Levy. Although the consultation omits comments on feedstocks we would welcome
an open discussion on how this scheme will affect feedstock use. We would urge
Government to follow the feedstock definitions and procedures as agreed under the
climate change agreements. Helping to limit unnecessary regulatory burden and
promoting certainty to large users.
Consistent support that promotes investment
With an energy intensive industry that requires consistent secure energy supplies; it is
not possible to find an adequate renewable placement that can substitute the
availability of gas in such quantities. Use of biomass, or energy from waste CHP
schemes are the only technologies that large industrials could possibly invest in, and
hence gain benefit from the RHI. We note that the RHI will be one of the first
schemes of its type and hence there will inevitably be some teething problems. In the
consultation DECC highlight that support will gladly be reviewed at periodic times
during the scheme, to assess the level of support, the first being in 2013. We also note
that support will be grandfathered from commissioning of the installed technology
giving certainty. However we would like to highlight that lead times for investments,
such as Energy from Waste CHP, on large industrial sites can take at least 4 years
from funding to final commissioning. The uncertainty in the level of support from the
RHI over this timescale raises a question as to whether such investments can be made.
We urge Government to assess the best way to encourage large-scale investment that
gives clarity for investors.
Following our comments above (relevant to many of the questions) please find below
further emphasis to some of the questions asked.

Yes - We note that funding is still very uncertain and that this work stream has now
been passed to Treasury. We hope the concerns and fears of industry have been
passed on. However the definition of feedstock use, treatment of sectors exposed to
international competition and the disincentive for gas-fired Combined Heat and Power
(CHP) plant are all-important points that have been omitted from the consultation
document. We hope there will be a further consultation that discusses these key points
5 Source: BERR, Digest of UK Energy Statistics, Chart 5.2 (electricity usage) and Table 6.8 (CHP
output)
in more detail and that an accurate impact assessment is published once funding has
been established.
On feedstocks - Many of our membership use fossil fuels as feedstocks as well as to
raise heat. As a consequence of this, feedstock use was deemed exempt from the
Climate Change Levy. Although the consultation omits comments on feedstocks we
would welcome an open discussion on how this scheme will affect feedstock use. We
would urge Government to follow the feedstock definitions and procedures as agreed
under the climate change agreements. Helping to limit unnecessary regulatory burden
and promoting certainty to large users.

Question: Q01

No - With the implementation of large-scale installations, on complex industrial sites
we believe there should be the freedom to tailor equipment specifically for on-site
needs.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05
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We welcome the focus of climate change measures on all parts the economy, it would
seem prudent that in order to benefit from the RHI householders must also meet
minimum energy efficiency standards.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

We agree that large-scale installations should have to meter the renewable heat
generated in order to benefit from the scheme. However as with the Climate Change
Agreements we believe that metering should not be regulated but stipulated to a
certain degree of accuracy.
Specifying that installations that qualify for RHI support should not have any outlet
valves pass the point of metering could have some potential health and safety issues.
Alternative ways of ensuring heat dumping does not take place should be sought after.

Question: Q12

With the high input costs in generating energy for our members we believe a perverse
incentive to over generate is limited.

Question: Q14

Yes we agree that all tariffs should be grandfathered to ensure investor certainty.

Question: Q22

We would like to highlight that lead times for investments on large industrial sites,
such as Energy from Waste CHP, can take at least 4 years from funding to final
commissioning. The uncertainty in the level of support from the RHI over this
timescale raises a question mark as to whether such investments can be made. We
urge Government to assess the best way to encourage large-scale investment that
gives clarity for investors at the time of investment not commissioning.

Question: Q26

315 Ritter Energie- und Umwelttechnik GmbH & Co. KG Private Company

SAP

Question: a) Summary

With the attached document we want to point out the disadvantage of evacuated tube collectors in SAP 2009, which should be the calculation 
base for the coming financial advancement for solar collectors in the UK. 

With this we want to object against this calculation. 

     
     

Question: b) GeneralResponse

See PDF attached to email.

Disagree, additional infoQuestion: Q13

316 Anthony Robinson (individual) Existing generator

I am a self-builder finalising a property. It is the only building I have built and is my retirement home.
In March 2009, Danfoss installed a GSHP in the property. 
I am contacting you as a self-builder because my comments may be of use and also because your consultation document currently excludes me 
from any financial support because my unit was commissioned prior to your 15 July 2009 start date.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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1.	Heat Pump efficiency. Heat pumps (HPs) are efficient at heating water to low temperatures, but less so at heating water to high temperatures. 
Ideally they should be linked to Under Floor Heating (UFH) systems which operate using warm water, not radiators which generally require hot 
water. As a result of this link, it follows that house builders installing HPs should be obliged to include UFH in their plans otherwise efficiency 
savings will not be realised.

No OpinionQuestion: Q07

2.	HP systems installed pre 15th July 2009. I appreciate that your intention is to provide an incentive for the installation of new renewable energy 
sources. However, I believe that the government should act in a fair and honourable fashion. The sharp cut-off start date that you are proposing is 
not fair to those people (generally self-builders) who have already installed systems. Over the years, self builders have:
o	Trail-blazed green technology.
o	Kept HP installation and servicing skills alive. 
o	Put their money into systems with little hope of positive returns in order to help the environment.
It has taken a long time to see any progress since the Kyoto Protocol was signed 5 years ago in February 2005 and many self-builders will now be 
penalised because of their decision to move ahead rather than wait on government.

It should be appreciated that homeowners with modern HP systems with installations made prior to 15th July 2009 will find it cost effective to strip 
out perfectly good HPs and replace them with identical units in order to benefit from a post 15th July 2009 start date. My 12KW unit, installed in 
March 2009, could be replaced for under £7,000. I really wouldn’t want to do this as it would not benefit the environment, however, the financial 
element cannot be ignored. 

It doesn’t seem right that there should be, in effect, 2 parallel tariffs with the trailblazers getting the thin end of the wedge. I therefore suggest that 
you reconsider your position. Most HPs in small developments will have been installed by self-builders, so the number of units installed before 
15th July 2009 cannot be very large. There should be parity for existing HP systems provided certain criteria are met. Failing this, there should be a 
tapered commencement date.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

It should be appreciated that homeowners with modern HP systems with installations made prior to 15th July 2009 will find it cost effective to strip 
out perfectly good HPs and replace them with identical units in order to benefit from a post 15th July 2009 start date. My 12KW unit, installed in 
March 2009, could be replaced for under £7,000. I really wouldn’t want to do this as it would not benefit the environment, however, the financial 
element cannot be ignored.

Question: Q29

317 Diane and Richard Goodchild (individual) Existing generator

The introduction of the Renewable Heat Incentive is an extremely good idea and long overdue, but, we think it is quite wrong to exclude existing 
systems. We had our system installed in March 2009 and the main reasons we installed our solar heating installation was because we wanted to 
reduce our energy bills and make a contribution towards reducing the consumption of the worlds resources. Why should we and the many others 
in a similar situation be penalised because we acted promptly. We have had a lot of interest in our system and we are strong advocates of home 
renewables and have had no hesitation in recommending our system to others. The scheme leaves us at a disadvantage as anyone following our 
advice will get the payments but we will not. How is this fair?

In addition we suggest that all renewable systems, including new developments should be eligible under the scheme. It is also crucial that the 
administration systems need to be straightforward and easy to operate. If the idea is to encourage new users, the tariff levels must be set at a 
realistic rate of return or there will be no incentive for anyone to make what is a significant outlay.

We have not answered each of your detailed questions, but broadly support the response submitted by Renewable Heat Incentive Limited.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

318 Kalvis Boilers Installer

Comments:  From a domestic biomass installation viewpoint I feel that the level of support is too low and the length of the support too long for 
most people to be attracted to it.  A tiered support package would be greatly beneficial to increase biomass boiler installations in UK.

Question: Q01

It is unclear as to when the owner will receive RHI payments.  As a qualified installer of over 20 biomass boilers I feel it will be absolutely critical to 
the success of the RHI that the initial payment is received as soon as possible after completion of the boiler installation.  This point should not be 
underestimated for all installations.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03
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With regards to biomass installations the consumer will have no increased benefit or protection by installing MCS accredited products from MCS 
accredited installers.   There are currently other standards (BS EN303-5 and HETAS etc) that can offer all the benefits of MCS for a much lower 
cost.  

My company currently installs both products and uptake of MCS products to EN303-5 Class 3 products is approximately 1:15!  This is due to high 
total installed costs for the MCS products.  For example the installed cost of a 30kW whole house system (EN303-5 Class 3 boiler) with accumulator 
tanks and controls is around £8-12k.  However for an MCS product the installed total cost will be approx £18-20k.  Even after taking the proposed 
receipt of RHI funding into account most consumers opt for the lower cost system.  However uptake of all systems is slow at present.

At present the amount of products on the MCS list is woefully low and the accreditation process is slow, expensive and cumbersome.  Many 
manufacturers of high quality products in Europe will not allocate resources or simply be unwilling to try to achieve MCS accreditation for their 
products.  This will severely limit the uptake of solid fuel and other products and therefore restrict the uptake of the RHI and in turn result in no 
less dependency on oil or gas.

After speaking to many Biomass boiler manufacturers in Europe they simply do not see why they should comply to a new British standard that 
from a product point of view covers no more than the current more recognised standard of EN303-5.

As EN303-5 covers all performance criteria (Efficiency, emission levels, minimum burn time, surface temperatures, pressure testing etc etc ) as set 
out in the MCS I propose that products that are compliant with Class 3 of this standard should be deemed to be of sufficient quality to receive RHI 
entitlements.

Installers who are HETAS registered and/or the new Scottish equivalent should be deemed to be of a sufficient standard to be certified installers for 
RHI purposes.  HETAS registered installers are trained to at least as high a standard as the mandatory Gas safe or Oftec installers.  Both Gas safe 
and Oftec installers are already recognised as being sufficiently competent to receive other government grants and incentives for example the 
Boiler Scrappage Scheme.

In addition there simply is not enough product or installer competition to offer the consumer the choice and value that is required to move the 
renewables industry forward.  The market is currently being stagnated by overpriced uncompetitive products.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

Same as above

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

 EN303-5. (Class 3)  Compliant products qualify for RHI.
HETAS.  EN303-5 compliant products installed by HETAS qualified company qualifies for RHI.
British Plumbing Employer’s Council (BPEC) Woody Biomass installers’ course.

Question: Q06

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Biodiesel (produced from rapeseed oil) can be used in most conventional kerosene fired boilers with very little modification.  Trials indicate 
conversion costs from as little as £150 in a domestic situation.   Biodiesel also benefits from being non-toxic.

Due to the current questionable economics of growing oilseed rape most farmers grow much less than is preferable for a good crop rotation.  Rape 
is currently often being grown in a 6:1 rotation when a 3 or  4:1 rotation would be preferred.  Rape is the most popular break crop grown in the UK 
however due to the volatility of the markets and the crop many farmers are not prepared to grow any more than what they perceive is the 
absolute minimum.  The result is lower output over the whole rotation.

If biodiesel became a viable alternative as a domestic heating fuel the increased demand would offer a slightly higher price for Rapeseed oil and 
again reduce our dependency on foreign markets and offer a much quicker ‘green’ solution than wood chip or miscanthus.   Although the whole 
carbon cycle for Rape is questionable at present it would offer a quick kick start to the biofuel markets.  Almost all farmers have the knowledge, 
understanding and equipment to produce rapeseed this is in stark contrast to wood chip and miscanthus.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Minimum energy standards should be reached if possible.  However many (particularly large rural properties) properties simply have no economic 
way of increasing their energy efficiency.  However most of these properties currently use oil or LPG for heating and DHW and therefore if they 
install a biomass boiler to replace an existing oil or gas boiler the benefits in carbon emissions and fuel usage will be at least as high as for a new 
build modern dwelling.

DeemingQuestion: Q10
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A minimum standard of ‘actual’ energy saving measures must be applied to new buildings.  Currently the use a low carbon output heat source 
(GSHP) allows the developer to install lower performance insulation and windows etc.  This should be addressed in the RHI to ensure new houses 
meet minimum actual building standards.

Question: Q11

If ‘Deeming’ is based on current SAP standards these calculations do not take into account property location.  The SAP calc’s allow for exposure and 
wind speed however they do not take location into account.   This needs to be addressed in the deeming.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

See above.  From experience currently an architech can specify a much smaller boiler than is required there is no correlation between actual heat 
load and required boiler size.  The annual heat load is disproportionately larger when properties are exposed or in colder areas and this is often 
compounded by a smaller installed boiler.    
Deeming is an excellent tool to reduce fuel ususage however it must be suitably high to make it fit for purpose.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

With the RHI at proposed levels most commercial users will still have significant fuel bills to prevent perverse usage.  However there is no real 
incentive to keep efficiency to a maximum. (As per <45kw deeming.)  Also commercial sized heat meters can be unreliable and require significant 
maintenance and calibration mainly due to requirement to measure boiler water circulation flow rate accurately.  They also have no measure of 
efficiency.

This could result in many boilers firing at levels that are inefficient or heat produced is not put to good use.  For example large central heating 
boilers could be left on low load all night to enable a quicker start up in the morning.  Heat output would be measured however no real benefit 
would be received from this heat.

In many installations a much more reliable method would be to monitor electrical energy usage of the boiler (to ascertain running hours and load) 
then give a ‘deemed’ RHI payment based on this.  The cost, availability and reliability of electrical meters is excellent and the owners of the boilers 
are unlikely to use more electricity than required as they are having to pay directly for this.  

By basing the RHI on hours ran boilers would inevitably be ran as efficiently with operators conserving fuel and heat output as much as possible 
much the same way as for the smaller boilers.

Question: Q14

Comments:  I feel the proposed tariff is not large enough on a domestic level.  A typical 20kW with solar installation as shown in the example would 
cost approximately £16-20k for MCS (or £10-12k EN303-5).   Certainly a subsidy of £1,400 per year does not offset this capital cost very much.  
From experience I am sure this level of support will not generate a very large response from the public. 

A phased tariff with perhaps 3 years worth of RHI payment in year 1,  then a 2 years payment in year 2 and proposed level each year for perhaps 6-
8 years would be much more attractive.  The large capital outlay is the largest stumbling block for most people and a 10-15 year payback period is 
not attractive enough to most to make the switch to biomass.

In addition the public has difficulty perceiving that fuel costs will be lower.  There is a general belief that if biomass fuel becomes mainstream the 
cost of this will increase to similar levels as oil/gas.  Therefore the customer must be able to see a payback on the capital outlay alone to make him 
change to biomass.

Question: Q18

I strongly agree that RHI should only be paid to dedicated boilers burning biomass, bioliquids and biogass.  I am against any form of dual fuel 
system.  All dual fuel systems that I have studied and seen in operation have had little or no alteration to convert them to biomass.  I feel that none 
of these installations will benefit the long term adoption of renewable fuel.  (Although some benefits are to be had from developing the biomass 
infrastructure.)

Question: Q19

Operated correctly district heating is an absolutely excellent system for biomass boilers.  There are many systems throughout Europe that prove 
this.  I feel that systems with 10-50 houses are the most cost effective and efficient systems as large systems start to involve disproportionately 
large distribution systems.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Case by case basis.

Question: Q21

Yes

Larger fixed tariffs with a shorter duration would be beneficial.

Question: Q22
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Significant change in value of fossil fuels.  
Lack of uptake by consumers of RHI.

Question: Q27

319 Reforesting Scotland NGO

Reforesting Scotland is a leading charity and movement involved in environmental, social and
sustainable forestry in Scotland. We represent over 750 members and our vision involves the creation of
a well-forested and productive landscape, as well as a culture which values the contribution that trees
and woods bring to our lives. Reforesting Scotland aims to:
• Promote a sustainable forest culture and economy in a well-forested land
• Develop the use of locally-produced forest goods and services
• Encourage social and ecological restoration in forests and in wider land use
• Raise awareness of the benefits of low-energy living based on woodland resources
• Place the Scottish forestry situation in an international context
Many thanks for the opportunity to respond on what is an important issue for renewabke heat and the
transition from fossil fuels. This response has been formulated by Reforesting Scotland following internal
discussion within our membership.
Summary of Key issues:
1)- We want wood stoves included and back up our claims within.
2)– We want relative carbon benefits of the technologies to be taken account of within your mechanism.
3)- We want low cost 'green bank' loans so not only the well off can access the scheme
4)- We want existing users to be rewarded
5)- Community and district heating should be given an uplift.
We would welcome any discussions you may wish to have and can be contacted as above.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Yes
Comments:
We are disappointed that the scheme takes no account of carbon emissions in the relative value
of each technology.

Question: Q01

Yes
Comments:
We feel that the lack of a low or zero cost green energy loan scheme such as the 'green energy
bank', particularly for householders and communities, will be a serious hindrance to the
scheme in that those without access to considerable capital will not be able to participate.
In other words there is a risk only the well off will be able to join in. There is a risk banks
would charge proportionally high rates of return for any lending, especially for lower income
individuals and groups.

Question: Q02

Yes
Comments:
However OFGEM track record is not good for the RO. Sufficient preparation will need to be
given in that department to be able to conduct these tasks.

Question: Q03

No
Comments:
Whether the MCS is required as a pre-requisite for a scheme should be a decision based on the
number of accredited products. Where the number of accredited products is too low for an
effective market to function we recommend the use of a “transition period” to allow projects to
continue while MCS accreditation is sought.
As well as this there should also be an 'approved certifier of design' so that self builders and
DIY installations can be approved by an independent engineer in order to qualify.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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No.
1) For Biomass :
For wood stoves - We agree that open fires should be excluded from the scheme due to their
low efficiency, but we believe that wood burning stoves should be included.
1a)The concern is that secondary sources could be used, but DECC seem to be unaware that
some stoves are specifically designed to burn only wood. As a bear minimum DECC should
look at automated pellet stoves – many of which are already funded by it LCBP grant scheme.
1b) Wood burners are the most accessible, easy to use for retro fit, usually have a local supply,
can be fitted in rented properties, and many properties do not have radiators already installed.
1c) Many stoves are registered as a DEFRA exempted appliance under the Clean Air Act
1993. This currently represents the best legislative measure in the UK for ensuring low
emissions from small wood-burning appliances.
1d) We reject the argument put forward by DECC that “these present practical difficulties as it
is extremely difficult to monitor how much they are used (they are usually a secondary source
of heat the use of which will be optional)”(sic).
This argument is also true for other technologies which are planned to be supported. A solar
thermal system, for example, is also a secondary source of heat as the existing (usually fossilfuelled)
boiler is always retained to generate hot water in the winter.
2) Carbon benefit
It seems illogical to have no account of the relative carbon benefits of the technology in
promoting the incentives – see Q18. We propose a minimum carbon benefit standard in order
for qualifying technology.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

No
Comments:
The proposed standards are tough but are achievable for the top of the range automated boilers.
We are particularly concerned that they will exclude, for example automated log boilers, which
may be a good solution, for example in rural localities. We would prefer alignment with the
Clean Air Act (1993) exemption process, with an acknowledgement for further abatement in
declared air quality management areas in consultation with local planning guidance in urban
areas.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

No
Comments: The RHI scheme needs to encourage consumer take-up from the outset and not to
discourage it. We believe that it is essential that a potential customer can determine very
quickly what level of incentive can be applied to a project. This should be based on a
calculation that can be carried out by the customer.
A better solution would be to provide a benchmarked approach based on floor area (in m2) and
building type. The building types could be assumed to be already efficient in line with the
objectives stated in the consultation.
Thus deeming would by de facto encourage energy efficiency to the best standards.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Yes
Comments:
A simple method of determining the incentive to be paid to a system is essential. Deeming is
the best mechanism for achieving this.
Before we could fully support the system of deeming, we would need to review a proposal for
exactly how the deemed output of a system will be calculated. Above all, the system for
deeming output must be simple and transparent to ensure it is clear, from an early stage, what
the financial incentive payable to a project will be.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

22 June 2010 Page 503 of 1348



Yes
Comments:
Appendix S of the SAP methodology is designed for existing dwellings and could potentially
be used to determine the heat loss of an existing building. However, the methodology is
considerably more involved than would be acceptable for the purposes of providing quotations.
The scheme should use a significantly simplified methodology based on a benchmark value for
building type multiplied by the floor area. This achieves both objectives of not
disproportionally rewarding those without energy efficiency measures and ensuring that
potential installers are able to provide a quotation without extensive surveying and
calculations, the cost of which would need to be borne by the consumer.
Energy Performance Certificates for new buildings will provide an independent benchmark for
new build projects.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Question: Q14

Yes
Comments:
We welcome the rate of return of 12% this should allow significant numbers of projects to
become attractive to both private individuals and commercial organisations.
1) The tariff structure will cause some specific problems. Most notably, the reduction in the
tariff for biomass from 6.5 to 1.6-2.5p/kWh at 500kW, will artificially cause projects to reduce
the size of boiler installations, say for community district heating schemes.
An additional band would prevent smaller biomass boilers being installed and so increase the
carbon savings of the scheme.
2) It seems illogical to have no account of the relative carbon benefits of the technology in
promoting the incentives. In particular electrically powered systems such as Air Source Heat
Pumps, can have higher CO2 emissions than an A-rated gas boiler, and as such are not only
carbon intensive but also not strictly "renewable" heat source, as we continue to have fossil
fuel dominance for grid generation.
In matter of fact solar thermal – using a genuinely renewable source of heat – will have a
lower rate of return. We feel this is perverse.

Question: Q18

Yes

Question: Q19

Yes
Comments:
Community and district heating is often the only practical option for communities wishing to
move away from fossil fuel dependence, however the costs are generally more than individual
installations.
This is best done by allowing the appropriate rate (eg <45kW rate) to be applied to each
property connected, rather than applying a lower banded rate based on the generation.
Thus 500 houses will get a deemed amount = 500 x (20,000kWhr*) x 9.5pkWh.
*Whereby 20,000 is say the deemed amount per individual property.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes:
Comments:
All networks – the best schemes will go through.
No – a mini DHS with 2-3 users makes sense and should be rewarded as above (deemed on
each property connected basis or an individual heat meter on each property).

Question: Q21

Yes, fully fixed

Question: Q22

Yes
Comments:
Consumers needs absolute clarity to the payments.

AgreeQuestion: Q23
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Yes
Comments:
The RHI is a central plank in the deployment of renewable and low carbon technologies but it
is not the only tool needed for the research, development and deployment of technologies.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Emergency reviews should be available if the policy can be seen to have fallen short of the
intended out come. Annual targets for installed capacity should be defined at the outset of the
scheme and a review should be called if the target is missed by a substantial margin.
Targets should be created for domestic and community schemes, as they confer maximum
social benefits. If it is apparent that there is no uptake in these important sectors then extra
incentive would be required.
We are particularly concerned that the 12% Renewable heat target for 2010 as in the RES
(2009) is too low and will in fact be met in entirety by industrial and commercial users.
Figures we have seen suggest that only 1% of renewable heat is to provided domestically. We
feel that this sector requires most development but will also confer maximum social benefit
(such as job creation).

Question: Q27

No
Comments: No
While we agree all installations post 15/7/09 should be eligible, we think the early adopters
should also benefit.
The small number of existing installations would generate enormous good will and ‘pay back’
for itself in the marketing and promotion. It could be limited to users <45kW as these are
domestic customers.
With biomass particularly increased numbers of installations could cause fuel prices to rise.
To adjust for this, a separate tariff for existing installation could be created. This tariff could
start at a very low level and be adjusted to reflect changes in fuel price but not return on
capital.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Community and district heating is often the only practical option for communities wishing to
move away from fossil fuel dependence, however the costs are generally more than individual
installations.
This is best done by allowing the appropriate rate (eg <45kW rate) to be applied to each
property connected, rather than applying a lower banded rate based on the generation.
Thus 500 houses will get a deemed amount = 500 x (20,000kWhr*) x 9.5pkWh.
*Whereby 20,000 is say the deemed amount per individual property.

Question: Q30

320 London Solar Installer

Technoligies

Question: a) Summary
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HEAT PUMPS:  There are some technologies such as ASHP & GSHP that have a track record of being poorly installed, or well installed but poorly 
specified, or inappropriately applied.  I have come across such installations, and my experience is that the majority of installations stand a good 
chance of not reducing the country’s dependence on fossil fuel, or CO2 emissions, and under many common circumstances ought not to count as 
renewable installations.   My own line of work has been badly set back by cowboys, and regulatory efforts have had major faults, but the solar 
thermal industry has a very poor track record, though the difference is that heat pump installations that comply with all existing standards can 
easily fail the test, and not count as renewable, reduce CO2 emissoins r fossil fuel dependence by themselves – we do not have a sufficiently 
renewables based electricity generating mix to make this safe enough.

I do not argue that heat pumps should not be on the list of renewable technologies, they are capable of performing very well, under the right 
circumstances, but the expertise is scarce and expensive.   Without some means of raising the bar, minimum CoP’s, or percentage of directly 
renewable input, all of which add to cost, this could easily fail the RHI’s aims.   

ECONOMIES OF SCALE:  The evidence from Europe is that there is a real value in domestic, “microgeneration” –level RE systems installations, they 
have a real value, but there is no doubt that larger scale installations, coupled with District Heating distribution systems deliver far better value for 
money, particularly in the long-term.   I did not understand from any of the documents I read that this would be given prominence or any priority.   
This might be because we have a dire lack of experience of this nationally, but the growth of this knowledge needs incentivising.   This would make 
uptake of genuinely renewable energy provision far more likely and very much more effective in many instances.  There are areas of the country 
where this will be far easier to do  in a cost-effective way,  and situations where this is not so easy – very high and very low density parts of the 
country, but this policy instrument is supposed to be driving the uptake of these technologies towards lower delivered costs, and larger scale 
systems, and DH networks ought to be given greater emphasis.   I might have to change jobs, but it is for the better.

RESEARCH, DATA & FEEDBACK:  I have heard so many experts state that we lack good data on how renewable energy generation systems perform 
in this country, for  the same reason that our 202 targets are such a jump – we starterd with so little.   I accept that the RHI must be a living 
nightmare to design, and renewable heat is the tough part of the target, but by incentivising mass uptake of technologies that stand a good chance 
of failing to  deliver on the long-term goals, or wider objectives that the RHI is a part of, will generate problems in the future.    If we accept that the 
RHI by its nature is a brave, tricky move, and a big step into something very different for this country, it makes every sense to build into the process 
of the incentive scheme means for gathering a high quantity of good data, attained to robust, uniform, consistent and comparable standards.  
There are research departments that badly need useful things to do, it cannot be beyond the wits of our scientists or engineers to work out how to 
get more data, and this be the evidence basis for the further development or refinement of the RHI.  If we don’t get independent data with which 
to understand the effects of the installations this scheme incentivises, we will not know the effects of the scheme, for good or ill.   For the sums 
involved, it must be possible to fund research programmes, or expand existing ones to this end.  It has to be more cost-effective than not having 
high quality data, and would mean that if the system is not incentivising the right technologies, or their correct application, there are means of 
identifying this, and a to correct that.    

If DECC is under great time constraints, as was stated at the workshop meeting in London, and the industry in the UK is going to have to start this 
as soon as we can, this seems all the more reason to build in as much and as broad a data monitoring programme as we can.  We lag far behind so 
many European countries, could we not push to catch up on the research and data gathering, to gain credibility for the renewables industry and for 
this policy?

For larger systems, this means the easier step of turning metering into monitoring and data logging.   All this MUST be done for smaller scale 
installations as well, and on a sample basis.   It must be possible to get the installers who stand to benefit so much from this to agree to install in-
line heat meters into randomly chosen installations, or to even retro-fit some monitoring equipment, for a control sample, so that installers are 
more carefully checked-up on.  The EST are criticised by the Solar Trade Association for providing such pessimistic percentages for solar fractions to 
the public, have a scheme doing just this, for very little money, and with the help of installers.  There is no reason not to evaluate and extend or 
adapt such a scheme.  A high sample rate early on would help build data, when we have clear reliable evidence, this can be reduced.

Question: Q01

Yes.  The legal barriers describe at the London workshop sounded convincingly like a problem, but I’m sure you know all about them.   Beyond that, 
for uptake of smaller scale technologies, there needs to be a clear and simple-to-follow set of standards for how financing schemes are regulated 
and backed.  Some local authorities already have experience of running schemes.

Question: Q02

Registration seems relatively uncomplicated.

There are problems with annual payments, but there are inevitable problems with up-front payments on their own. Could there not be a national 
scheme for half & half upfront/annual payments?   The incentive to keep the system working and efficient is an excellent one, and would guide the 
big growth in the industry that is likely to follow more healthily than the prospect of customers getting large one-off payments.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03
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What do you mean by equivalent?   There needs to be something.  The standards of solar water heating installations a decade ago were often 
dreadful.   It has been a slog out of that gutter, we do not want to go back there, we need some certification and inspection scheme for all size 
companies.   

The problems the MCS has had along the way did not inspire trust.   I am told we have nothing else.  Perhaps in terms of installation  standards that 
is true, but all the problems are with the quality management side.

That said, I have been putting off MCS certification for three years, and for what feel like good reasons.   I am resolved to gaining it now.   I did 
Business Link courses on quality management  & quality plans, and I have studied somewhat the history & development of quality management 
systems, and I cannot understand why the MCS’s QMS was not based more closely on the existing, world-wide standard that was originally based 
on British Standard 5750, and has been developed & honed over the globe over the last two decades, is now used in over ten thousand areas of 
work, and to which around a million companies are audited.  There are many successful precedents for applying the principles of ISO 9001 to 
smaller companies, there is no doubt that the principles and practices bring great benefits even to small companies and sole traders.  

I have heard people complain that ISO standards do not provide the necessary specifics.  These can be added.  The ISO QM standards are very well 
honed principles, like having four wheels, suspension, steering, brakes, seats etc. are good principles for the design of a car.  This does not stop 
other things being added, and there was and still is no reason why this could not be done.  It would then be a much easier step to train inspectors 
from round the globe who have some knowledge of renewables to the task of inspection in the UK, nor would it be so hard to train ISO auditors to 
understand renewables enough to work as inspectors. 

I’ve heard all the well-rehearsed complaints about the MCS organisational structure, lack of a wage for steering group members, etc.    I see a lack 
of acknowledgment or understanding of the problems with the MCS as a QMS – people seem to think this is an inevitable result of having a QMS, 
and fail to notice how poorly drafted and organised the MCS QMS is –  if it were a car it would be a Whacky Racer, everything slightly out of place.  
The training programmes that have grown up to this, some of which I have done, suffer the same fate – not that they are all bad, they are ok 
answers to a poorly phrased question.   There needs to be a formal quality management element to whatever – MCS is much better than nothing, 
but we could have real improvements relatively easily by allowing a clearer QMS alternative, and maintaining or improving on the existing 
installation standards.    

I am told on other Business Link training, and learn from other companies that for much public sector work, and increasingly all large scale works, 
ISO 9001 is ever more often one of the entry standards for companies wishing to compete for this work.   It takes a lot of difficult work to adapt 
MCS 001 App A criteria to ISO criteria – I’ve done it, but it was a big and unnecessary headache.

Question: Q04

Of course, if it applies to smaller scale works, would you expect less of larger scale works?  If you had a QMS that was more closely based on ISO, it 
would be a natural progression for larger companies, or those taking on larger works to be certified t the ISO standards, with whatever additional 
criteria the MCS or equivalent requires.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

ISO 9001.   Any number of good quality ISO trained auditors should be able to draft a more coherent QMS, and it is THE global standard.  Have you 
even heard of any others?

Question: Q06

As in Q 1, not without tighter criteria for installation of heat pumps, to ensure they deliver renewable energy, rather than subsidised delivery of 
fossil fuel-derived energy, and for gathering data to high standards.

Also, with a rigorous data set, gathered independently, it would be far easier to learn which technologies work well, which poorly, or which over 
many installations are the factors governing successful installations.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Not aware.   We do not process all the waste oil we could in the UK, but even if we did, it would be great as an additive to oil, as it is for diesel, but 
there is not enough.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

I do not have evidence on whether these standards would safeguard air quality, other than that I have read from other respondents, but what I 
have seen of the few installations I have visited or done in London does not look convincing, even with fully compliant wood burners.   That on a 
large scale looks like a problem.  Surely effective filtering is more cost-effective for larger biomass boiler systems.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Of course, and without knowing much about what HEMS will deliver, it is hard to say what good that will do, but it seems badly retrograde to.

Question: Q10
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I am not a member of STA or any other trade organisations, I do not have access to any information on what the deeming process will be, or on 
how the arguments over deeming have developed.  If I had some idea, I would pay close attention to it.    Blanket deeming for types of technology 
will not drive higher standards of installation, or business & installation practices that will enhance the general level of durability of systems.   Well 
within the lifetime of solar thermal systems’s proposed incentive payments, lots of systems are going to break down.  I’ve taken on all the repair 
work I could find, in order to learn about solar thermal, it pays terribly financially, but dividends for experience.  There will be problems, 
particularly from systems installed by newer installers, of which there will be many more very soon.

In any case, sample metering is essential to driving higher standards for solar thermal installations, and I expect other technologies as well.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

I do not know, I can only say that we will learn over time.  If the system has feedback, and room for adjustment, then problems that come up can 
be addressed.  If the system can’t cope with this, they will not be addressed.

Question: Q18

Yes.  Of course it should as long as it incentivises the uptake of verifiably renewable energy provision.   As long as DH networks do that, it makes 
every sense to give DH as much of a push as possible, all the evidence I’ve seen from Denmark, Germany, Finland, etc points to it having scope for 
greater efficiencies overall, particularly over time, although we have a lot to learn about how to apply DH to UK situations, and to big cities etc.  
There are hard-to-treat properties, but hard-to-treat neighbourhoods as well.

Question: Q21

No.  Some general limits to the degree of variation, say 15% should be enough of a commitment.  We do not know how some of these technologies 
or how other competing, or complementary technologies will develop., and what changes that will have on the effectiveness of these systems.  
Where we lack evidence, we need room for adjustment.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

They have to be considered on an individual basis, and trialled carefully but we are no way near getting the best from comparatively old 
technologies.  Solar thermal systems were on sale a century ago, before any gas boilers existed, we have yet to learn how to apply the tried, tested 
and understood technologies.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

Solar thermal is not all that cost-effective, but it is what it is, why not accept that it will not be that cost-effective except on larger scales. 

Improving the application of space-heating support systems for new build properties would help a great deal.  We lack any career path for training 
in how to design and install large-scale solar heat, right now if I want to learn more, I have to spend time in Europe, it takes a lot of time and 
money.   There is no good and quick advancement possible without  importing some experience from Europe.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Not in all cases, there are many clients of mine who are not at all concerned about this, but there are others who really struggled to get solar 
thermal systems installed, for whom we have done our best, and who have foregone holidays etc for their systems.   Some means of discretionary 
awarding of the RHI would be complicated, but less arbitrary and inequitable than a retrospective cut-off date, and would help reduce instances of 
cheating.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Yes.  The cut-off date above [Q28].

Question: Q29

321 Countryside Properties Plc Private Company

CHP

Question: a) Summary
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Countryside Properties welcomes the opportunity of commenting on this consultation document but as noted in our response we have a number 
of concerns with its intention, direction and the detailed proposals. 
The development sector and the Government face a number of key challenges in the delivery of sustainable communities, and each of them have 
been exacerbated by the banking crisis and the resultant recession.  Deliverability, affordability and sustainability are fundamentally important, but 
housing delivery targets set out by Government are proving even more difficult to achieve given current economic conditions.  However, at 
Countryside Properties our vision of creating outstanding new homes, workplaces and communities for people to enjoy, now and in the future, 
remains undiminished. 
Countryside Properties is one of the leading developers of sustainable mixed-use communities in the UK, and our projects and achievements have 
been recognised on both a national and international level. We have delivered a number of high profile projects including the Government’s 
flagship Millennium Community at Greenwich, together with a number of estate regeneration schemes in partnership with Registered Social 
Landlords and Local Authorities. Each would have greatly benefited from RHi and accordingly, we welcome its principled intentions.  
Good development must be viable.  Development is a much wider process than planning and design.  Indeed, the economics of development is a 
vital consideration, yet there is no common principle or acknowledgement of this for our sector. Cost is a factor in the ‘briefing, design and delivery 
process’ in the areas that are identified and impacted upon, and therefore a greater emphasis and clarity on this aspect is required and the 
incentive to be set at the appropriate levels accordingly.. 
It is also very important to stress that development will only happen if it is well located, served by the appropriate infrastructure and its delivery is 
financially viable and affordable for its residents, and local businesses and organisations. The notion that a developer’s delivery models will support 
wholesale improvements to health, education, increasing levels of affordable homes, transport infrastructure etc, in accordance with the wider 
planning environment, requires very careful consideration, as ambitions cannot be limitless. Consequently, priorities must be established at the 
outset and the appropriate mechanism implemented to deliver the most important benefits to the consumer and the local community.  
Furthermore, the long-term management and maintenance of places including the public realm and complementary energy, water and 
communications infrastructures is vitally important too. Fundamental matters of adoption and attention to detail are important to sustainable 
design. Once adopted, quality of spaces can decline. Future broader planning policy and codes need to consider how best to achieve standards, 
perhaps embracing private management of areas which have, in the past, been maintained by the public sector. 
Engagement with the development industry and the general public are important stages in improving the quality of new development and 
regenerating existing areas. Few would demur from the desire for attractive, safe, and viable places and spaces. However, the wider challenges of 
remedying historic shortfalls in housing supply and addressing the issues of affordability, financial viability, social and environmental aspects also 
needs to be considered in much greater detail.
While responding in good faith, and as best we can to the questions raised in this consultation, we note that it would not be possible for us as 
business to comment with working in collaboration with our peer groups and organisations, primarily given the complexity of this consultation and 
the myriad of recent and ongoing consultations published by yourselves and DCLG. Please note our engagement crosses boundaries with Industry 
peers, Government related and NGO’s and the public, who are frustrated with the complex nature of such consultations. 
Primarily, we have been working with the House Builders Association and their expert ‘Code Reform Group’ which has, in turn, also consulted 
other specialist consultants and supporting bodies, such as Robust Details Ltd. and engaged with other bodies such as Zero Carbon Hub, UK-GBC, 
UK-BCSE; and members of the energy and engineering sectors. We believe this long-established and experienced Group brings unique industry 
expertise to bear upon this response. Countryside Properties PLC has a future development programme in excess of £5.5b and therefore is keen to 
ensure that future regulation fairly supports the Governments trajectories to meeting its zero carbon policies.
Whilst we recognise that the intent of policy is not to mitigate costs on this industry, it nevertheless remains the case that the significant added 
costs of applying such technologies actually are typically borne by landowners, through a diminution of final receipts calculated on a residual value 
basis. In many relatively low-value areas, and not least those where regeneration and the provision of high-quality affordable housing remains a 
major local aspiration, application of RHI is likely to make a material contribution towards helping economically-marginal schemes progress, and 
thus protect housing delivery.
 
1.	The structure and objectives of the Incentive
We therefore note, and generally welcome, the acknowledgement on the part of Government that an incentive to support a rate of return of 
about 12% is appropriate in order to signal to the marketplace a return sufficient to secure the level of investment required in renewable heat. 
But once again, as with Feed-in tariff (FiTs), we find it quite perplexing that housebuilding, the only economic sector charged with delivering zero-
carbon product within the foreseeable future, is treated as a marginal player within the consultation. Even in the current economic climate, our 
sector delivers approximately 6% GDP, in the more heady day’s pre-recession this was above 8%. Perversely, it appears Government considers that 
only sectors where decarbonisation is a matter of choice should be the focus of fiscal support in investment in renewables.
RHI support needs to be made equally available to all types of developer and development ensuring barriers to entry and technical eligibility do not 
constrict parts of the industry, in particular the smaller developer building out small developments (typically <30units per site). Approximately 50% 
of all new housing delivery is likely to be on sites of <30 units, where provision of district heating to support low and zero carbon ambitions is 
generally unviable and technically or socially sub-optimum. Arguably the viability threshold for strategic schemes, would be in excess of 1000 units 
at “super density” i.e. 100>dwellings per hectare with a commercial anchor.
We also dispute that the tariff structure is set anywhere near a rate that allows for investment to produce the targeted returns, in almost all cases. 
For individual dwelling-integrated technologies such as solar thermal (which is already relatively cost effective compared with many other 
renewables) the rate of return is less than 9%. In fact the only dwelling-integrated technology that seems (based on a fairly limited sample) to 
produce the IRR sought is integrated exhaust-air heat pumps, at around 13%.
In these smaller-scale and frequently lower-density development scenarios the RHI would be in danger of supporting solutions with poor CO2 
mitigation credentials, which are both highly cost-ineffective and likely to confront consumers with real or perceived risks.  
Our understanding of the costs of providing dwelling-scale renewable heating using biomass, heat pumps, and solar is that the tariffs proposed 
would only secure a rate of return of between 7-10%.  This does not take into account the likely increases in fuel costs for biomass or the 
disruption to residents of supplying a solution which is less convenient than a gas fired boiler (or electrically-powered heat pump).  
Although in some rural communities a biomass solution could make sense, since it can derive more cost-effective CO2 abatement and fit with 
access to local fuel stocks. However, we would have concerns that a higher biomass tariff would encourage its application where it made much less 
economic or technical sense.  Dwelling-scale biomass boilers are typically rated at a minimum 8-10kWth. Where stringent fabric energy efficiency 
standards are imposed, whether through the voluntary Code for Sustainable Homes and planning or building regulations; individual biomass boilers 
would be wastefully oversized for the thermal loads and inefficient compared to alternative solutions. Where less stringent fabric energy efficiency 
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standards are applicable, the running costs for renewable heat generation systems would be higher and therefore likely to be inappropriate, i.e. 
leading to “fuel poverty”, compared to conventional fossil fuelled solutions with lower running costs.  
Alternative technologies utilising heat pumps are frequently considered appropriate for smaller housing-led developments, especially off the gas 
grid. However CO2 levels are likely to be higher than a reference conventionally-heated dwelling in the short-term due to the grid emissions 
intensity of the increased electricity usage.  There are wider concerns about the actual performance of heat pumps. The actual carbon savings 
derive from the inter-relationship between a large number of factors, but assumptions of grid carbon intensity and specific nominal Coefficients of 
Performance (COP) dominate the equations, even before costs are considered. 
While we consider that such technologies clearly have a part to play, we are concerned that the Incentive more fully recognises the need to set the 
tariffs at levels that drive applications that represent more than a nominal carbon saving over a reference gas-heated dwelling. We therefore 
generally support the principle that only that heat produced above a minimum seasonal COP level should be eligible for RHI. We suggest that a 
figure taken from the EU RE 2020 Directive definitions section (currently approximately 2.9) could represent an appropriate benchmark for such a 
standard.
In reality to meet an absolute carbon emissions mitigation target with heat pumps, this in turn would tend to necessitate larger areas of Solar 
Photovoltaic’s (PV) to mitigate the increased electrical use and CO2 emissions to meet a zero carbon standard.   Although PV is itself supported by 
FiTs this may encourage bad practice where heat pumps and PV systems are installed on poorly insulated dwellings.  As it is we would only support 
use of heat pumps in low energy dwellings and possibly where they are part of bivalent systems that utilise a different fuel/technology to meet 
thermal demands in very cold (or hot) climatic conditions to maximise CoPs and therefore efficiency.  
For the smaller developer (which can be expected to deliver ~30% of all new housing) and sites (many of our projects are around 100 units in size) 
there needs to be a simple mechanism for complying with DCLG ambitions where this is not feasible on-site.  A simple payment/investment into a 
green investment fund acting as the honest broker for ‘Allowable Solutions’ would ensure a level playing field and allow smaller (arguably the 
majority of) developers to dedicate their limited resources to reducing energy demand through better building envelopes and adopting cost-
effective, pragmatic and sensible solutions at the individual dwelling scale. This can be done, without compromising the viability of the 
development and ensuring capital was directed at the most cost-effective carbon abatement solutions.
Pragmatic eligibility criteria therefore needs to be developed that industry can participate in and agree to, along with other key stakeholders, like 
planners and suppliers, to ensure the incentive does not lead to perverse outcomes.

The ideal scenario for smaller (and indeed the majority of) sites unsuitable for district heating would be to impose high fabric energy efficiency 
standards (through building regulations and/or planning), to ensure demand for heat is reduced to a challenging minimum (based on agreed 
£/TCO2 abatement costs), with pragmatic use of solar thermal/photovoltaic technologies to deliver ~44-50% reduction in CO2 emissions on-site 
(below 2006 reference levels), with the remaining CO2 abatement to meet a zero carbon standard delivered through an ‘Allowable Solution’ 
investment.  Any investment in an allowable solution could be supported with an RHI subsidy to support renewable heat generation elsewhere 
more cost-effectively, where this would have been payable for a less cost-effective on-site eligible RHI installation.  
2.	Economic justification: a case for more haste, less speed
We will no doubt be far from the only respondent to challenge the robustness and accuracy of the economic modelling undertaken by NERA. 
Assumptions on costs are impenetrable. Efficiencies produced are also quite coarsely modelled. Key technologies, such as solar thermal, appear to 
be treated particularly unfavourably: not just a matter for new-build, but importantly for the household retrofit market (an optional allowable 
solution). The evidence base supporting this consultation once again is not able to support the policy mechanism proposed sufficiently credibly. 
We are well aware of, and accept the difficulties faced by Government in progressing this ambitious agenda with due speed. We also accept that a 
review of the Incentive around 2013 is probably unavoidable, given that the complexity of the tradeoffs and ongoing market development will 
make it impossible to arrive at the optimum set of solutions in the first iteration. But we would once again express our strongest concern that 
improper haste threatens to produce results that undermine the timely achievement of Governments actual aims and its defined trajectories.  
3.	District Heat Networks: the key to unlocking urban renewable and low-carbon heat opportunities
We also wish to stress that there is a huge overlap between the role of renewable heat in meeting the requirements of the Government’s zero-
carbon new homes policy (and the evolving non-domestic policy options), and the wider objective of decarbonising the UK, and the built 
environment in particular, as set out in the Heat and Energy Management Strategy (HEMS). 
Yet, while this is obvious, the policy is framed largely to incentivise renewable heat generation, despite the fact that there is virtually no existing 
infrastructure to distribute this to customers, and certainly not residential users. 
The UK’s renewable energy targets are understandably ambitious, and the renewable energy contribution from heat generation, which must rise 
from 1% to 12% of demand within a decade, remarkably so. Achieving these targets will require all credible opportunities to be brought forward at 
the earliest instance, dare we say well in advance of the 2013 milestone. Delivery of renewable and low-carbon heat to residential users is already 
seen by Government as an important element of the UK Heat and Energy Management Strategy. 
But, as the Report for DECC makes very clear, the deliverability and the risks/costs of this new infrastructure are very high, making the pure 
commercial case for its deployment as things stand all but non-existent. That same report also makes clear that cost of avoided carbon of 
generating heat via either gas-fired CHP or renewable fuels is very competitive compared with micro-generation. Therefore, supporting the 
delivery of this infrastructure represents both a rational and potentially effective means of facilitating large-scale carbon abatement within the 
built environment, and massively more so than an incentive on generation alone.
New developments clearly represent opportunities to provide such infrastructure without the added costs and complexity of retrofit, especially 
where mixed uses exist at high density. Alternatively, where new residentially-led developments are planned alongside comprehensive 
regeneration and refurbishment of existing property and facilities, potential synergies may clearly exist. However, this is wholly dependent on Local 
Authority providing leadership on such matters and enacting planning powers. To date and as acknowledged in the draft Planning Policy Statement 
‘Planning for a Low-Carbon Future in a Changing Climate’, “the implementation of the planning and climate change supplement to PPS 1 has been 
patchy to date and that there is a need to improve the skills of planners in this area”.  
We therefore welcome the recognition by Government in the consultation that an uplift to incentivise the distribution of heat through the built 
environment might be an important parallel objective. However, we would say that, such an incentive to heat networks, offered at an appropriate 
level across a wide range of circumstances, would in fact catalyse a near-term boost to the investment in vital low-carbon infrastructure, at the 
economically most rational scale. It is very hard to envisage how this might be effectively delivered in another way, certainly in the absence of any 
other policy directed at the stimulation of low-carbon energy infrastructure.
Not only that, but we feel it would be entirely appropriate to signal the importance of investment to heat networks in this way. Whatever the 
ultimate pathway taken to decarbonise the UK grid, it is clear that maximising the scope to use of the unavoidable heat from power generation 
within the built environment offers (in principle) an exceptionally cost effective means of abating emissions, once the distribution infrastructure is 
in place. Heat networks are technology agnostic. As well as offering exceptional scope for reducing urban carbon intensity where fossil-fuel fired 
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CHP is involved, they equally allow the generation of heat and power using hard-to-manage solid fuel feedstock’s, whether biomass, or waste and 
treated waste. As other technologies become more widely available, including pyrolysis, fuel cells or supercritical CO2 heat pumps, all can be 
effectively coupled to heat networks as context and economics allow in due course.
In fact it is inconceivable that larger-scale deployment of energy from waste could be achieved without the roll-out of associated heat networks. 
We are aware of evidence presented to government by the Renewables Advisory Board and other respected organisations; that underlines the 
salience of harnessing urban waste streams in this way if both 2020 and 2050 emissions targets are to be met.
In short, we cannot avoid the conclusion that district heat networks are fundamental both to achieving the UK’s longer-term decarbonisation goals, 
and facilitating the progress towards it, as well as supporting the UK targets for renewable heat.
More specifically, as far as facilitating low- and zero-carbon development of much-needed new homes is concerned, HBA and the Industry are 
already most concerned that achieving the indicative on-site 70% regulated CO2 emissions mitigation (the “Carbon Compliance threshold”) is 
proving (based on residential modelling to date) to be impossible on all but a very small subset of credible development scenarios. Notwithstanding 
that, distributed heat is the typical characteristic of very nearly all those technical solutions where that level of emission mitigation is required, 
irrespective of the scale and density of development necessary to make such systems appropriate.
Beyond the Carbon Compliance threshold, the rollout of networks to serve existing dwellings and buildings, many of which would be exceptionally 
hard to treat, is already perceived by others, including other parts of Government, as a means of further abating carbon off-site, as an allowable 
solution. In fact, given the ability to balance load profiles and maintain a significant heat demand, in technical terms such retrofits offer better 
scope for heat network deployment.
Funding derived from allowable solutions to mitigate residual emission from new developments could offer a very significant further boost to the 
investment pool in such infrastructure, with the added benefit that planning and deploying the asset could be done in the economically and 
technically most rational way, at the optimum scale, in the best contextual circumstances. It has been made clear by many, such as the joint UK-
Green Building Council (UK-GBC) and the Zero Carbon Report (ZCH) Report Sustainable Community Infrastructure Report, that local authorities 
should play a central role in identifying these circumstances. However, there is a dynamic and recursive dependency between the costs of 
allowable solutions per tonne of carbon mitigated the viability of new development, and thus the rate at which such funds might be generated. 
Without appropriate support, the cost of allowable solutions could be expected to generally rise, both suppressing development and wider 
economic activity dependent on the ongoing vitality of the housebuilding industry. Indeed, the incentive must also respect the additional 
community engagement requirements and the legal delivery aspects, by way of example, of delivering such conceptual benefits, and the 
downstream delay in delivering new homes. For example, the contracting of ESCO’s typically takes approximately 2-years; therefore it is 
considered that these new measures will have at least a similar time lag.
We along with the HBA also strongly echo the points raised by others that our domestic supply chain capacity represents a serious constraint, as 
well as an opportunity. The work done for DECC in 2009 makes clear that the costs of heat networks in the UK are exceptionally high, and that the 
lack of a sufficient local market is the main cause. Far from leading the world in this sector of “green-collar employment” we lag well behind in 
terms of developing capacity, choice and market competition and defined standards and protocols. Just as various policies have sought to catalyse 
the development of UK expertise and supply chain in micro-generation (at which this incentive is also directed) it seems incongruous that such 
support should not be offered to this key enabling infrastructure without which there is effectively virtually no market for renewable heat, 
howsoever generated. 
We are of the opinion that the development of a macro-sized “Micro-generation Certification Scheme” (MCS) is urgently required. Please note such 
a scheme must be open to the whole marketplace, rather than MCS which by its nature is arguably monopolistic. Such a model must also provide 
consumer protection; we explain our concerns with regard to this aspect below. Indeed, this is an incredibly complex area of risk that is not 
covered by the Industry’s recently introduced Consumer Code.
None of this is to say that we consider district heating a panacea. On the contrary, our members recognise the significant limitations and barriers to 
the roll-out of heat networks, especially serving residential development, set out in the UK-GBC and ZCH Report, and also signalled elsewhere. We 
and our members are actively working with wider stakeholders, including Zero-Carbon Hub, to examine and overcome these barriers.
Rather, we strongly supports the logic that appropriate support (incentives) should be given to catalyse the larger-scale rollout of heat networks in 
such a way that the most technically-rational and cost effective systems are most likely to go ahead, at a scale where their effectiveness is 
maximised, whether or not these are directly associated with new residential development.
4.	Appropriate incentivisation of Biogas
Finally, in addition to the importance of support for investments in networks, we also want to unequivocally welcome the recognition by 
Government within the Consultation Document, of the value that bio-methane offers to the decarbonisation of the UK gas grid. We suspect that 
the potential it offers may have been under-estimated, and also are aware of submissions made by the Renewables Advisory Board to the 
Secretary of State recently that make clear that this potential must be maximised if the UK’s renewables targets are to be reached. 
Biogas offers particular flexibility to the housebuilding and development sectors in achieving the worlds most ambitious trajectory towards zero 
carbon, not least because it can be used remotely from its source, whilst being distributed through existing infrastructure. However, it will 
represent a finite resource that therefore must be optimally used. We believe that the opportunities in the built environment offered by our sector 
represent a major opportunity for some of the most effective deployment of this resource, in the form of decentralised CHP, with heat efficiently 
produced and effectively distributed within the built environment through district heat networks.
We therefore notes and strongly supports the principle that biogas should be certified and traded transparently, and support the concept of a 
Green Gas Certificate. Submissions made by others in the energy sector that make clear why such gas should be optimally consumed. We regret 
that the proposals for RHI for biogas run counter to the principle of generating renewable heat (rather than fuel), and therefore urge Government 
to realign the proposed support for biogas to the point of consumption. This will set up the effective operation a demand “pull” mechanism within 
the marketplace that in and of itself will stimulate the maximum rate of production. In addition to the aspects of this discussed by CHPA in their 
submission, we would add that the avoided emissions thus certificated would also be likely to take on additional value as part of an allowable 
solution as set out in the emerging definition of Zero-Carbon development.
5.	Protecting consumers
The consultation does not propose to regulate delivery of heat, yet consumers will increasingly be faced with monopolistic supply situations where 
there is little choice but to take heat from district heating networks.  Development of a regulated heat market must ensure both delivery of much 
needed and viable low carbon/renewable heat networks whilst also protecting consumers from unregulated price discrimination at the same 
time.   
Guidance within Consumer Contract Regulations needs to be addressed by DECC and the OFT when delivering heat through a monopolistic 
provision like district heat networks.  For example, the OFT guidance suggests it is unfair for suppliers to pass on changes in costs unless those cost 
changes are linked to general market costs (e.g. by linking to RPI) and are very tightly controlled and transparent or the customer is given the right 
to avoid the increase by having a right to terminate. This latter option is appropriate where you have a choice of suppliers but is clearly not for 
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distributed heat where business models depend on an exclusive supply position within a locality.
Standard legal definitions and contracts should be developed for the industry to not only establish acceptable protocols and avoid unnecessary 
duplication, but also to enable the deployment of district heating at neighbourhood scale which cuts across the built environment where numerous 
and diverse customers, in demand and type, will potentially connect to a heat distribution system.    
There is anecdotal evidence that many district heating schemes providing heat to newbuild housing impose higher costs on residents than 
conventional modular or individual heating solutions.  These increased costs are typically derived from two key cost assumptions: the opportunity 
cost of supplying heat through an all electric heating system (assumed to be the convention), which allows a notional acceptable maximum heat 
tariff to be established; and the high capital cost of delivering heat through a distribution system remote from the dwelling/building, with all the 
losses associated with a distribution network of this sort.  
Regulating the price of delivered heat must be cognisant of the costs of deploying heat in this fashion (see calls for evidence) but also reflective of 
the cost of providing a low carbon/renewable solution compared to the alternative fossil-fuelled yet commercially attractive alternative.  In other 
words, the pollution cost delivered through a fossil fuelled (high carbon) solution should be reflected in a regulated heat market.
A standard methodology for calculating heat tariffs is required to provide confidence to developers/ESCOs/investors that provision of (low 
carbon/renewable) heat through district heating solutions is acceptable, desirable and bankable.  This should be facilitated by government as part 
of the RHI stimulus programme (requiring evidence gathering) and supported by relevant industry practitioners.  Agreed parameters for the costs 
of conventional, relatively high-carbon heat (& coolth) provision should be developed. This would require sensible assumptions to be agreed about 
energy prices going forward, which are necessary to value high-carbon solutions against low carbon, thereby creating a market value for lower 
carbon heating provision that investors can lend to.   
RHI payments should not be restricted to the owner of the equipment, since this is likely to lead to credit risk for lenders, where assignment of any 
payments could be reversed by the owner.  Commercial lenders, investors should be able to receive RHI payments direct through a legal 
entitlement.  Simply put, RHI (+ FiT) payments need to be irreversibly secured by 3rd party financiers for eligible projects to provide investor 
confidence and bankable returns, particularly where finance is made available to individual consumers.   
Consumers (and indeed many housebuilders, smaller enterprises in particular) must have access to independent and well-evidenced advice on the 
costs/benefits of the various options available to them. This is relevant across the residential sector, whether RHI is being applied to retrofit 
installation within the existing stock, or to new-build, especially if the risks, costs and revenues of renewable energy installations are being borne 
by a new homes purchaser through any revenue assignment mechanisms that arise. Even where this is not the case, the Property Misdescriptions 
Act 1991 today makes it very hard to signal to new homes purchasers the actual benefits accruing in renewable energy contribution and reduced 
running costs arising from the performance of a micro-generation system. If any sales premia are to accrue from renewable heat installations, such 
benefits need to be able to be transparently and robustly signalled.
It is also particularly important that consumers are not given misleading advice on the suitability of products eligible for the RHI.  Whilst it would be 
disproportionate to expect every company, irrespective of size, to be able to advise on all options available to a householder, it is essential 
consumers are not misled as to the performance claims of the product on offer by that salesperson, and this should be policed as part of the 
certification process.  For example, advice from a salesperson only dealing with solar thermal that “our system should provide around 50% - 70% of 
a household’s hot water” may well be accurate, but “solar thermal is a more cost effective option than cavity wall insulation” is unlikely to be.  It is 
important therefore that the Microgeneration Certification Scheme develops a system of spot-checks and randomly sampled consumer feedback 
to ensure consumers are being given accurate information.  This is no less important for residential customers of district heating systems, where 
the benefits (both economic and environmental) are verifiable and open to scrutiny.  
6.	Renewable Cooling
We are concerned that the RHI does not make provision for supporting renewable cooling, despite the fact that the Renewable Energy Directive 
appears to give equal weight to renewable energy heating and cooling throughout its text.  The use of air conditioning in the UK is already steadily 
rising in both the commercial and domestic sector, and this trend is likely to continue and possibly even accelerate if climate change results in 
higher summer temperatures.  
Renewable cooling should be supported through the RHI, particularly as building standards improve and climate change leads to local climatic 
conditions fostering increased cooling demands.  This will be critical in both new domestic and new non-domestic buildings as they seek to meet a 
low/zero carbon standard.  As such we anticipate high thermal demands for cooling in buildings going forward and would propose the RHI is 
amended to provide support for renewable cooling accordingly.  Supporting renewable cooling in this way is likely to deliver greater CO2 mitigation 
given conventional cooling solutions typically utilise grid electricity to meet the demand.  
Supporting renewable cooling should be treated in the same way as renewable heat is supported to avoid heat dumping. If not, this will result in 
further heat dumping and in principle an increase in the “heat island effect”. That is to say, any support through the RHI for renewable cooling 
should not compromise efforts to mitigate cooling demand through passive building techniques (shading, natural ventilation etc.).   SBEM models 
currently make it easy to favour active cooling systems over passive cooling systems and would need to ensure evidence on lifetime costs/Tonne 
CO2 abated was reflected in any methodology and RHI tariffs.     
Ground source heat pumps operated in cooling mode can in certain circumstances provide a means for replenishing inter-seasonal heat stores, 
charging with heat during the summer and with cooling during the winter, improving seasonal Coefficients of Performance both in heating and 
cooling mode.  The Environment Agency (EA) Policy document GP3 has classed heat or "cooling" as a potential pollutant of open or ground water 
and as such requires all ground source heat pump installations above 20kW heat output to be "sustainable", where sustainable is defined as being 
in thermal balance where over a defined period of time any heat extracted must be actively replaced on a net basis with a similar requirement for 
cooling, to comply with EA licensing conditions.  
Where very high standards of energy efficiency are mandated, the viability of delivering heat through networks could be compromised, unless 
sufficient scale exists to ensure viability (with consistent and large anchor loads) and/or renewable cooling particularly for non-domestic new 
building (e.g. possibly through tri-generation, absorption cooling or reversible heat pumps) could also be rewarded.  
We would suggest the minimum energy efficiency standards for housing proposed by the Secretary of State in December 2009 are sufficiently 
robust to ensure minimum high standards of energy efficiency without compromising investor’s ability to deliver both high energy efficiency 
standards and viable district heating solutions.  A similar exercise to determine appropriate minimum standards for non-domestic buildings should 
be conducted.  
Where there is very low heat demand from new-build stock, which is also likely to be built out over an extended period, reliance on other anchor 
loads will be critical to securing investments in district heating at appropriate scale.  New-build residential development, which will have decreasing 
heat loads (but possibly growing cooling loads), would then tend to further compromise the business case for district heat networks, especially in 
those cases where it is seen to act as the enabler/catalyst.  Effort should therefore be directed at supporting the implementation of heat 
distribution infrastructure for the existing stock, which has inherently higher heat loads, as well as new-build, to promote delivery of district 
heating in this way.  If new-build has to be relied upon to act as the enabler/catalyst, a higher DH Uplift would be required than if directed at 
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existing building stock, given the relative lack of heat loads.  
We therefore also support the Combined Heat and Power Association’s (CHPA’s) proposal to ensure the eligibility criteria supporting district 
heating connecting multiple buildings is set at a heat density of 3000kWh/Km2.  
7.	Heat deeming vs. metering
The deeming process should be supported with empirical evidence gathered through metered heat generation, including measurement of heat 
losses on heat distribution systems.  Although the deemed approach for rewarding heat generation is welcomed and the justification for its use at 
small and medium scale installations is generally supported, standards for minimum energy efficiency levels must not be too punitive to divest 
capital from investment in district heating, where CO2 abated through district heating offers a lower life-time cost/Tonne of CO2 saved compared 
to investment in demand reduction through overly stringent fabric energy efficiency standards.
The tools for determining the deemed heat demand must be improved, both for domestic and non-domestic buildings. The development of these 
energy assessment tools/methodologies (SAP/SBEM) should be supported with robust evidence and subject to regular ongoing review with 
industry.  
Although deeming for the purpose of determining the RHI payment is sensible and avoids ‘heat dumping’, most heat generation plant (>50kWth) 
will in practice be metered, both at the point of generation and the point of use.  Therefore it would be appropriate to mandate the provision of 
metered heat data where RHI is provided to ensure tariff levels are appropriate and reflective of actual outcomes compared to the intended heat 
demands stipulated by the compliance tools.  The costs of heat metering should form part of the eligibility criteria and reflected in RHI tariffs where 
this is cost-prohibitive.
As building standards improve, space heating demands are likely to decrease and in housing possibly to the point where no space heating device is 
actually required.  In these situations the deemed demand must account for the remaining thermal demand (incl. cooling, parasitic and metabolic 
demands), particularly where reversible heat pumps are employed and/or bivalent heating/cooling systems are employed.  Bivalent systems utilise 
auxiliary heating systems (for hot water), possibly utilising a different fuel. Heating devices that combine an electric heat pump with a gas boiler  
are already available and could deliver cost-effective CO2 abatement in new build housing.  In these circumstances deeming the heat demand may 
not be appropriate unless better modelling of bivalent systems is available.  
8.	Our Recommendations
We therefore urge Government to:
•	Incorporate a District Heating Uplift as proposed in the consultation, which should take effect from the outset, in 2011, if the industry is to be 
signalled mobilise sufficient to create the scale necessary for the widest-scale appropriate application of this strategy from 2013. 
•	Recognise the very significant and positive emissions reduction impact of heat networks in facilitating combined heat and power, by allowing all 
heat networks coupled to CHP to qualify for the incentive, irrespective of the firing fuel, for at least the first 8 years. Future support would depend 
on sourcing a portion of renewable fuel for the generating plant.
•	Recognise that CHP represents the optimum use of biogas, howsoever generated, and therefore permit gas-fired CHP to claim RHI where suitably-
certified biogas is used, such as through a “Green Gas Certificate”. We refer to CHPA’s submission in this regard. 
•	Set a banded uplift scale incorporating appropriate higher levels for low-grade heat (as opposed to process heat); and that such scale be further 
subdivided to recognise the added costs of heat networks connecting multiple buildings, as opposed to single-building networks.
•	That such an uplift be set pegged against a commercial return being achieved at 12% in relatively high heat-density contexts, and suggest that the 
3000kWh/km2 set out in the Poyry Report for DECC be used as the benchmark for such contexts. This avoids complex eligibility criteria having to 
be set, and works with the economic and technical logic where it supports this solution, rather than the incentive driving scheme design.
•	Remove the reference to “hard-to-treat” buildings from the proposed eligibility criteria, which sets up a whole raft of difficult and arguably 
spurious concerns that have a modest or nugatory impact on the intent of policy.
•	Ensure that extensions to existing networks qualify for the same incentives as new systems, to accelerate the deployment of generating assets at 
optimum scale, maximum future scope for introduction of large-scale renewably-fuelled CHP, and avoid perverse incentives that result in multiple 
incompatible networks being created at sub-optimal scales.
In addition we would add that we wish to signal our broad support for and alignment with the submissions made by others, including UK-GBC, 
CHPA, and E-On, to which, given the background of the stakeholders, we would hope Government gives the appropriate and due weight of 
consideration.
Finally, along with HBA we are happy to restate our readiness to offer whatever assistance it can to Government as the proposals are finessed. As 
we have made clear, we consider this a hugely important area, for the future of our industry, as well as the nation. We will continue to work 
closely with the Zero-Carbon Hub, and other stakeholders including UK-GBC and the energy sector, to establish a policy framework that meets the 
full range of government objectives, including supporting the delivery of much needed, affordable, new homes.

322 Cambridge City Council Local Government / A
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DECC proposals for RHI incentives – biomass boiler incentives
Introduction
The UK Renewable Energy Strategy, published in 2009 following public consultation, contained a section on air quality and biomass. It recognised 
that an increased uptake in biomass could affect air quality and public health and stated that the Government wanted to ensure that an increase in 
biomass would not cause an unacceptable deterioration in air quality. 
The Strategy proposed that emission standards for biomass boilers less than 20MW receiving the RHI could be set at 20g/GJ for particulate matter 
and 50g/GJ for NOx. The fledgling UK biomass industry expressed concerns about these standards, as very few boilers currently on the market 
would meet these proposed standards.  Consequently the RHI consultation document proposes less stringent standards of 30g/GJ for particulate 
matter and 150g/GJ for NOx.  
This is the response of Cambridge City Council Environmental Services.
Fitting emission standards to available plant?
We do not agree with the principle of relaxing emission standards to accommodate the available plant.  This is a very unusual approach to a 
pollution problem.  Rather, strict emission limits should drive further technology improvements.  Adoption of the limits originally proposed will 
have perceptible impacts on air quality (see below) – wide-scale installation of biomass boilers of this standard could have human health 
implications in urban areas.
Impact on air quality
The Austrian test house, TUV, has produced comprehensive test reports on many smaller boilers, mostly in the range 50 – 200 kW.  We have not 
been able to source data from boilers in the 200 kW to 20 MW range.  Inspection of test data from the boilers around 200 kW shows that the 
emissions are broadly comparable.  We have looked in detail at the emissions from a boiler proposed for use in Cambridge for a small development 
(40 flats for over-55s) and modeled its impact on air quality using ADMS-Urban.  Dust emissions from this 150 kW boiler (0.15 MW) are between 5 
and 19 mg/MJ and could lead to an annual increase of up 0.04 	g/m3 PM10 and occasionally an increase of 0.91 	g/m3 in the area around the site. 
The NOx emissions are between 54 and 78 mg/MJ and could result in an annual increase of up to 0.16 	g/m3 NOx (0.10 	g/m3 NO2) as well as 
occasional increases of 3.8 	g/m3 NOx and 2.36 	g/m3 NO2 around the site.
PM emissions from wood can be 10 – 100 times higher than from natural gas according to Air Pollution: Action in a Changing Climate published by 
Defra in 2010; NOx emissions too are higher from wood than from natural gas, the amount depending upon the nitrogen content of the wood 
being burned.
Clearly, the impact of more widespread installation of biomass boilers could have a significant impact on air quality and human health in urban 
areas.
This is contrary to the exposure reduction approach for PM2.5 (15% reduction in concentrations at urban background between 2010 and 2020) 
adopted by the Air Quality Strategy in 2007.
Impact on health and health costs
The monetised health costs associated with the use of biomass have been calculated for the RES Impact Assessment and Indicate a sum of around 
£142m per annum, presuming that biomass burning is restricted to rural areas only and to high quality burners only.  
The Impact Assessment (IA) states that air quality impacts will be negative if replacing a gas heating system.  “The effects of large numbers of small 
installations in urban areas would also be anticipated to cause significant degradation in air quality…” The IA calculates the monetised health costs 
to be around £557m if average current plant is used.
Environmental Audit Committee 5th Report on Air Quality (2010) goes further by pointing out that the monetisation only accounts for ‘life-years 
lost’ and not for ill-health caused by poor air quality.
The Committee stressed that “the government must urgently explore how planning guidance can be strengthened and applied to reduce air 
pollution”. These proposals do not appear to be in agreement with the conclusions of the Committee report.
Biomass and Climate Change
Environmental Health Protection teams are now under pressure from climate change colleagues to accept biomass installations as part of the 
basket of measures to deal with climate change.  The Environmental Audit Commission 5th Report on Air Quality comments that climate change 
and air quality policies require harmonization to remove the policy contradictions such as the “promotion of biomass boilers in urban areas already 
suffering poor air quality.”  Whilst climate change issues remain (rightly) high on the political agenda, it can be difficult for the air quality voice to 
be heard.  As Environmental Health Protection professionals, we are concerned that the adopted emissions standards will be taken by some to 
mean that any boiler that meets these standards is approved for use in any situation.  
Summary 
We do not consider that at relaxation of the proposed emission standards is an environmentally acceptable approach.  The wide scale introduction 
of biomass boilers has the potential for significant negative impacts on human health.  As there are boilers on the market that meet the original 
proposed emission standards, we do not see any need for relaxation of standards.
Whatever standards are adopted, policy guidance should make it very clear that the installation of biomass boilers in an Air Quality Management 
Area is not acceptable.  There should be a presumption against such installations in any location (whether urban, suburban or rural) where 
emission standards would increase exposure to particulates or negate exposure reduction measures to human health receptors.  Each proposal 
should be assessed on both a site specific and a boiler specific basis..
 
Example of pollution arising from a single biomass boiler
The TUV datasheet for a 150 kW biomass boiler (KWB TDS 150) currently being installed in Cambridge provides the following information:

Pellets nominal heat output
Fuel mass fired 34.9 kg/hr
Flue Gas Temp at exit 141 deg C
Flue gas volume 213 m3/hr
Flue Gas Velocity 2.1 m/s
Dust concentration 31 mg/m3
Dust emissions 12 mg/MJ	
Pellets minimum heat output
Fuel mass fired 10.1 kg/hr

DisagreeQuestion: Q09
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Flue Gas Temp at exit 86 deg C
Flue gas volume 72 m3/hr
Flue Gas Velocity 0.6 m/s
Dust concentration 25 mg/m3
Dust emissions 11 mg/MJ

Chips nominal heat output
Fuel mass fired 49.8 kg/hr
Flue Gas Temp at exit 139 deg C
Hourly exit volume 234 m3/hr
Flue Gas Velocity 2.2 m/s
Dust concentration 47 mg/m3
Dust emissions 19 mg/MJ	
Chips minimum heat output
Fuel mass fired 14.6 kg/hr
Flue Gas Temp at exit 83 deg C
Flue gas volume 86 m3/hr
Flue Gas Velocity 0.8 m/s
Dust concentration 11 mg/m3
Dust emissions 5 mg/MJ

The information shows the outputs for both pellets and chips, for both nominal heat output (full load) and minimum heat output (partial load).  
Dust
The Strategy originally proposed that emission standards for biomass boilers less than 20 MW receiving the RHI could be set at 20g/GJ for 
particulate matter. The RHI consultation document proposes less stringent standards of 30g/GJ for particulate matter.  The dust emissions from 
this 150 kW boiler (0.15 MW) are between 5 and 19 mg/MJ, so it would be considered acceptable under both the original and the proposed 
emission standards. Whilst emissions from biomass boilers are not directly related to boiler size, there is an approximate correlation. 
Modelling using ADMS-Urban indicate that firing chips at full load (worst-case scenario) there would be an annual increase of up 0.04 	g/m3 and 
occasional weather dependent increase of 0.91 	g/m3 at 100 – 150m distance from the site.
Modelling using ADMS-Urban indicate that firing chips at partial load (best-case scenario) there would be an annual increase up 0.004 	g/m3 and 
occasional weather dependent increase of 0.10 	g/m3 at 100 – 150m distance from the site.
NOx
The Strategy originally proposed that emission standards for biomass boilers receiving the RHI could be set at 50g/GJ for NOx. The RHI consultation 
document proposes less stringent standards of 150g/GJ for NOx. The NOx emissions from this 150 kW boiler (0.15 MW) are between 54 and 78 
mg/MJ, so it would not be considered acceptable under the original emission standards but would be considered acceptable under the proposed 
emission standards.
Modelling using ADMS-Urban indicate that firing chips at full load (worst-case scenario) there would be an annual increase of up 0.16 	g/m3 and 
occasional weather dependent increase of 3.8 	g/m3 at 100 – 150m distance from the site.  
Modelling using ADMS-Urban indicate that firing chips at partial load (best-case scenario) there would be an annual increase up 0.05 	g/m3 and 
occasional weather dependent increase of 1.21 	g/m3 at 100 – 150m distance from the site.
Further, modelling indicates that whilst the greatest impact would be observed around 100 metres from the site, the impact falls off exponentially 
thereafter and most but not all emissions would have be dissipated by 500 metres.

323 Drax Power Limited Potential generator

CHP

Question: a) Summary
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Drax is currently designing and consenting three 290MW biomass plant with the potential to
make these plant compatible with CHP. It is a key part of the Drax sustainability policy to
investigate the potential for greater efficiency and effectiveness of these plant and to utilise
heat wherever economically attractive. The first of these plant will be built near to the
existing Drax coal-fired power station and various potential steam off-takers have been
identified in the vicinity. Studies have been undertaken and discussions held with potential
users of heat in the vicinity of the plant to identify the likely sales and infrastructure costs.
Details are commercially confidential but the following summarises the outcome of the
analysis.
a. For a CHP plant to be commercially viable for the supplier, the additional income from
steam sales and RHI subsidy must be greater than the income lost by reduced electricity
sales and ROC income and also sufficient to recover the capital costs for additional
infrastructure required. From the user point of view, the steam must be sufficiently
attractively priced to cover the alternative heat source (oil or gas) as well as the
maintenance of back-up steam systems. In addition CHP plants are usually “electricity”
driven due to the limited heat demand in the vicinity of the plant, and the heat load
typically represents only a small proportion of the total thermal output.

b. It is evident that the proposed RHI is far less attractive than the current ROC scheme.
This is because the payment is made only on the actual heat delivered rather than
across the whole capacity of the plant. Analysis indicates that for typical process steam,
the scheme, at the most generous (£25MWh) indicated in the consultation, would fall
very much short of meeting the lost opportunity and capital costs described above
c. The addition of a CHP adds more complexity to a system in terms of host demand
profiles throughout the year, monitoring, additional maintenance and back-up supplies,
as well as the difficulty of identifying credit-worthy steam hosts with long term use.
d. Drax has concluded that, at the tariff rates indicated in the consultation, it is highly
unlikely that CHP will be implemented on its new plant. As well as undertaking its own
review for its new plant Drax has seen the proposals put forward by the Renewable
Energy Association (REA) based on the work of Fichtner. Drax supports Fichtner’s
conclusions that a rate of £41MWh is required to incentivise CHP introduction. Drax
believes that this rate should be applied to all steam supplied, or that the REA proposal,
of keeping the current uplift plus a £25MWhr addition for all steam supplied above a
certain limit, should be adopted. We would also point out that with modern high
efficiency CHP plants it is theoretically possible to meet the current CHPQA criteria of
100 whilst supplying virtually no steam. In such case we would suggest that the
£41MWhr rate is applied up to the first 10% of plant’s thermal capacity.
e. For any of these incentives to work and to be taken into consideration be potential
lenders it is essential to have regulatory certainty. Drax therefore strongly believes that
any new scheme should be properly grandfathered and run for a known length of time.

Question: Q15

324 Martin Peck (individual)

Not had time to look into it sufficiently but one immediate thought: It will be necessary to introduce some form of personal/individual carbon 
trading into our economic system. Such as Cap and Share. How well will will RHI meld with this without major restructuring?

Question: Q01

Possibly not completely
Comments: Such as this stifles the individual who can be more than competent and
sometimes more conscientious. Self installation should be allowed with some form of
retrospective inspection that verifies the standard is achieved.

Question: Q04
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Not all of it
Comments:
You begin with “We need to ensure that we only support useful renewable heat generation under the RHI. “ It seems there are some 
inconsistencies that stand out in the subsequent proposals.
It is often sensible, wherever possible, to keep things simple. Wood burning stoves although sophisticated in their design are far simpler 
technologies with less to go wrong than say wood pellet boilers and heat pumps. Biomass boilers can often have many advantages but it does 
seem short sighted not to include the more straight forward and less expensive technology that has many potential benefits to rural economies 
and also to benefitting woodland management. (Not forgetting also that this complements for instance WAG Minister Elin Jones encouraging 
ambitions for Welsh woodlands on farms.)
Quoting your document on page 31 “We propose excluding wood burning stoves, air heaters, open fires and similar applications from the RHI. 
These present practical difficulties as it is extremely difficult to monitor how much they are used (they are usually a secondary source of heat the 
use of which will be optional), and to what extent they are used with renewable fuel rather than, for instance, coal. The administrative cost of 
including these appliances in the RHI in a fair way would likely be very high.”
Wood Burning Stoves should be included. The reasons you give for not including them do not stand up to scrutiny.
My first question is why you need to monitor how much they are used. The most important point is that they are used because for rural Britain if 
done properly they are the most beneficial form of heating there is in terms of cimate change, with added benefits of well managed woodland and 
with all their consequential benefits to carbon sequestration and biodiversity.
Secondly I dispute that they are usually a secondary source of heat and in properly insulated houses they most definitely do not need to be 
secondary (and wood burning stoves are designed to burn wood and have to be adapted to burn coal properly). If you are reying on self 
certification to comply with the rules of the RHI scheme (as on page 25 of the consultation) then the grant recipient agrees to burn wood, where is 
the problem?
I cannot see how you arrive at the administrative cost of including Wood Burning Stoves would likely be high. Compared to the adminsistration 
costs and difficulties of establishing and certifying the renewable content of such as bioliquid fuels does not seem to prevent you from including 
these in the scheme. (page 32).
As a further comparison, Air Source Heat Pumps are least efficient when the demand is greatest. An article last year by Professor David Strong 
raised many questions as to the effectiveness and suitability of such systems but of particular relevance he says " What is desperately needed is 
independent monitoring of external air source heat pumps in a number of geographical locations to ensure that systems which were originally 
designed and tested to primarily provide air conditioning in hot climates, are capable of operating efficiently in our cold, wet and humid climate." 
You do refer to this caution on page 31,
It does seem that (if you like) the “bureaucratic EROEI” on Air source heat pumps eligibility is far less than the “bureaucratic EROEI” on Wood 
Burning Stoves which have much more in their favour and very little against compared to Air Source Heat pumps!
There are further considerations. The document already states (page 18) that “The potential benefits of the RHI to rural communities are 
considerable, especially those not connected to the gas grid and currently using more expensive fuels to heat their homes.” I very much agree. 
Realistically the emphasis in rural communities should be wood fuel and the funding should reflect this. Encouraging as many as possible to adopt 
wood heating in whatever (efficient) form is available is good in its own right but it also takes the pressure of other fuel sources that are going to 
become increasingly scarce and are also less
environmentally friendly.
It is also essential (and likely) that some form of carbon accounting will have to evolve for individuals, such as Cap and Share. The concerns over 
coal use in wood stoves would vanish in this case as the cost of coal would be prohibitively expensive. The general adoption of wood fuel in all its 
forms in rural Wales with some re-education will foster a greater understanding of the value of woodland both commercially and ecologically. (It 
might even prevent the wanton open burning of huge quantities of wood from such as hedgelaying that is frequently seen on farms , amounting to 
both the loss of potential fuel and unnecessary pollution.) The re-education should also involve the management of timber stores to ensure that 
only dry timber is burnt, possibly grant aid for free moisture meters for housholders might be considered.
Where there is the introduction of systems that rely on electricity such as ground source heat pumps, these could be required to install 
photovoltaic panels to generate the equivalent amount of electricity that will be consumed by the heat ‘generating’ appliance.
(this could possibly? Also be grant aided as supplement to the feed in tarriffs)

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

More generally in addition to deeming energy pricing could be scaled. Briefly, bare minimum requirements for instance for electricity say the first 
50 units per quarter could be at
current pricing with the cost of all subsequent units rising incrementally and exponentially.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

325 1 World Solar Installer

1 World Solar Ltd welcomes the Governments commitment to the Renewable Heat
Incentive. We view this as the most important development to date for the renewable
heating industry and so we welcome the opportunity to give our feedback and
influence in the development of the Renewable Heat Incentive. This Incentive will
create many new jobs in our company.
The following section sets out our responses to the Consultation questions.
As an MCS registered solar thermal installation company our responses are primarily
focused on that technology.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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From the solar thermal perspective, the proposed Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI)
only deals with Domestic Solar Water Heating systems (DSHW). It does not cover
other common and possible solar applications:
	 Space heating
	 Pool heating
	 Air heating
	 Cooling
	 Industrial heating
	 District heating
	 Medium and large scale solar thermal systems
	 Many other solar applications of heat
	 Systems above 100kW output
This lack of support for the full range of solar thermal applications severely limits the
impact of the RHI. It is essential that it is able to effectively support the full range of
applications for this simple technology.

Question: Q01

We agree that financing schemes will be essential to ensure widespread take-up of
these technologies. We also feel that the rates of return proposed for solar thermal
will provide a barrier to the introduction of financing schemes for the technology.
When all other renewable heat technologies have been given an ROI of 12% it is
unlikely that any investors will want to back a technology with only 6% ROI. This
uneven incentive will adversely affect the uptake of solar thermal technologies, the
only virtually zero carbon renewable heat technology
Solar thermal is a key technology which can be used to reduce fuel poverty and
unless finance is readily available, it will only be accessible for the richer segments of
society.
We note 2 further important points
	 Whilst the energy utilities are a vital route to market to support the growth of
onsite renewable technologies, they should be seen as one of many routes to
market. RHI must be designed in such a way as to enable many routes to
market and not come under undue influence from the energy utilities.
	 Legislation around loans and mortgages needs to be fully clarified. What is the
security behind the loan or is the loan unsecured? Is it on the property in
question or is it on the technology in question and so acts somewhat like a car
loan. At the moment, there appears to be grey areas around this issue which if
clarified would assist in the structuring of loan facilities.

Question: Q02

In broad terms we agree with the approach being taken. We have concerns over the
running of the scheme specifically relating to:
	 The complexity for householders in registering and accessing the RHI
particularly where their system is financed by others.
	 The ability of Ofgem to administer a scheme in a user friendly way which may
have many millions of household users as well as some large commercial
users.
	 The frequency of payments suggested may be too long to enable regular loan
repayments in funded installations (particularily those in fuel poverty
situations). We note that sub 45 kW systems obtain yearly payments and over
45 kW systems quarterly payments
	 Similar to the Feed-in-Tariff, RHI must be tax free and index-linked
	 On-going concerns about the cost and complexity of MCS accreditation and
very significant concerns about what above 45 kW accreditation will look like.
All renewable heat equipment will be installed by the heating industry and not
by “renewable energy” installers. Therefore, accreditation should come
through heating industry routes and not establishing schemes that have no
links to the heating industry.
All structures and accreditation need to be simplified and rationalised.

AgreeQuestion: Q03
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We do agree that it is important that solar installations and products are of a high
standard and that the consumer is protected from bad quality installations and
unethical sales practices.
Therefore we support a scheme to ensure this occurs, however we have serious
concerns over the MCS scheme and its potential to block entrants to the market. It is
felt by many in the industry as an overly onerous barrier to trade which is
substantially more complex and costly to become part of than the Gas Safe register
for example. Urgent attention needs to be given to this to ensure that the scheme
meets it objectives with out creating an unnecessary barrier.
It may be that different levels of certification or accreditation may be more
appropriate for the solar industry; perhaps schemes aligned with the existing
Competent Persons Schemes for the smaller scale installations / installers and a
scheme like MCS for the larger companies and more technical installations.
Avoiding duplication in fees and certifications at this point would be very helpful in
smoothing the path for new entrants as well as existing companies, who currently
must register with a number of schemes to comply with the standards.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

The level of 45kW seems totally arbitrary and we would like to see different
certifications for different types of system rather just a notional size cut off.
Each renewable heating technology needs to use the existing MCS working group
structure to advise on what accreditation is required for each application of the
technology and each size range.
Different skills are required for different applications on different technologies at
different size ranges. The 45 kW model is simplistic and inadequate.

Question: Q05

We believe that the current requirement for EN12975 for solar collectors is more than
adequate and does not need to be extended any further.

Question: Q06
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No, we very strongly reject the criteria! Solar thermal is the only virtually zero
carbon technology and we find it incredible that technologies that are only
percentage points better than gas condensing boiler technology could qualify for a
12% ROI when a solar thermal system only qualifies for a 6% ROI. All renewable
heat technologies must be treated equally when setting the rates of return.

The UK solar thermal industry is still small with only 100,000 completed installations.
When compared to a potential market size of about 20 million installations it becomes
obvious that the market is still at the “early adopter” phase and therefore must have
complete parity with other Renewable Heat technologies in terms of levels of support
if it is to reach suitable level of market penetration.
As currently designed, the Incentive scheme is based on cost rather than a balanced
approach including carbon. In this configuration it seems highly likely we will miss
both 2020 and 2050 targets, and underperform on the deployment of these
technologies. The emphasis must be changed to favour technologies that save
carbon, are user friendly and reasonable cost/unit of carbon saved rather than
technologies that are similar in carbon performance to gas condensing boiler
technologies without some of the user friendly advantages of other renewable heat
technologies.

We are therefore asking for a rethink of both the deeming process and returns
for different technologies. The scheme will fail to meet its objectives as it is
currently structured. We would encourage DECC to complete more technical
analysis of the proposal in relation to different technologies as we believe that this is
required to refine the design of the RHI and significantly the schemes impact.
We suggest that the whole RHI process needs further consideration so that it
includes carbon savings and is not based just on a cost/ kWh basis. A properly
funded task group which consists of known industry experts needs to be established
to advise on this process. Much more advice should be sort from our European
neighbours who have a more advanced renewable heating industry to inform our UK
based options. We are happy and willing to facilitate such a contact (as we have
already started to do) and are very happy to have an input into the design of the
scheme going forwards.
Therefore we ask for a task group to be established with industry experts that could
refine the space and hot water heating look-up tables discussed elsewhere in this
consultation response so as to balance the carbon benefits and the cost/kWh
benefits of different technology and system solutions.
We find it unacceptable that RHI does not specifically include cooling. Solar thermal
technologies are proven in cooling applications and are becoming widely used for
such in some countries. Peak output from a solar thermal collector often coincides
with peak cooling requirements. If cooling or heating is required, then they both need
to be supplied in an efficient manner and excluding cooling from the scheme is
misguided (unless there is another route to support cooling). Supplying cooling with
low and zero carbon technologies will significantly reduce our national energy
consumption and carbon output. The RHI must be implemented under the reduce
then supply premise and not under arbitrary its heating or its cooling premises.
However we do agree that equipment should only receive the RHI if installed after
15th July 2009.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Solar thermal technologies have no effect on air quality.

Question: Q09

We note that as part of any hot water system intervention, the building regs require
that the installation company has to bring the Hot Water system up to the latest Part
L standards and so all Domestic Solar Water Heating RHI installations will have to
install minimum energy efficiency HW standards to pass building regs.
However we do not feel that the RHI should be linked to specific energy efficiency
measures, as this could act as an unnecessary barrier to uptake.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

We believe that this issue would be properly addressed through planning policy
statements. We are concerned that planning will often be sought in one year say
2012 for a planned construction at a later date so that the building can be
constructed to older building regs. This loophole could be legislatively addressed via
several different routes.

Question: Q11
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In principle, we agree with the proposal of deeming for smaller systems and metering
larger systems.
However, we have observed that both in the consultation and in wider discussions,
both with the British Government and our European colleagues that deeming is a
complex process and that 2 separate deeming calculations are required, one for
space heating and one for hot water heating. Deeming should also take into account
bivalent and multivalent heat sources, weather compensation and the manner in which different heat distribution systems including cylinder 
volume, radiators,
underfloor or fan coils influence the final outcome.
A fully funded and resourced deeming task force needs to be immediately
established to address these issues. Relying on unqualified consultants will not deal
with this issue. It requires heating industry expertise to develop a consensus view
that can be implemented by Government.
The result of this exercise should be a free online calculation tool for installers. The
input the tool should be the specification (attributes) and the tool should calculate the
deemed kWh figure. Attributes can be verified, whereas a kWh figure cannot.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Yes but the assessment process should be a free online calculation tool for installers.
The input the tool should be the specification (attributes) and the tool should
calculate the deemed kWh figure. Attributes can be verified, whereas a kWh figure
cannot. Spot checks can be made on a % of properties to check attributes entered.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

The consultation document does not propose medium and large scale tariff levels for
solar thermal technologies therefore the perverse incentive to overgenerate would
definitely be low. As we have previously said we feel that this is a huge oversight. If a
suitable tariff is introduced for systems of this scale then metering of the heat
produced would be an appropriate way to measure the levels.
It is unlikely that large scale solar thermal applications would over produce heat as
these systems are carefully designed to meet a heat loading. Installation of systems
that were much larger than required would cause major stress on the system and
potentially cause the system to fail. Excess heat in a solar thermal system is hard to
dissipate, and therefore is normally designed to be a kept at a minimum.
A properly funded and resourced committee of industry experts needs to be
established to support the RHI review process. This committee should include
measurement and monitoring expertise so that metering processes can be evaluated
by this committee.
Heat meters are a tried, tested and established technology. The key elements of a
heat meter are accurate and reliable flow meters as well as robust temperature, data
acquisition and storage systems.

Question: Q14

The ROI on solar thermal technology needs to be the same as that on the other other
low carbon heating technologies. A tariff level which provides a ROI of 6% when all
the others receive 12% will provide a disincentive to invest in the technology.
Please see our answer to question 7. We want to see a balanced cost/kWh & carbon
based deeming methodology which favours systems that save carbon as well as just
cost benefit measures. The current system is in danger, without careful evaluation of
the deeming process, of favouring technologies that make only minor improvements
on gas condensing boiler technology.
To realise this, we are calling for the setting up of a short term task group of properly
funded and resourced industry experts and representatives to design and establish a
fair and reasonable deeming process.
This short term task group could be used as the basis for establishing a group of
leading industry heating experts to advise government on the operation of the RHI
scheme.

Question: Q18

Yes, all renewable forms of heating should be supported.

Question: Q20

Yes a fully fixed tariff will provide stability to the market.

Question: Q22
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Yes. We support the principle of degression.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

We note that this discussion is based on cost/kWh rather than cost/unit of carbon
saved. We have to be implementing technologies that are much and not just partially
better than gas condensing boiler systems if we are to fully meet our long term
targets.
We also note that this innovation discussion is based on a technology approach to
the renewable heat issue. Heating is not just based on technologies; it is based on
integrated systems consisting of many control, provision, collection, storage and
distribution elements. These individual elements or technologies make up the heating system and innovation occurs within the elements and 
sometimes within the whole
integration principle of the system.
For example, most heating systems, if effectively controlled and installed with
underfloor heating often save more carbon as compared to their radiator based
alternatives. However, the type of underfloor heating employed also has an effect on
the heating system performance.
Whilst we must have a relatively simple to use deeming process, this deeming
process must encourage carbon saving and be supported initially by the task group
of heating industry experts and this task group has to be developed into an
independent set of government advisers so that all aspects of the RHI can be
supported and the incentive scheme is developed to bring through a “systems” or
portfolio approach to innovation and carbon saving.
Finally, we note that in the specific case of solar heating technology, costs are very
different for different situations.
In our experience, the most expensive property to install can be a one-off new build
situation where the installer is called back in by the contractor for several fixes at the
various stages of the construction process. Several site visits adds to the total
installation cost.
Then, in a typical retrofit scenario, to achieve the highest available solar fraction, the
solar installer will opt to change the existing cylinder and as well as passing this cost
on, they will also have to absorb the cost of access equipment within the total
installation cost.
Finally, in a large number of new build properties, the installation cost can come
down somewhat due to the ability to leave installers on the construction site for
sometime as they move from property to property to install the system and both
access cost and cylinder cost is covered by the wider construction process.
Room for innovation is fairly limited. If bigger solar fractions are to be obtained,
current evidence indicates that the hot water cylinder should be changed and this has
fairly fixed associated costs. Innovative access systems for reducing collector
installation cost could be realised. However, there are many costs that only offer
limited room for improvement.
Statements such as economies of scale don’t always apply when analysing heating
systems. Sometimes the individual local and integrated unit can be much cheaper
than the large scale solution with all its inherent complexity. It brings us back to the
case-by-case basis and the need for independent expert and knowledgeable
advisers to support innovation and review processes.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

With an independent group of heating experts meeting every 3 or 6 months or so,
they would be capable of advising Government on innovative cases and Government
could be provided with advice on whether an emergency intervention was required or
not.

Question: Q27

AgreeQuestion: Q28
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A complex and bureaucratic deeming process requiring 2 MCS companies is
described in the consultation; we consider this unnecessary. The deeming of all
systems installed after 15th July 09 should go through the same deeming process
which is likely to be based on look-up table for space heating and a SAP Hot Water
and appendix H calculation allied to a look-up table for solar thermal hot water. This
methodology should be applied to all RHI applications for incentives including those
installed between 15th July 09 and 31st March 2011.
Deeming by means of a free online calculation tool for installers will minimise abuse
and will be verifiable by means of spots checks. The input the tool should be the
specification (attributes) and the tool should calculate the deemed kWh figure.
Attributes can be verified, whereas a kWh figure cannot.

Question: Q29

326 Nutherm Limited Installer

Heat Pumps - lessons learnt

Question: a) Summary

1.00 Introduction
1.10 Nutherm have been involved in the design, supply and installation of Ground Source and Air Source Heat Pumps in UK and Ireland for over 10 
years and have successfully completed over 1,500 projects in both domestic and commercial situations. I have personally been working in building 
mechanical services since serving my apprenticeship in 1977 and have worked at every level in the industry.
1.11 Our supplier, Waterkotte, began manufacturing Heat Pumps and supplying complete system solutions in 1970, since then they have been at 
the forefront of all major developments in the field. Indeed the industry as a whole look to Waterkotte for the lead in development and innovation 
to further the use, scope and efficiency of renewable energy exploitation from the environment, for heating and cooling in the built environment.
1.12 Broadly we welcome the RHI scheme as a vehicle to promote the uptake of renewable technologies in the UK but have a number of 
suggestions which could have a positive effect on the overall aims of the scheme to reduce carbon emissions and to decrease dependence on fossil 
fuels. To this end, the more attractive and cost effective the use of renewables can be made by enhancing function and efficiency, the greater the 
uptake will be.
1.40 We feel that the terms and conditions of the RHI scheme should be made available in condensed form for clarity among customers and the 
industry.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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2.00 Too much regulation can have a negative effect.
2.10 It was obviously the intention of the scheme, when back dating to July 2009, not to create a period in which no uptake of the scheme would 
take place until April 2011. Unfortunately, due to the fact that the consultation process is still ongoing and uncertainty exists as to how some things 
will be interpreted, a lot of potential customers are waiting to see the final definitive conditions before committing to any contract. This has the 
obvious consequence of leaving businesses in a state of flux until this process is complete. We need the complete terms for the scheme to be 
available as immediately as possible after the close of the consultation phase.
2.20 The goal posts have been moved a number of times and as sales are still slow most companies are having difficulty complying with this strict 
regulation phase. With this in mind, we feel that some assistance for supplying companies should be made available both to help with compliance 
and to ease cash flow when the anticipated growth does come.
2.30 Waterkotte has a vast range of heat pump models available with different gases for specific applications, so that the machine can be closely 
matched with the application to ensure high efficiency. Restrictions in their use can reduce efficiencies and lead to a barrier for innovation. At this 
stage, we find the cost of registering the
complete range of our products prohibitive. The stringent requirements, while understandable, are not achievable over such a wide product range, 
some of which we use very infrequently. All our heat pump range is available using R134a refrigerant but we cannot at this stage provide lab tests 
for these. For example, we recently completed a project at Edge Hill Teaching and Learning Centre in Ormskirk near Liverpool where the goal was 
to cool the new lecture theatre using ground water from the aquifer 80 m below. Active cooling only was envisaged by the original designer for the 
scheme, using water to water heat pumps with R 407c refrigerant.
2.40 After looking at the project as a whole, we were able to modify the design so that the heat that was being rejected to the environment in the 
original design was utilised via a district heating system to provide heating to three existing buildings using existing radiators, as well as to provide 
“free” hot water as a by-product from cooling. To facilitate this, R134a was chosen as the refrigerant as the character of the gas is much more 
efficient at the temperatures required, and also can produce higher temperatures suitable for radiator distribution and hot water production. 
Naturally the efficiency of the system is lower at high distribution temperatures than when rejecting energy to the ground at relatively low 
temperature, but the overall efficiency is increased as we used both sides of the machine’s output instead of rejecting all of the heat energy. The 
higher the temperature we can produce in a system like this, the more we can use this excess energy in existing buildings and hence keep the 
existing fossil fuel boilers off.
2.50 Another benefit from this of course, is that when we are simultaneously cooling and heating like this we do not need to run the ground source 
pump, as the lecture theatre is the heat source and the outlying buildings and hot water are the heat sink, saving approximately one quarter of the 
total system drive energy associated with the submersible pump, which uses a lot of energy as the aquifer is so deep. We also made best use of 
passive “free” cooling on the project.
2.60 We feel that too much emphasis has been put on the heat pump and the COP, rather than on “system” design and SPF (seasonal performance 
factor). A heat pump on its own is functionless. It must work as part of a system which, unlike fossil fuel systems, has a major effect on efficiency. 
The only real test of performance is of a complete system over a complete heating and cooling season.
2.70 A good example of this is the results of an independent field test carried out in Austria (see www.agenda-energie-lahr.de ) where a large 
number of complete systems were monitored and measured over a number of complete seasons. The average SPF of the brine to water systems 
recorded was only 3.42 while Waterkotte achieved an SPF of 4.5 including hot water. When Waterkotte systems where removed from the sample 
the rest only achieved an SPF of 3.1. There are also regulations governing the COP of machines in Austria, and all machines in the test we presume 
have similar COPs. It is the system however that governs the SPF. We find that in this industry, many designers do not fully understand how to 
configure a
system to maximise efficiency and sometimes as a result of a flawed procurement process, compromises are often made which discredit or under 
exploit these technologies. The lowest price tender process is also a major impediment to proper implementation. We do not want a situation here 
where generally the SPF is lower than the COP, when if best practice is employed the SPF should be greater than the COP. There are more heat 
pump providers than there are experts in the field.

3.00 Every aspect of the system affects the outcome i.e.
3.10 Design. This should only be implemented by specialists with a comprehensive knowledge of the systems, products and controls. Designers 
should carry full professional indemnity to the value of projects being carried out to protect the end user.
3.11 Installation. This should be carried out by specialists with a comprehensive knowledge of the systems, products and controls.
3.12 The connection of the system to the ground for heat source / sink. The design of this part of the system is crucial as, when heating, the higher 
the mean water temperature the higher the efficiency. This means that great care must be taken at the design stage to calculate and evaluate 
parameters like seasonal temperatures, thermal response, resistance and capacity of the strata, kWh heating and cooling per year requirement, 
hydraulic design of pipe work to reduce pumping cost and increase efficiency, along with control, etc.
3.13 Heat distribution system. Care should be taken when designing this as again the lower the temperature the higher the efficiency .i.e. the heat 
pump should produce water at the temperature required by system to maintain comfort rather than at the highest possible temperature or via a 
low loss header or buffer tank where mixing can take place and hence reduce efficiency. Use should be made of weather and room temperature 
compensation to ensure comfort and lowest possible flow temperatures. Lowest temperature distribution systems should be employed. 
(Remember; 1 degree increase in flow temperature equals 6% decrease in efficiency.)
3.14 Hot water production. Secondary heat exchangers can be used for hot water production. This approach allows primary water to be stored at 
lower temperatures and secondary water to be heated instantly to usable temperatures at point of use without storage. This approach can provide 
excellent results while complying with all legionella regulations and increasing overall efficiency.
3.15 Cooling. Free passive cooling is available from ground source heat pumps. The only input power in this system is for the circulating pumps on 
both sides of the system. Obviously some cooling distribution would need to be present in the building i.e. fan coils, air handling units etc. An 
added benefit of this system is that the energy taken from the building (cooling) is transferred to the heat source, i.e. the building becomes the 
energy collector to recharge ground source. System efficiencies of up
to 3,500% are possible i.e. 1kW of input to the circulating pump can give 35kW cooling.
3.16 Active cooling. This is also possible using a heat pump, the by-product of which can be used to heat outlying buildings, swimming pools, etc., 
and produce hot water. (Simultaneous heating and cooling). System efficiencies of up to 900% are possible, i.e. 1kW of input to the compressor can 
give 4.5kW of cooling and 4.5kW of heating. (Passive cooling can also take place simultaneously). These functions can also be used to recover 
process energy. It seems that this cooling is excluded from the scheme.
3.17 Control. Control specially designed for heat pumps should be employed, rather than controls adapted from fossil fuel systems. We often see 

Question: Q01

22 June 2010 Page 524 of 1348



control strategies developed by BEMS programmers who do not fully understand the system to be controlled.
3.18 Service. Efficiency of the system must be maintained.
3.19 System monitoring. It is good practice for the system supplier to be able to access the systems remotely to assess the ongoing functionality 
and efficiency of the system. Information such as COP and SPF can be read remotely and graphs can be drawn to show performance over time. We 
are the only company using this technology to guarantee that 75% of total energy used on an annual basis comes from a renewable source, if we 
design, supply, install and service a complete system including under floor heating and hot water production. This type of approach could help to 
ensure that system efficiency is given high priority.
4.00 Mono Valiant, Mono Energetic and Bivalent Systems.
4.10 This scheme excludes Bivalent systems. We can understand the thinking behind this but there are situations where it is a decided advantage to 
use fossil fuels as backup provided they are properly controlled. We have seen many projects where, when a preset bivalent temperature is 
encountered, the heat pump is switched off and the boiler takes over until the ambient temperature increases again. This is of course 
unacceptable, however, if a proper integrated control strategy is adopted the boiler should only come on to assist the heat pump when the heat 
pump is unable to achieve the comfort levels required in the building. This can allow stringent design of the heat pump system to reduce initial 
capital cost and ensure that the design matches the base load rather than the peak load ensuring higher efficiency and less cycling in the system. 
The accepted design strategy is to design for aprox 75%-80% of peak load from the heat pump which equates to about 95%-98% of total load. It is 
of course also important that the heat emission system can cope with the total peak load within the temperature range of the heat pump so that 
the boiler can only assist the heat pump and not take over from it. To design a heat pump to meet peak loads (mono valiant) is not good practice 
and mono energetic is really only practical on smaller projects. In retrofit situations the existing boiler can sometimes be retained for backup but it 
is imperative that it is controlled by the heat pump control.
5.00 Waterkotte control strategy for back up is as follows:
5.10 - Heat pump works to weather compensated return water set point
- If the system fails to increase return water temp in a pre-set period then backup is called for
- The backup assists the heat pump until the set point is reached
- Then both switch off
- When return water cut in temp for heat pump is reached the heat pump only, is activated and backup is only called again if no increase in return 
water temperature is detected.
- If the system is designed properly this should only be activated on extreme occasions but has the advantages of load matching and customer 
confidence in the system.
- In practice our systems rarely call the backup, as systems usually performs better than design i.e. brine 0 water 35 and the thermal mass of the 
building can often adequately deal with peaks.
6.00 Air source.
6.10 Our air source heat pump system has an SPF of 4.2 with floor heating, including hot water production and can maintain full rated output and 
hot water @ 60 degrees centigrade, even at minus 15 degrees centigrade outside air temperature. The importance of a system approach to this 
technology cannot be over stated, if efficiency is to be kept high and the technology is not to be dogged with patchy results as has occurred in the 
past. The advent of inverter technology has been a major breakthrough.
7.00 Solar integration.
7.10 When incorporating solar or other renewables into a heat pump system it is important to properly integrate the solar thermal as part of the 
system rather than as an add on. This can insure that best advantage is made of direct solar and that it can be properly allocated between heating 
and hot water while not compromising the efficiency of the heat pump by having to work at a buffer tank temperature dictated by a high 
temperature source such as solar. Our heat pump range has a built in solar integration control as standard, and the solar is connected directly to 
the heat pump.
8.00 Cop out from system approach should not be allowed.
8.10 Many heat pump manufacturing and installation companies only take responsibility for the heat pump and collector, isolating themselves 
from problems with the heat distribution system, by providing an intermediate buffer or low loss header between their “system” and the building 
distribution system. This buffer in itself has a negative effect on efficiency as mixing takes place here and the heat pump must work at a higher 
temperature than is required. Also, often the only control for flow temperature is a mechanical thermostat set at the heat pump max flow 
temperature, with no consideration to the flow temperature required by the system for comfort. We even sometimes see mixing valves between 
the heat pump and heat distribution. As the complete system’s efficiency depends so fundamentally on the distribution, it is not right that the heat 
pump “expert” should have no liability over the design and control of this part of the system. Who else can be responsible for this part of the 
design?
8.11 We know of course why they do not want to be involved in this part of the system, especially in a retro-fit situation. Firstly they want to sell 
“boxes” not systems and if problems occur they want to be able to easily ascertain the fault i.e. does the heat pump heat the buffer? If so it is not 
their problem.
9.00 Conclusion
9.10 There are many things we can do to ensure that heat pumps take their rightful place as the most efficient, cost effective one stop solution to 
the energy needs of modern buildings. RHI should learn from our experience and the experience of other professionals and encourage and reward 
best practice in the field. To this end I would be happy to discuss any of the issues relating to the RHI with your representative.

327 Campaign to Protect Rural England
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The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) welcomes the opportunity to comment
on the Government’s proposed Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI). CPRE has a strong interest
in the issues raised by the consultation. We served on the Community Renewables Initiative
Advisory Board between 2003 and 2007, partially funded by the then Department of Trade
and Industry; we are members of the Sustainable Energy Partnership chaired by the
Association for the Conservation of Energy, and we promote rural community action on
climate change nationally and through our network of 200 district groups, a branch in every
county, a group in every region and a national office. We have focused on a small number of
questions where we feel we can add particular value to the development of the RHI.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

CPRE is concerned that the proposed RHI does not do enough to encourage a reduction in overall energy use, promote insulation in existing 
buildings, cut carbon emissions, and make best use of biomass – a severely constrained resource in England. By ignoring these other priorities, the 
RHI risks making the achievement of our 2020 renewables targets and our carbon budgets more difficult and expensive than necessary. We note 
that the funding mechanism for the RHI was not announced at the Budget, and have therefore not commented on this aspect of the consultation.

To address these issues, we propose that the RHI be retargeted to:

· encourage energy reduction and efficiency by requiring much higher minimum insulation standards – at least 270mm of loft insulation, cavity or 
solid wall insulation, and double glazing in line with current building regulations – in order to receive RHI payments, with the potential for 
relaxation for historic properties and conservation areas. This approach will support the Government’s ‘whole house approach’ as
outlined in the Heat and Energy Management Strategy by encouraging the installation of insulation and renewable heat equipment at the same 
time;

· with the exception of solar hot water panels, replace the most carbon-intensive heating systems first, by excluding properties with A and B-rated 
gas boilers from RHI payments, and actively supporting delivery of renewable heat to properties with oil or coal heating. As approximately 29% of 
the UK’s heat comes from non-gas and nonrenewable sources, this should not significantly hinder the ability of the RHI to encourage sufficient 
renewable heat to meet our 2020 renewables targets; and

· promote energy conservation by requiring deemed heat payments to match the heating requirements for a well-insulated, rather than adequately 
insulated, home. For metered installations, we do not agree that the perverse incentive to over-generate is low. We propose that an expected 
range of heat demand be established for metered properties at the time of installation. Where metered heat exceeds the deemed need, an 
inspection should be triggered to ensure that heat is not being generated and wasted. This is
particularly important for biomass, which is a severely constrained resource in the UK. Excessive expansion of biomass growing to meet wasteful 
heat demand risks damaging the character of English landscapes and habitats. The issue of wasted heat is also relevant to heat pumps, which, if 
taken up widely, are likely to require very substantial increases in power stations and associated infrastructure including overhead and
underground transmission lines.

Question: Q01

AgreeQuestion: Q04

We believe that the RHI should be targeted to replace the most polluting sources of heat first – primarily coal and oil based heating systems, and 
that replacement of A and B-rated gas boilers should not be supported by the RHI. Where technologies can be used to support existing efficient gas 
boilers, as in a combined solar hot water system, we believe that the RHI should support these.

The exclusion of wood burning stoves from the RHI may unnecessarily penalise small users of heat in rural areas. Although we share DECC’s 
concerns about the complexity of administering the RHI for wood burning stoves, we suggest that a low level deemed heat demand could be 
applied where wood burning stoves are the primary or sole source of heat in a property.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

CPRE supports the requirement of minimum energy efficiency standards as a condition for receiving RHI support. We also believe that by setting 
deemed heat demand at a level appropriate to a well-insulated home, the incentive to over-generate heat will be reduced. Although setting higher 
baseline requirements is likely to increase the capital costs of installation, the relatively high rate of return on RHI payments, combined with the 
likely high rate of return on insulation measures opens up the possibility of suppliers offering loans for both efficiency measures and RHI-qualifying 
heat sources. Such an approach could deliver warm, lower carbon homes much more effectively and cheaply than an RHI which did not require and 
encourage efficiency.

Question: Q10

We do not believe that the likelihood of over-generation for metered installations is low. In order to counter this, as with deemed heat 
installations, an expected level of heat demand should be established for metered heat installations, with inspection being triggered where 
metered heat demand exceeds expected levels. We support proposals to ensure that outlet valves should not be installed in such a way as to allow 
heat dumping after heat is metered.

Question: Q14
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328 European Forest Resources Group Other

The proposed RHI is a well designed, simple and straightforward instrument. This mechanism will
provide the needed support for renewable heat and we expect that is will create a strong renewable
heat industry in the UK. We support the Government’s intention to launch the RHI in April 2011.
Nevertheless, a few points in the Consultation regarding biomass are of particular concern for EFRS:
· The proposed RHI sets a value for biomass-produced heat which, on a £/MWh basis, is lower
than that set by the RO for electricity. This is not logical, and should be changed to make the
RHI equivalent to the RO on an energy basis. The RHI needs to create a level playing field
between the production of heat and the production of electricity from biomass.
· The guiding principle for setting incentive levels should be the level of energy efficiency of
an installation. Biomass is a limited resource and should not be wasted.
· There is an enormous amount of heat wasted in the UK currently, and plant such as combined
heat and power can provide a solution to this, provided that they are connected to hear users.
Currently, there is virtually no infrastructure in existence for the supply of heat, and
consumers are not experienced or knowledgeable about buying heat directly from suppliers.
Therefore finding heat users is extremely difficult and time-consuming. Additionally, each
heat user will have different requirements regarding the temperature of the heat and different
consumption profiles.
· It is imperative that incentives do not to place a higher value on renewable electricity
than renewable heat. This would encourage CHP plants to produce as much electricity as
possible to the detriment of heat and to the overall energy efficiency of the installation.
Further, it is unlikely to encourage investors to build the heat infrastructure required for the
supply of heat.
· Additional support should be provided for renewable heat installations connected to district
heating networks from April 2011. Without dedicated support for district heating networks,
the RHI will only support investment in small-scale heat installations. District heating
2
networks connected to renewable installations provide carbon emissions reduction as well as
energy efficiency savings. If renewable heat installations are to be economic, infrastructure
development is essential, and it is crucial that this element of the heat supply chain is
acknowledged. Someone has to provide the infrastructure for the heat, and the RHI should go
some way to contributing to this. Infrastructure for distributing heat does not exist whereas it
exists for electricity making investments in renewable electricity much simpler than
investments in heat. To create a level playing field, a heat infrastructure needs to be
developed.
· There is a limit to the scale at which biomass projects can be developed sustainably. To be
sustainable, plants should only use locally-produced biomass. Transportation of biomass will
compromise the overall project’s carbon footprint. It is vital that incentives are given to those
biomass users who source their feed from local and sustainable sources, and that those who
are unable to demonstrate that their sources are sustainable should not receive the RHI.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

We agree with the bands provided for biomass boilers.
The current RHI proposal does not include any uplift for renewable heat installations connected to a
district heating network. If we limit the development of biomass heat plants to residential and sitespecific
applications, the UK will reduce the uptake of biomass heat by eliminating growth of other
installations, notably those connected to a district heating network. District heating networks allow for
larger heat installations to distribute heat to a large number of clients providing valuable energy
efficiency gains.
We disagree with the proposal that an uplift should only be granted if the district heating network is
built at the same time as the heat production unit. District heating networks are often built in phases:
as new customers join the scheme the network is expanded.

Question: Q07

We support a 45g/GJ maximum for particulate matter (PM) from biomass boilers below 20MW
instead of the proposed 30g/GJ. The proposed UK emission standard for PM in the RHI Consultation
is lower than emission standards elsewhere in Europe. Because the UK is still a very small market for
biomass boilers, we cannot expect that boilers will be built with UK standards. In the longer run, as
the RHI leads to the creation of a larger market for biomass boilers, Government may be able to
increase its standards.

Question: Q09
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We have three concerns with the proposed RHI tariff for large-scale biomass boilers:
1. The 1.6p/kWh tariff for biomass heat installations is too low.
2. The current RO and RHI support structures will result in biomass being used to produce
electricity to the detriment of heat production and optimum efficiency.
3. The energy efficiency of an installation is determined by how much useful heat is produced:
the RHI incentive needs to be at least as high as it is for electricity to ensure that all
technically available heat is produced and sold.
3
1. The 1.6p/kWh tariff for large-scale biomass boilers is too low.
The proposed level of 1.6p/kWh for a boiler over 500kW is too low to trigger investment in wood chip
fuelled boilers. Additionally, given the absence of a biomass forward market, investors have to bear
the entire price volatility risk.
The RHI for large-scale biomass projects should be set at a minimum of 2.5p/kWh to provide longterm
visibility for investors. This tariff should be guaranteed for 20 years rather than the proposed 15
years.
2. The current RO and RHI support structures will result in biomass being used to produce
electricity to the detriment of heat .production and optimum efficiency.
We are concerned that the proposed RHI tariffs do not create a level playing field between heat and
electricity produced from biomass. This will prevent the development of a UK biomass heat industry.
The RHI tariff for large-scale biomass is much lower than the level of support provided by the RO for
electricity. Heat is incentivised at 1.6p/kWh for biomass boilers or 2.5p/kWh for heat from CHP plants
(in the RHI) whereas electricity production from biomass is valued at 7.5p/kWh (equivalent to
1.5ROCs/MWh in the RO). This will guide investors to invest in the production of electricity as
opposed to the production of heat. For the same reason, investors will focus on biomass CHPs which
produces as much electricity as possible, at the expense of efficiency.
The bias towards electricity embedded in the support schemes will favour the development of biomass
installations by existing players as opposed to new entrants. Investors will continue to focus on
electricity-driven installations, undermining the formidable biomass potential in this country. This will
not lead to the creation of a large and diversified biomass supply chain. Without the development of a
wide array of players, the industry cannot grow to its full potential which can provide the UK with
jobs and expertise.
3. The efficiency of an installation is determined by how much heat is produced: the RHI
incentive needs to be high to ensure that all technically available heat is produced and sold
Finally, the current RHI proposal should be designed to ensure that biomass is used as efficiently as
possible. Biomass is a limited resource which should not be wasted. The current framework
encourages biomass producers to produce as much electricity as possible and to vent the heat without
trying to sell it. Unless heat is granted a significant value, it will continue to be cheaper to vent the
heat produced alongside electricity rather than to find heat clients.
Not only is this absurd from an efficiency standpoint, but it also contributes to warming the
atmosphere.
The UK has a renewable heat target which is an excellent opportunity to increase the energy efficiency
of our energy producing installations. This can only be achieved by placing a value of renewable heat
that is at least equivalent to that of electricity will encourage business to produce and sell renewable
heat.
The most efficient use of biomass is in biomass boilers and biomass CHP plants when they sell all the
heat that they can produce. Biomass electricity only plants operate at 35% efficiency whereas biomass
plants which produce heat – CHP or boilers – can run at up to 85% efficiency. Today, most biomass
projects in the UK are electricity only because heat has no value in the current incentive framework.
The efficiency of a biomass installation depends on the amount of useful heat it produces. The
efficiency of a biomass boiler can be as high as 85% and the efficiency of biomass CHP varies
between 35% and 85% depending on the amount of heat produced. Biomass-produced heat has
tremendous value and needs to be incentivised as such.
4
The amount of heat produced by installations will result from:
· The financial value of the heat;
· The availability of heat users.
· The availability of a heat distribution system: a district heating network.
The RHI needs to encourage boilers and CHP to produce and sell at their maximum capacity. If the
electricity incentive is high and the heat incentive is low as is currently the case, CHP plants will run
to maximise the electricity output and minimise the heat output.
In addition, CHPs are generally run to maximise electricity without optimising the energy efficiency
of the plant because it is easy for electricity to be exported to the grid but very complex to find heat
clients. Consequently, the heat incentive level needs to be sufficiently high to encourage heat
installations to maximise their heat output. The RHI cannot be designed to enable investors wishing to
appear to be ‘doing the right thing’ when, in fact, they do not wish to deal with the complexity of the
producing and selling heat.
The RHI for large-scale biomass projects should be set at a minimum of 2.5p/kWh to create an
attractive environment for investors. This tariff should be guaranteed for 20 years.

Question: Q15
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Biomass installations connected to a district heating network should receive an uplift which recognises
the added cost of infrastructure which they provide valuable energy efficiency savings.
District heating networks need to be developed because they can provide renewable heat to large
numbers of smaller users. Renewable heat cannot be limited to single domestic applications or
industrial applications. To meet the UK 2020 renewable heat target, all renewable heat needs to be
available for all types of heat users.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

All district heating networks connected to a renewable heat installation should benefit from an uplift.
There should be no condition regarding the number or type of consumers connected to the network.
Indeed district heating networks often start out with a few customers and grow in subsequent years as
adjacent heat users wish to become new customers.

Question: Q21

RHI tariffs should be for a fixed time. Setting the RHI tariffs will provide visibility for investors who
need to borrow capital to finance their projects. In addition, set tariffs will encourage the development
of biomass forward markets as producers of renewable heat will seek to protect themselves from the
volatility of biomass prices.

Question: Q22

329 Community Energy Scotland Academic / Profession

Upfront financing

Question: a) Summary

The RHI covers renewable heat from fuels or heat pump devices. It does not cover systems that use renewable energy in the form of electricity to 
heat a building. Community Energy Scotland has developed a system called Wind2Heat which converts wind energy to electricity to heat. A simple 
version converts electricity into heat via panel heaters; a more advanced version involves the use of storage heating.

As an increasing proportion of electricity is generated from renewable resources it is important that systems are developed that will maximise 
renewable electricity for heating.

The FIT system pays for the turbine and connection to the grid but it would be more efficient to maximise the use of the energy locally in the form 
of heat. So the RHI needs to allow for the further development of systems that use electricity for this purpose. Heat pumps are an example but we 
should not disadvantage the development of simple heat storage systems that have been used in the past.

Heat recovery is also a valuable source of heating, and although ventilation/extractor fans systems are not directly renewable they should be 
incorporated into the total package.

Question: Q01

22 June 2010 Page 529 of 1348



Yes.  The structure proposed favours organisations and people with access to capital to invest in renewable technology. Community Energy 
Scotland’s own experience in working with community groups is that they need detailed feasibility studies and assessments to decide on the best 
heating system for their needs. The cost of this feasibility work can be significant and this would not be supported under the RHI as currently 
conceived.

In relation to capital costs, there will be real difficulties for community groups if they have to rely of debt funding for capital costs. Many small 
groups currently in receipt of grant for projects would not have taken forward a project if it depended on a loan.

Commercial funders are unlikely to provide debt finance for 100% of the costs of projects and groups will need to raise additional cash up front. 
Some groups have specific conditions in their constitution that limit their borrowing powers. In addition some commercial funders are reluctant to 
fund community groups or social enterprises. Also community groups would be reluctant to give commercial funders the securities over assets they 
have worked hard to own. In addition if facilities are leased for example groups may not have an appropriate security.

Though the RHI scheme might be for 20 years, debt funders will look for finance to be paid off in a shorter period which may affect the viability of 
the scheme. In addition debt providers will want security that the installed system will continue to run.

From our experience RHI should not be the only support to community groups and grant will be needed to help communities examine the options 
and to make a project financeable by debt.
Flexibility will be required to ensure RHI income streams can be directed to different support organisations to debt providers help community 
groups develop projects.

The PAYS (Pay As You Save) scheme will enable householders to take a loan to cover the installation costs, which will then be paid back gradually 
using the RHI income. The PAYS scheme will be tied to the house so that future house owners will be able to take on the kit and the loan easily 
after moving in. Community Energy Scotland would advise that the RHI should also tie the installation to the house to prevent the new owner 
being left with the loan to pay off but not the RHI income.

Question: Q02

Community Energy Scotland is in favour of the general approach. However, the MCS accreditation system should be overhauled in order not to 
disadvantage local established tradesmen in rural areas.

Local development trusts (social enterprises) should be treated in a similar manner to local councils and housing associations as they could develop 
local energy service companies (ESCO). Local Development Trusts could also set up trading arms to provide finance, skills and knowledge to fulfil 
maintenance contracts locally for RHI installations. This would increase the confidence of local communities, generate local jobs and bring 
economies of scale.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

Community Energy Scotland agrees with the principle of requiring products to be accredited, but the current process needs to be reviewed. Our 
experience dictates that accredited products and installers need to be reviewed long term against actual performance.

Our own experience in working in rural areas sees a need to develop a training or inspection processes that will allow more established certified 
tradesmen to be allowed to install and maintain equipment.

Rural areas could be significantly disadvantaged by not developing the accreditation processes as installers focus on more populated areas. This 
would result in cost increases to rural areas, the exact areas the RHI as stated it wishes to help.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Community Energy Scotland would not agree that MCS accreditation is appropriate beyond this limit. Larger installations are already accredited by 
current building legislation and there would be no significant benefit from adding to this. We would suggest that an inspection and warranty 
service might be more appropriate to monitor larger installations.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

Community Energy Scotland would suggest that where old kit needs major refurbishment that is unlikely to be funded by further grant, RHI could 
act as an incentive to refurbish poorly performing installations. Community Energy Scotland is aware of two early district heating schemes that 
have performed badly and Housing Associations want to replace them with conventional heating. The RHI would allow the existing renewable 
systems to be improved.
Community Energy Scotland are aware that heat pumps have a theoretical performance rating but the installation may never perform to that. We 
suggest that there is system in place whereby installers need to provide guidance/guarantees on the actual performance of the proposed installed 
system. We have case studies on the actual co-efficient of performance of heat pumps which could be used for the deemed tariff.
Log fuel is a significant and convenient fuel for the rural economy. Community Energy Scotland would like to see the use of automated log systems 
where they are used for whole house/building heating to be included. In rural areas chip and pellet may not be available or be expensive. Logs can 
be harvested locally and the RHI would supply an incentive to create local sustainable employment opportunities.

Question: Q07
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Community Energy Scotland’s first concern would be encouraging the use of first generation liquid biofuels (i.e. plant oils and bio diesel) for 
heating installations, even on a limited basis. Given existing issues with the sustainability of liquid biofuels in the transport sector (where their use 
is arguably more justifiable due to the lack of alternatives), it is incredibly wasteful to simply burn such a limited resource- even if it is compliant 
with the RHI sustainability standards.

Community Energy Scotland think the use of biofuels for existing heating oil users is likely to backfire in the same way as the use of biofuels for 
road fuel- as the price rises increasingly unsustainable sources of fuel will inevitably be sucked into the supply chain. Given the level of support for 
energy efficiency improvements and also other sources of sustainable heat Community Energy Scotland do not see the inclusion of liquid bio-fuels 
as warranted.

There is a case for second and third generation biofuels (such as the bioliquids produced from pyrolysis of biomass). We would recommend that 
they are supported since their feedstock is not in direct competition with food production.

Question: Q08

The proposed Air Quality standards are far too restrictive – while Community Energy Scotland appreciate maintaining air quality is vital, there is no 
point in bringing in the RHI if one of the conditions will at a stroke vastly reduce the number of installations of biomass possible in cities and smoke 
control zones.
Community Energy Scotland suggests –
1. Make air quality standards lower initially, and in line with other national standards for biomass emissions.
2. Make any increases in air quality standards incremental, year on year, so the industry has time to find technical solutions.
3. If there are requirements for extra particulate filters in urban areas, the RHI level should be increased to reflect this. The filters required typically 
add 10-20% on to the cost of a biomass installation, which is significant.
4. There should be exemptions for rural areas where the air quality is currently extremely good, and for log boilers, which as you say play a vital 
role in these areas.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Energy efficiency needs to be encouraged and a minimum level should be set. This is relevant for all buildings. Not all buildings can meet the 
minimum regulations easily and there are conflicts of interest in the case of historic buildings where measures to reduce energy consumption could 
be made but are not due to aesthetics. Community Energy Scotland believes it should be possible to incentivise energy efficiency measures so 
householders and builders do energy efficiency first. A higher level of energy efficiency specified prior to obtaining RHI should be compulsory. For 
example the buildings should meet current building regulations. This may encourage innovation in hard to insulate buildings.

A scaled level based on EE would be a positive mechanism to encourage higher levels of EE to be addressed in properties. If there is to be no scaled 
mechanism for RHI funding with relation to EE works it would be essential to maintain the current good support level for EE (for the case of 
community groups this is the CARES grant fund) whether through grants, especially for community groups, or RHI banding otherwise there will be a 
risk that EE is neglected.

Question: Q10

All new houses should have a high level of energy efficiency to qualify for RHI.

Question: Q11

Community Energy Scotland agrees in principle for the following reasons: 
- Allows flexibility on the establishment being deemed or metered 
- Standard installation up to the stated sizes 
- Encourages energy efficiency.

Additionally there should be a mechanism for the assessment procedure for deeming property to be adaptable for different regions as even in 
small geographical areas CES has found that there can still be significant variation in energy needed to heat a house/building. From experience we 
believe statistical valid checks need to be carried out to validate the scheme.

An alternative suggestion for deeming on small and medium installations might be to use mobile/transferable meters which could be applied to the 
home for first annum, giving a precise energy output and allows the cost of a meter to be spread across 10-20 homes depending on the duration it 
meters per home. This still represents an opportunity for heat dumping, particularly as it would only have to be done within the first year. Applying 
the deemed system then allows a realistic value to be put on the home.

AgreeQuestion: Q12
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Keeping the number of different assessment procedures low is important. The more ways to evaluate a building leaves more chances for 
inconsistencies in the final energy rating for a particular building. For example SAP ‘ratings are not affected by the geographical location, so that a 
given dwelling has the same rating in all parts of the UK’, which is not the same for the SBEM calculations which takes into consideration weather 
patterns for a particular area.

In our experience, it is important to take climatic differences across the UK into consideration as there is a considerable difference in temperature 
and climate. Wind and rain and have a significant effect on the energy performance of a building even buildings in the same area may have 
different energy performance due orientation from the sun and shelter from prevailing wind.

Important issues when developing the deeming methodology:

1. Geographical area – local temperatures and weather conditions. Western Isles projects have previously recorded considerably higher energy bills 
than other areas in the UK, even Orkney.

2. Changing family patterns – Size of family and frequency in the home will change over the years, does the deemed tariff adapt or remain the 
same?

3. Change in fuel prices across the UK. The Western Isles is a prime example of how a fragile area is made more vulnerable through high fuel costs. 
With over half of the population throughout the Western Isles in fuel poverty this marks the grave issue of high fuel costs and the need to try and 
tackle that. The RHI is one way that the most vulnerable groups in society, amongst others, can improve their fuel poverty. We have, to date, 
funded a number of social housing projects to install ASHPs in order to lower their costs and make the projects more environmentally sustainable. 
RHI could significantly help these projects to also become for economically sustainable.

With most of the Western Isles having limited fuel options there is a high reliance on oil as a heating source, with this currently being at 
49.6pence/litre. RHI could be one way to get people to lessen their dependence on oil and look at renewable heating options. With such an 
abundance of natural resource (wind) on the island there is the potential for this fuel poverty statistic to be significantly lowered.

4. Changing occupiers – Within twenty years a home can see more than one occupier, would the home be reassessed? Are there any additional 
costs to this? Who would pay for this?

Incentivising the reduction of energy consumption is an important aim of the RHI. The deeming method aids this, but measures must be taken to 
ensure that deeming methods are very close to the consumption levels found if a meter had been put in place.

The development of one deeming methodology, for example, which is adaptable to various buildings would aid in eradicating the inconsistencies 
which could lead to ‘unfair’ incomes.

Alternative options should be investigated with installers and architects and other engineering professionals with regards to a methodology for 
heat load assessment bearing in mind that it shouldn’t over complicate the process of accessing RHI.

SBEM is not a diagnostic tool but a compliance tool to make sure new building plans meet building regulations. The meteorological data used in the 
calculation is taken from only 3 different geographical locations across Scotland. The information required to complete the model is complex and 
not easily gathered from older buildings. The information is more readily available in new buildings where there are plans, material, electrical 
information etc already specified and documented. An example of where this does not work is a community swimming pool. The swimming pool 
plant is not part of the SBEM calculation model but still a large part of the buildings energy usage and therefore heat/power requirement.

Installers are also not currently using the SBEM tool and given workloads would be unlikely to have time to collect large amounts of data required 
to enable each community building (non-domestic) to get a quotation for a renewable installation and associated predicted heat load. This would 
inevitably add extra cost to the process, requiring installers to skill up on the SBEM method or subcontract the work to specialised consultants.

In the past Community Energy Scotland have gained heat load values from many community project architects and installers who can provide a 
heat load based on current energy bills and the U – values of the property.

Question: Q13

Community Energy Scotland make the following suggestion

i. A deemed estimate of energy consumption to be carried out first to create a band width which future meter readings must fall in/below to 
prevent heat dumping.

Ii. To reduce it further the ‘medium installation of biomass’ unique tariff example could be
applied to large installations to further de-incentivising extra energy use.

It should be in the interests of the installers to make sure meters are verified. This could be by making it part of the MCS accreditation check. Their 
needs to be a verification system and strong incentives to ensure they are working accurately and are not tampered with.

Question: Q14

Community Energy Scotland believe that support to large scale biomass CHP should be incentivised at a higher level than biomass installations 
[which are/intend to producing electricity only] of the same size to discourage the inefficient use of biomass for electricity generation only.

Question: Q15
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Community Energy Scotland has assisted with the installation of large solar arrays which we have monitored including the Royal Commonwealth 
Pool in Edinburgh. This installation was sized at 220,000 kWh / annum based on 500 m2 at a cost of £553,000. This is used for domestic hot water 
requirements and excess is used to heat the pool.

Question: Q17

Community Energy Scotland is aware of the higher installation cost of renewable heating systems for the hard to reach areas, such as the Western 
Isle. Appropriate checks, will be required to ensure that the extra RHI payments as result of higher heat consumption will balance the higher 
installation cost. That is if more substantive measurement than SAP is used to assess the deemed amount of heat for a building. Otherwise the 
purpose of the RHI would be defeated as temperate urban areas would benefit the most disadvantaging the rural areas which it has be designed to 
support.

We believe that the RHI should protect the customer from potential conflicts of interest and the process of deeming should be separated from the 
responsibility of installer.

Deeming could be done by and external provider in the same way as a house is valued by an
professional surveyor and would take into consideration current heating bills. This could include energy efficiency recommendations and this could 
be paid for by the householder/property and a requirement by the householder to qualify for RHI. For larger projects, banks debt providers may 
want to know this deemed amount before they are happy to offer a loan.

There are large jumps between the bands of tariffs proposed for biomass – the consensus at a recent RHI meeting was that there should be more 
bands with smaller step changes in the tariff, or we may end up with people ‘gaming’ to install a smaller boiler than they really need to access the 
higher tariff. That will be bad long term for the renewables and carbon targets. Community Energy Scotland think more guidance from 
DECC/Ofgem on what will happen where you have multiple biomass boilers of different sizes operating in tandem (for example the Albyn Housing 
scheme at Aviemore) would be useful too.

Question: Q18

Community Energy Scotland agrees with the approach.
We believe

i. There should be some minimum efficiency standards for fuel based technologies for the conversion of energy content to useful heat and that all 
equipment installed would have to comply with European standards. Feedstocks should be certified, but the inclusion of a minimum efficiency 
standard would be a safety net and reference point. With the intention of the RHI being to displace carbon rich fuels with low carbon or carbon 
neutral ones, and not to encourage the production of heat per se. Minimum efficiency standards might help ensure the former, while reducing the 
temptation to pursue the latter.

ii. Yes the revision for separate boilers is good RHI legislation may need to ensure there is a higher tariff in this situation to balance the cost of 
installing a whole new boiler.

Iii. No Answer.

Question: Q19

Yes. The biggest gains in RHI will be in district heating and without a suitable uplift it is unlikely the developers, communities, housing associations 
will develop district heating schemes.
A suggestion might be that the district heating scheme receives a separate RHI payment from the heat itself this will allow heat networks to 
develop separately from heat suppliers.
Though the RHI should encourage renewable district heating, separation of the support between district heating infrastructure and heat source will 
encourage different heat sources feeding into a district heating scheme but all getting the appropriate level of support resulting in direct 
competition. Community Energy Scotland have experience and knowledge of supporting the development of the infrastructure for district heating 
system schemes using gas. However since no subsequent support was available at that time for the renewables element Community Energy 
Scotland was unable to support the schemes. There is a potential for integration with renewable sources at a later date with heating scheme 
infrastructure in place.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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i. An uplift should be available to all eligible district heating networks and extensions should be encouraged and the district heating uplift should be 
separate from the heat suppliers.

ii. Community Energy Scotland agree that situations of a small number of external users should not be eligible for an uplift. However, Community 
Energy Scotland believe a min of 10 will disqualify a large number of flat blocks (often 4-6 flats per block). The system costs here however will be 
lower than that of a DHS across flat land and the flat block will have less energy losses. There should be more than one minimum eligibility 
requirement depending on density of housing. For example, a recent study for Comrie Development Trust assumed a DHS uplift rate of 2.5p/kWh, 
which made the project viable. In practice however, a more complex system might be fairer, involving some kind of multiplying factor taking into 
account both the length of the DHS pipe run, and the number of houses attached. These factors both push up the costs of DHS significantly.

Community District Heat schemes could be disincentivised by a minimum of 10 being imposed on the uplift especially in rural areas wherein small 
villages/hamlets it may make economic sense to link building like schools, other public building along with houses together. Aboyne DH scheme 
links two or three community buildings (albeit these building have large heat loads). In Ullapool, the community trust are looking at a 4-5 DH 
scheme – they should be also eligible.

Community Energy Scotland have done DHS projects in the past with only 3 buildings connected.

Question: Q21

Community Energy Scotland believe that RHI tariffs should be fixed which should provide the incentive and security to communities who take 
forward a project like this. Tariff support for the fuel element should not be fixed and should only be for an interim period as the fuels gaps should 
reduce over the longer term. Though in remote areas access to biofuels may be more difficult to access and therefore an incentive will be need to 
create markets.

Question: Q22

Community Energy Scotland agree with the proposal not to introduce a set reduction in tariff level as although economies of scale are expected 
they might not be predictable. In addition though the cost of the capital kit may fall. The major costs are installation and it is probably only in new 
specifically designed builds that the cost of installation could fall.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

We believe that this approach is correct though there needs to be a scheme to support technologies to bring to mass market status through RHI

We also think that heat storage from surplus electricity from wind turbines should be considered in the RHI scheme.

In the past electricity companies placed a lot of emphasis on off peak heating and night storage. With the decoupling and privatisation of the 
electricity industry off peak electricity tariffs do not carry the same price incentive as the individual components of the electricity price need to be 
priced appropriately by the various business and so the collective price tends to be higher than market prices which acts as a discouragement for 
electric storage heating. The RHI could be used as an incentive to further develop and refine renewable electric heating. Increased renewable 
electric heating/storage could be a means of fully utilising renewable electricity particularly on days of abundant renewable energy.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

The RHI incentive is focused on systems that provide heat. The most gains from solar thermal heat would be gained by building design and 
orientation. An incentive could be developed to encourage builders to be conscious of the use of natural resources when designing new housing 
developments.

In rural areas it might be difficult and expensive for one house to get a solar installer and therefore communities should see an incentive to club 
together so villages or communities would benefit from solar heating.

Question: Q25

Regular reviews would lead to uncertainty in the market place. The proposed RHI this year has resulted in a great deal of uncertainty as regards 
grants and RHI. This is an immature market and reviews will be required to improve the scheme, these reviews should be ring fenced and deal with 
only certain areas that would not have a major impact on plans. The big hits for RHI will be district heating which take significant planning and 
investments that will not start if investors are uncertain on the direction and level of assistance.

DisagreeQuestion: Q26

Major and sustained rises in the price of fossil fuel heating should trigger reviews along with sustained abuse of the system.

Question: Q27

Setting a date for cut of is difficult and will not please everyone. Some projects will have received significant grant to support the investment. Some 
of the initial pioneering district heating schemes have had technical problems and the owners have considered replacing them with conventional 
systems. Community Energy Scotland believe that RHI support to these systems would encourage reinvestment and further development and 
improvement of these systems.

Question: Q28
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The RHI is a significant undertaking and Community Energy Scotland believe it is an opportunity to make a real difference. We also believe from our 
experience that we need to ensure the right messages are communicated along with the appropriate checks and balances. RHI is not necessarily 
about making money it is about reducing our energy use alongside reducing our use of fossil fuels and about supporting an infrastructure which 
allow a greater up take of renewable heat. So it is important we get the balance right between energy conservation and providing affordable heat 
to
our premises.

Community Energy Scotland, as a grant funder, comes across many instances where installations are sized to meet peak energy demand (which 
might occur once or twice a year rather than a base level demand). It is therefore important during the initial stages of a scheme like this that the 
scheme set out strong enforcement rules at the beginning that are policed with a strong enforcement ethos.

Community Energy Scotland as an independent body could help work with the government agencies to enforce the system. A selection of Initial 
proposals for RHI should be independently reviewed along with projects installed by MCS accredited installers.

Question: Q29

i. Agreed with overall approach. The attached gives details of projects that Community Energy Scotland have assisted.

ii. Please refer to table 1, Annex A

iii. Variations in district heating schemes make it prohibitive to set a fixed p/kW, It is our opinion that each project would have to be considered on 
its own merit. For example fitting a district heating system to a new build block of social housing flats would be a considerably lower investment 
than retro-fitting to an existing private housing scheme. Incentive may be given on a connection to network basis in some cases of on a kWh used 
on others. One thing to consider on district heating schemes where metered heat is the basis for incentive payments is that payments should be 
made upon billed heat at each property, this would be a great incentive to minimise heat loss in the network and would encourage householders 
to use the system.

Iv. As stated before consideration must also be given to existing systems in order that they qualify for the incentive, for example the addition of 
connections to the network or an upgrade of the system.

, additional infoQuestion: Q30

330 Andrew Allcock (individual) Potential generator

The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment have
not been considered.
More subsidies for biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocltures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, 
ecosystem destruction, communities, soils and freshwater.

There is a need for significant investment in insulating homes and strict regulations for building only the most efficient ones.

Question: Q01

a) Bioenergy should not be eligible for subsidies.
 
b) Genuinely climate-friendly and sustainable renewable energy should be supported.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

There should be no subsidies for bioliquids.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

a) Following industrial lobbying, the Government much laxer standards for emisions than planned

c) Biomass and biofuel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

a) Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.
 
b) Households should have to install energy efficiency standards

RequirementQuestion: Q10

b) Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which make no sense in addressing climate change.
Solar heating offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass.

Payments should depend on climate impact

Question: Q18
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331 Greenrock Energy Installer

Introduction
Greenrock Energy Limited is a company involved in the Energy Services sector
specialising in providing heating and cooling for large scale commercial/public
buildings. Our response to the consultation process relates to the proposed tariff
levels for Ground Source Heat Pumps (GSHP).
Greenrock Energy Limited applauds DECC’s aims for the Renewable Heat Incentive
(RHI) and believes that the package of measures has the potential to encourage
uptake of renewable energy technologies in order to meet the UK Government’s
carbon reduction target.
The DECC RHI consultation published a template of 30 questions. Of these, we
believe that we can offer useful responses to questions 7 and 18 and these are
discussed below.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

The Requirement for Cooling in Modern Buildings
It is noted that the RHI Consultation does not include a subsidy for the use of
renewable energy for cooling. Whilst cooling may appear to be a luxury in the
temperate UK climate, many critical infrastructure facilities such as hospitals and
data centres require substantial cooling at all times of the year. In addition, modern
office buildings invariably require to be cooled due to high levels of insulation and
heat generation from office equipment and solar gain. As building standards
continue to improve and building occupiers strive to enhance their green credentials
through improved insulation, this problem will be exacerbated.
For example, we recently modelled a new build BREAM rated “Excellent” mixed
office and retail development. The model showed that the building would require
cooling when the external ambient temperature exceeded 5ºC. As GSHP can
provide cooling at efficiencies in the region of 600 percent, this is an “easy gain” for a
renewable energy source to dramatically reduce energy consumption and hence CO2
emissions. It is our belief that the future requirement for cooling in the built
environment will increase, therefore amplifying the need for cooling to be included in
any future revisions of the RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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renewable heat technologies. Accordingly, we reproduce the following extract from
the consultation document.
“Tariff levels have been calculated to bridge the financial gap between the cost
of conventional and renewable heat systems at all scales, with additional
compensation for certain technologies for an element of the non-financial
cost……Tariff levels are proposed to provide a rate of return of 12% on the
additional capital cost of renewables”
Large Scale Installations - GSHP
It is the view of Greenrock Energy Limited that the £0.015p per kWh tariff suggested
in the RHI Consultation for GSHP systems above 350kW capacity fails to meet the
objectives of the proposed legislation. As a consequence, we do not believe that
this will stimulate the desired change in consumer behaviour in relation to these
larger systems. We believe that it is these larger systems, with their more cost
effective installation costs that are the key to achieving the required carbon savings.
Data from AEA shows that larger systems are anticipated to account for a four fold
reduction in carbon emissions compared to smaller systems.
Having carefully examined the evidence we believe that the tariff bands should be restructured
to address GSHP systems with capacity in excess of 350kW. We make
this suggestion having undertaken considerable analysis of GSHP proposals suited
to larger commercial and public buildings. The RHI seeks to stimulate the adoption
of such alternative energy systems in this market segment in order to meet the CO2
reduction commitments and the stated aim of achieving the target of 15% of the UK’s
overall energy consumption to come from renewable sources by 2020. This is a
binding target from the EU-wide 2009 Renewable Energy Directive.
Analysis and Evidence
Capex
Our analysis indicates that there is a fundamental error within the background
assumptions relating to the assumed capex for larger GSHP systems.
We have reached this conclusion following detailed financial analysis and modelling
of a number of GSHP projects in excess of 350kW capacity (within a range up to
2.7MW). This analysis shows that the potential effect on the IRR of the proposed
tariff of £0.015p per kWh will be insignificant. We have concluded that the capital
cost of installing GSHP systems as specified in the DECC document “Design of the
Renewable Heat Incentive, Study for the Department of Energy and Climate Change”
by NERA Economic Consulting, dated February 2010 is significantly understated, in
our view by a factor of at least 50%. Table B2 of the document indicates a capital
cost of £500/kWh to install a GSHP. In our experience, the cost is typically in excess
of £1,000/kWh (in the case of our analysis average £1,050/kW).
We consider that the principal factors which influence the cost of large scale GSHP
systems are as follows:
· Electricity Infrastructure: Network reinforcement and other influences
increasing the cost of installation. The cost of reinforcing electricity
infrastructure is considerably more expensive than the equivalent cost of
reinforcement of gas infrastructure.
· Site Works: Large scale GSHP systems are almost without exception
delivered utilising a multiple vertical collector with all its inherent drilling costs
and consequent coordination costs to facilitate its implementation within a
restricted site with competing works being undertaken simultaneously.
Load Factor
A further variable which requires to be considered is the utilisation level of the GSHP
system i.e. the ‘Load Factor’.
In our analysis it is apparent that the ‘culture of over-specification’ remains prevalent
amongst Mechanical and Electrical Consultants who are tasked with providing
guidance to clients in the specification of large GSHP systems. This is a legacy of
their familiarity with traditional energy solutions where typically the incorporation of
additional capacity does not have a significant influence on initial capex. However, in
the case of GSHP any increase in the specification of installed capacity incurs a
significant increase in initial costs.
The consequential effect of such over-specification results in a reduction of the Load
Factor which has a correspondingly negative influence upon the effective return on
investment.
Our analysis indicates that in real life installations Load Factors are often <20%
which illustrates this scenario.
Of course, as consultant’s knowledge of GSHP improves and the required cultural
shift takes place, we would hope that matters will improve. However, we would
foresee that such a shift will take considerable time to achieve and therefore it is
important that the calculations which underwrite the RHI are based upon real
evidence rather than incorrect assumptions.

, additional infoQuestion: Q18
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Summary
In illustration of the effect of our detailed analysis, we append a table which replicates
the methodology adopted in the supporting documentation to the RHI consultation
paper.
Firstly, in applying our evidence relating to Capex with an assumed Load Factor of
30% (maintaining the assumption utilised by DECC), a required subsidy of £0.045 is
indicated to provide the required level of support for installations in excess of 350kW.
Secondly, in applying our evidence relating to the level of utilisation which is
evidenced in the market in respect of GSHP systems we have applied a more
realistic Load Factor of 20%; this results in a required subsidy of £0.07 to provide the
required level of support for installations in excess of 350kW.
Therefore, taking into account the true level of utilisation (load factor) achieved by
GSHP plant in real world situations, the required subsidy to achieve the assumed
return on investment of 12% would require to be maintained at the level proposed for
the smallest GSHP systems. We believe that this analysis illustrates clearly that the
base data used in preparing the case presented in the consultation document is
flawed, as explained in the body of this submission.
Our analysis shows that the level of subsidy currently being proposed for
systems in excess of 350kW capacity would be insufficient to provide parity
with the other technologies being considered or to provide a rate of return of
12 percent. Consequently, we believe that a flat rate of subsidy of £0.07 across
all capacity bands would provide an equitable support structure to allow GSHP
to contribute effectively to carbon reduction targets.
We trust the information provided herein provides a considered response to the
consultation process. Greenrock Energy Limited has undertaken and commissioned
significant studies in the financial performance of renewable technology in real world
situations, in particular GSHPs and consider that we are well placed to provide
measured and objective comment on this subject. We look forward to hearing further
on this matter and would be pleased to provide further input to this process if such is
desired.

332 Binn Eco Park Ltd Consultancy

agricultural processes

Question: a) Summary

: From an initial reading there needs to be more detail in the area of application of the RHI in the Industrial and Commercial sector, and in 
particular for process heat.  Whilst agriculture is mentioned it is not clear if this included horticulture. Some definitions of horticulture define it as 
small scale agriculture yet there is a very clear trend to large scale horticultural facilities which are clearly agricultural in scale and output. The 
Government’s own strategies in food security are also determining and encouraging this trend.  The section on eligibility on page 29 appears to 
include such processes but clarification would be useful.
The dual pressures of decarbonising agriculture and improving food security will provide a very significant opportunity for the large scale use of 
waste heat for food production in a rapidly expanding and well established industry. The traditional fuel types for this industry are gas and oil with 
their inherent supply and pricing risks. For this reason significant research is underway to develop energy saving growing facilities with the 
Netherlands leading the industry. Horticultural facilities are therefore increasingly high tech energy saving, carbon using, solar trapping devices 
which to maximise their production potential require heating at key points in the year (mainly October – March). Renewable heat is a clear option 
for these facilities in future. Under planning terms they are recognised as buildings requiring, as fixed structures (as opposed to poly tunnels), 
planning permission. They should be permissible for the RHI for the extra heat requirement above the natural solar heat trapping. They should also 
qualify only when an agreed standard of energy efficiency is met. Given the pre-eminence of the Dutch agri/horticulture industry the issue of 
energy efficiency is gaining increasing research and development there (Waggeningen University). The setting of minimum energy efficiency 
standards would therefore be a simple enough matter. A further issues to consider is the growth of on farm AD facilities (our eco park facility on a 
rural estate is a good example). An obvious use for these is to utilise waste heat in food production systems. Missing this opportunity would be a 
real loss to agricultural diversification as well as the growing trend for mixed use eco-industrial park developments and would miss an opportunity 
for cross policy integration (decarbonising agriculture and increasing food security) with the RHI. 
As a developing advanced eco park facility (www.binnecopark.com) we would welcome clarification if food production as a future UK priority 
priority is to be eligible for RHI payments under the industrial/process, space heating categories.
In terms of evaluating the relative differences in both heat supply technologies and heat uses the general absence of any efficiency of 
production/use criteria will make it difficult to gauge the relative values of different systems. Some production systems/uses will therefore be 
enabled where other more efficient systems may not be. These should be developed on a class by class basis e.g. for the various technologies 
noted in the introduction and for the various uses including domestic space heating, industrial building space heating, process heat etc to ensure 
new investments are made with energy production/use efficiency in mind.

Question: Q01

22 June 2010 Page 538 of 1348



It would be useful to consider the issue of large scale industrial heat networks with a number of feed in sources. This may be an industrial or 
business complex where the investment in heat distribution systems enables the utilisation of renewable heat for a range of uses. In such a 
scenario it is not clear how the owner of the heat distribution system who would have to take on the role of heat sales, metering and maintenance 
of the network, would benefit. It appears that this may be subject to the ‘...a conditional sale agreement or other similar arrangement has been 
entered into to cover the cost of purchasing and installation,...’ part of the last para on page 24. However clarification here would be useful as it is 
likely, that in some cases, it will be the developer of such facilities and the heat distribution network that makes the use of renewable heat 
possible. It would be useful to have as much flexibility as possible for the relevant parties to agree who gets the payment. In such circumstances 
they are likely to have to purchase the heat from the producer but should have control of the RHI to assist with development costs. It is then up to 
the parties to contract on how the benefits of the RHI may be shared but it leaves the network developer in a more secure position to generate the 
impetus and investment for renewable heat use and to attract appropriate RH producers.

Question: Q02

We should widen the net to enable other accreditations schemes or this will become a bottle-neck with the consequence of extra costs on basic 
supply and demand economics – e.g. insufficient accreditors will simply lead to higher charges for accreditation. All schemes should be accredited 
irrespective of size. In fact I question the logic for small schemes to be accredited ahead of large schemes since the needs for accreditation of larger 
schemes is greater.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

If you are to amend the Energy Act to include gasification consideration should also be given to amend it to include pyrolysis given it is also 
currently identified as an ACT.
Cooling, particularly for industrial applications, should not be excluded as it is simply a different application of heat energy. Both have energy, 
carbon and cost implications and benefits from using renewable sources of energy. This exclusion does not make sense from an energy or 
sustainability perspective.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Could a process of energy audits not be implemented for processes to establish a baseline of heat requirements thus avoiding the risk of over 
production and heat wastage. These need not be mandatory but could be applied as a random sampling requirement of the RHI scheme with 
obvious offenders required to repay credits. The risk of getting caught cheating should be sufficient deterrent in most cases. Otherwise I agree the 
risk is low.

Question: Q14

In order to encourage smaller scale decentralised applications for waste heat from biomass systems we should consider a sliding scale of minimum 
permitted heat use (banding) with larger installations having to meet a higher % of heat use. This will make it harder for the larger plants to skew a 
supply limited market place. A sliding scale of minimum heat use should therefore be considered. Non biomass to energy system should be allowed 
without meeting the minimum permitted level of heat use. The supply is so short and the economics of heat use so attractive that all producers 
should be required to use the heat produced. If they don’t/ can’t it simply takes away the fuel supply opportunities from those who could. Getting 
a banding system right will be the challenge.
For CHP a further issues here is the balance between electrical and energy heat production. If producing heat at appropriate temperatures means 
losing electrical income then heat production will lose out to electrical production due to the level of ROC incentives.

Question: Q15

How will biogas facilities above the FIT limit be addressed? This is not clear. Is landfill gas considered here as biogas (which it is)?

Question: Q16

There is a fundamental problem with the 50% limit. The variances in waste strategies across the devolved administrations are leading to different 
policy outcomes for energy from waste. It is increasingly the case (and certainly feasible) that pre-treatment of mixed residual waste will occur 
leading to fuels of higher than 50% biomass content. There should be an Ofgem based mechanism for establishing the biomass content of mixed 
waste fuels for the purposes of applying the RHI to the actual biomass content of the fuels. The current policy pre-supposes a mixed waste 
incineration approach which is to be frank a policy position based more on the English waste strategy than those of devolved administrations.  This 
will act as a further incentive for the application of pre-treatment to mixed wastes with resource and fuel quality benefits not to mention public 
confidence in energy from waste.
Also, why does this only cover municipal waste. There is even greater potential in waste biomass to energy solutions from some industrial wastes 
including construction and demolition wastes? This lacks a solid rationale?

Question: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24
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AgreeQuestion: Q26

333 ADM International Supplier

We feel the registration system should as closely as possible reflect the RO FMS system to save duplication of submissions and to allow for 
synergies between the two systems.

Question: Q03

No
Comments: The proposal for requiring certified installers at the domestic level seems a sensible approach especially where deeming is concerned. 
However in the larger industrial installations, settings are more complex and variable than standard domestic environments. The complexity of 
fitting suitable equipment into industrial applications which vary in their optimal installation would be a major bureaucratic burden if industry were 
forced to use MSC and certified installers. (There are currently no MCS industrial scale installers.) The majority of large industrial installations will 
be under existing schemes such as EUETS, ROC’s, CHPQA, and CCA. These have their own existing standards for installation and measurement. 
Reusing these existing systems would have both administrative and process benefits due to simplicity of understanding. It would also reduce the 
risk of different approaches potentially conflicting with each other.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

No
Comments: The proposal not to allow conversion of any equipment installed before the announcement of this proposal would not necessarily be 
helpful from an overall environmental viewpoint, when the natural resources required to manufacture and install new equipment are taken into 
consideration. Allowing the use of existing good condition equipment, with conversion where appropriate, would seem to be a more suitable and 
environmentally friendly approach.
The modification of domestic boilers is deemed to be acceptable so the same principle should apply to commercial equipment where the relative 
installation costs are generally a lot higher. We believe that the eligibility criteria should be the same as for the ROO, simplicity should help in the 
effort to reach the Government’s targets. There are a lot of small CHP units (CHP focus website has a list of CHP units) for which technology is 
available to modify these units to use a renewable fuel feed stock. However without a suitable RHI incentive to redress the loss of the ½ Roc uplifts 
these conversions will not be economic. The consultation states that a large take-up of this incentive is required by
industry to achieve the targets set. Having compliance systems that work hand in hand would give a lot more certainty to the financial aspects of 
any future projects.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

No
Comments:
The exclusion of bio-liquids above the small domestic scale we believe to be mistaken.
The main issue is with CHP. If there are concerns about the availability of a fuel, it would be a sensible approach to ensure that the fuel is used in 
the most efficient manner. Liquid fuelled CHP is in the region of 70%+ efficient. Not supporting this efficient use of the fuel would lead to the 
“shelving” of various projects that would deliver efficient heat and power towards the UK targets. Unlike solid biomass units, small scale liquid CHP 
schemes (Sub 500 KWe) could be economically delivered across the country supporting the UK Government’s targets for decentralising electricity 
production and renewable energy.
We believe that the volumes of fuel concerned would not be an issue with the supply of bio-diesel to the road transport market. There are other 
fuels that are capable of being burnt in a boiler, such as fatty acids distillates, glycerine, waste veg oil. (Subject to EA rules), virgin vegetable oil, and 
BTL products. These should all be eligible for support under the RHI as they are ROC eligible and give greater greenhouse gas savings than FAME, 
especially when they are used as fuel in a CHP unit (due to lower processing to point of use.) These materials provide a valuable renewable energy 
source toward the UK targets and the majority of these materials are actually co-products of food production. Bio liquid plants are one of the few 
types of renewable generation that can be brought online quickly when their power is required and are not weather dependent like some other 
forms of renewable energy. We believe it is important to the energy security of supply situation that this mode of generation is incentivised to 
enable balancing of the grid in all weather conditions.
A consequence of not supporting these fuels is that removing the 0.5 Roc uplift changes the economics of reciprocating CHP plants burning these 
fuels. The disincentive to using these fuels will be in the order of a 33% reduction in the subsidy. The majority of these fuels are only suited to 
reciprocating engine CHP, due to their limited availability and the controls needed to burn the material in an acceptable manner. Without support 
in the RHI this resource will not be realised. The CHP impact report from AEA on the effect of RHI on CHP considers only steam and air turbines 
which by their electrically inefficient nature will always benefit from financial help for any heat produced. Steam turbines high heat to power ratio 
(approximately 2 unit’s heat to 1 power) does not fit many industrial applications for CHP. The majority of the small (less than 2 MW) CHP units in 
the country are reciprocating engines.
Reciprocating engines heat to power ratio is nearer 1:1, which suits some business heat
and power requirements. Not supporting CHP with liquid fuels over 45KW will lose this valuable opportunity to expand this area
Please see attached REA Roc calc.xls sheet in appendix 1

Disagree, additional infoQuestion: Q08
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No
Comments: Regulation of emission standards is and should remain the remit of the licensing authority responsible for the site.
Industry has to comply with its permitting regulations, so the emissions would be controlled via this method. For the small scale domestic units 
local planning and development legislation would be the correct method of control.
We believe that any controls formed in the RHI would run the risk of being a ‘one size fits all’ approach, hence ruling out a proportion of the 
beneficial projects and reducing the uptake.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Possibly this could be introduced in the future, however we believe that efforts should be put into other areas at the start of the incentive.

Question: Q10

We believe that the CHPQA methods should be adopted for the purpose of metering in the industrial setting.

Question: Q12

We agree that there is little incentive to over generate as the proposed subsidy is not large enough to cover the cost of the fuel feed stock. The 
CHPQA methods and compliance has been developed to stop dumping of heat and over generation.

Question: Q14

The current ROO incentive has brought forward a certain level of investment from industry. Therefore it is reasonable to assume that the RHI 
should provide at least an equivalent incentive level. To keep the level of subsidy at the same level as currently, taking into account the loss of the 
½ ROC uplift, the value of the RHI will have to be in the region of £43. We believe that this level would not present good value for consumers. 
However, it seems as though for reasons of simplicity it is intended that one subsidy level for CHP is to be used for all technologies. We would 
suggest another option that would stop potential abuses of the system and automatically even out across different technologies. This is that in the 
case of CHP then the two ROC’s per MWH are kept and a low level payment of £ 20 / MWH is payable for any useable heat (as per CHPQA 
definitions) over the QI 100 threshold. We believe that this would give the best value for money for consumers as the funding for the ROC’s is 
already in place, hence some of the funding for the RHI has in effect already been raised. The CHPQA could administer the scheme and ensure fair 
play under the existing arrangements for CHP.
The proposal above to keep the CHPQA and only pay the RHI for heat produced above QI 100 level would stop possible abuse. We believe that 
trying to modify the approach of one payment value for all technologies by modifying the subsidy for each technology type would make the RHI 
cumbersome for all and increase the overall burden to the taxpayer.
For large scale heat only plants we would suggest an incentive level of £20 / MWH. The reasoning behind this is that it is likely to be mainly industry 
which participates in these schemes, as industry generally has the highest heat demands. Industry will almost always have gas fired boilers or CHP 
units. Therefore, to bring forward interest in this scheme, the incentive has to be sufficient to bridge the gap between the bulk gas price and the 
price of biomass.
Bulk gas price is currently in the range of £11 / MWH. Bulk biomass price delivered is in the region of £25 / MWH. A subsidy of £20 / MWH would 
give sufficient pay back to bring forward investment.
There is a concern that due to the lack of time to bring these large schemes into operation to meet the 2020 target, and if the subsidy is not large 
enough against a low gas price, then industry will not participate. Setting the subsidy at a low level and waiting for investment conditions to be 
favourable to business, could risk limited or zero uptake, until it is too late to count towards the Government’s targets.

Question: Q15

We do not believe that IRR is a suitable across the board measure to set the tariff. All projects are different in their complexity and capital costs. 
We believe that the tariff should be set to compensate for the loss of the ½ ROC uplift for CHP and be the same for both heat only and CHP. Both 
units will be competing for the same fuel source. The tariff life time should be commensurate with the ROC legislation.

Question: Q18

The use of fossil fuel and biomass in the same boiler should be allowed. All industrial applications would require a secondary fuel source in case of 
lack of bio-fuel supply. (E.g. heavy snow stopping road transport). Allowing the burning of fossil fuels in the same boiler with the appropriate 
recording methodology (CHPQA) would greatly reduce the capital investment for new installations and hence bring forward increased uptake of 
the initiative.

Question: Q19

We believe this is not the most suitable way to try and push forward the growth of district heating. Grants of some sort would be a better way of 
bringing the needed investment forward.

DisagreeQuestion: Q20

The RHI tariffs should be linked to ROO reviews. Any perceived changes to the subsidy when it could be seen to be politically driven may deter 
investors. However the reverse would be true if there is a clear methodology to the review and formula that reflects how the biomass prices are 
set and published for future variations on the level of the support offered. This should reduce uncertainty and bring forward uptake of the 
incentive by industry

Question: Q22
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Yes
Comments: It seems a sensible approach to see how the uptake of the scheme is progressing before making a decision about degression.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Yes and No
Comments: The review process should be encouraged but this needs to go hand in hand with clarity over the grandfathering regime. The rationale 
behind this is that the life of a project is in the region of 5 years pre-commissioning (taking the project from conception through design, consent 
and construction), and in the region of 20 years post commissioning. With the reviews set about 3 years apart, it is conceivable that when projects 
are taken from the stage of idea conception through design, planning etc, the financials of the project could conceivably change twice which in turn 
could materially alter the design of the plant. It may lead to delays in bringing development forward and reluctance from investors to fund these 
large projects.

Question: Q26

We believe that current installations which reuse existing equipment to offset fossil fuel use should be able to bring that equipment into the RHI 
scheme when fossil fuel is no longer used (offset), in the same way that converting of electrical generation equipment is allowed for in the ROC 
scheme. For CHP schemes in particular, there will be a reluctance to convert existing CHP units to renewable fuels in the future where only the 
lower ROC subsidies are available and not the RHI. (Under the RHI plans the 0.5 roc uplift is going to be removed, and a lot of CHP units were 
already in operation before the summer 2009 deadline). CHP offers the most efficient manner both in terms of carbon savings and energy 
efficiency of using primary energy input.
We think that the 2013 end date for the possibility of choosing a support mechanism is too short. The life time of a project and lack of clarity on 
definitions, as well as the changes in the way a lot of future projects will be funded, will lead to a delay in the projects coming forward. We believe 
that this date should be pushed back significantly to allow companies sufficient time to reengineer their projects in line with the Government’s new 
policy direction.
The other option would be to keep the ROCs with additional RHI uplift. Then the change over date would not be a barrier to new projects and 
investors would look for increased opportunities to increase their overall efficiencies.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

The rules for RHI should be the same as for ROC’s. The longer the rules are considered before clarity is given the longer and slower the uptake of 
this incentive is likely to be.

Question: Q29

334 R Brooks (individual)
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The section titled air quality standards claims that DECC recognises that large numbers of biomass installations may cumulatively have a 
detrimental impact on air quality in urban areas. Biomass combustion is more polluting than gas for all pollutants though concern has largely 
focussed on NOx and fine particles. In particular fine particulate matter (PM2,5) is responsible for significant negative impacts on human health. 
Further, there is as yet no identifiable threshold below which PM2,5 would not pose a risk. Consequently, the EC Directive 2008/50/EC states that 
this pollutant should not be regulated in the same way as other air pollutants.  It directs that the approach should aim at a general reduction of 
concentrations in the urban background to ensure that large sections of the population benefit from improved air quality (the population exposure 
reduction target approach). (NB The EC Directive must be transposed into UK law by June 2010.)

The Scottish Government Report ED 43209: "Measurement and Modelling of Fine Particulate Emissions (PM10 & PM2.5) from Wood-Burning 
Biomass Boilers" explored what the implications of a cumulative impact of widespread biomass installations may be on the urban background 
concentrations of fine particles in Dundee and Edinburgh. Emission limits of 20g/GJ and 60g/GJ were modelled. For Dundee the 2020 scenarios 
showed that:
	Without widespread biomass uptake (and all else remaining the same) only a 2% exposure reduction would be achieved,
	With a deployment of 20g/GJ emission limit no exposure reduction would be achieved; and 
	With a 60g/GJ emission limit the population would experience a 4% increase in exposure to the non-threshold pollutants.
DEFRA acknowledges that the widespread uptake of gas for combustion at both domestic and industrial levels (in the 1980’s) has been 
accompanied by improvements in air pollution especially in urban areas such as Dundee. An adverse upward swing in population exposure of upto 
6% (depending on the choice of emission limit) not only has implications for air quality but also for public health.

As reported the regulatory regimes for biomass installations such as the IPPC, Waste Incineration Directive and the LAPPC can set emission 
standards for developments greater than 20MW.  Whilst such emission limits may be used to help ensure that ambient air quality standards are 
met, they do not address the exposure reduction target set for non-threshold pollutants such as PM2.5. Also there is no current regulatory regime, 
including the Clean Air Act, that considers or is able to control the cumulative impacts of the likely increase in uptake of biomass heat on air quality.

The current regulatory regimes do not safeguard air quality (and public health) from the point of view of the exposure reduction target for non-
threshold pollution. It is therefore somewhat disingenuous to say that there is no need for the RHI to impose any additional eligibility 
requirements. 

Furthermore, results of the DEFRA analysis on the impacts of biomass heat on air quality in the Renewable Energy Strategy consultation document, 
depended upon the following conditions being met: 
	all new small-scale biomass plant to be of ‘high quality’ plant - assumed to meet the criteria of 20g/GJ for PM10 and 50g/GJ for NOX;
	the majority of biomass heat uptake to replace existing coal and oil-fired heating, and be located off the gas grid or away from densely populated 
urban areas;* and 
	in Air Quality Management Areas (classified under section 83 of the Environment Act 1995) deployment to be substantially lower than other areas 
(this would be the case if biomass is used primarily off the gas grid). 

(We expect this to be the case following the introduction of the RHI. At present the main drivers for biomass heat deployment are from new 
developments complying with planning guidance, predominantly in urban areas (due to higher build rates in urban areas). The RHI will encourage 
replacement of existing heating units and in particular those using solid fuels, where on-site fuel storage is required or where relative fuel costs are 
closer.)

Not only has there been a departure from the ‘high quality’ plant criteria but it is far from evident what elements of the RHI have been designed to 
help ensure that the other criteria will be achieved in order to support public health and air quality standards.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

335 Highland Birchwoods NGO

Tenants would not be able to benefit from RHI without the consent of landlords. The legal aspects of a tenant fitting a renewable heat technology 
with the agreement of the landlord and an agreement about residual plant value at the end of a tenancy needs to be devised in order that tenants 
become eligible for the same level of public finance support as home owners. If this issue is not addressed there is a danger that one group that is 
vulnerable to fuel poverty will be placed on an unequal footing.

Question: Q01

Provision should be made for monthly payments for domestic installation to ensure that low income householders can access the scheme and 
service loans. 
Guaranteed income from RHI may encourage banks to consider capital loans to low income families where unsecured loans may not be provided. 

A significant amount of education may be needed to ensure that financial institutions have full understanding of the scheme.

Question: Q03
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Products: 

Accreditation for products is necessary, but where EU accreditation has already been granted, accreditation should be adopted in UK. Much of the 
equipment on the market is accredited within the EU but is not included in Greenbook live. This restricts choice for clients wishing to install 
renewable heat equipment, skews the market and adds costs for manufacturers for already approved plant.

Larger plant should be required to meet emissions and efficiency standards.

Accreditation of products is also perceived as too complex in comparison to other heating boilers i.e. oil and gas. This will limit the number and 
type of boilers available and discourage their production in the UK.

Installers: 
The Accreditation scheme has restricted the market and the choice of plant available. This has slowed the development of the market to date. 

Incentives should be given to smaller companies, to encourage more installers to undertake training and become accredited. This would encourage 
many small plumbing and heating companies to take a closer interest in renewable technology and increase the number of installers. 

The accreditation process should generally be more accessible and viable for installers. Perhaps an installer should be able to apply for payment of 
accreditation costs under RHI, either up front, or retrospectively at £x/mwh installed in first two years , or per installation regardless of size?

The infrastructure for maintenance needs to be examined to ensure that:
•	There are enough maintenance engineers
•	Maintenance isn’t necessarily ties to the installer
•	Customer protection should also be met with respect to maintenance contracts, to ensure that these are not prohibitive and that maintenance 
suppliers do not artificially hike up costs.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Any plant receiving public funding should meet minimum quality, environment, efficiency and safety standards. Where these are not covered by 
current planning legislation accreditation should be subject to a checking and monitoring regime for installers and plant.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Accreditation for products is necessary, but where EU accreditation has already been granted, accreditation should be adopted in UK. Much of the 
equipment on the market is accredited within the EU but is not included in Greenbook live. This restricts choice for clients wishing to install 
renewable heat equipment, skews the market and adds costs for manufacturers for already approved plant.

Question: Q06

Automated log boilers and wood burning stoves are not addressed within this consultation.  Both technologies can play a big part in reducing 
carbon emissions and may be very suitable technologies particularly for rural areas with older housing stock. 
The technology should reflect local air quality standards, therefore there should be differential treatment for different planning zones.

The criteria for support for the installation of heating plant should be a reduction in CO2 emissions and an increase in the use of renewable fuels or 
a demonstrable reduction in the use of non renewable fuels, rather than automation or innovation. This allows the building manager to determine 
the technology which best suits their building and needs rather than excluding potential users because of technical rules.

The replacement of open fires with specific wood burning stoves is one of the easiest and most effective methods of encouraging a change from 
the use of fossil fuels to woodfuel. The installation and use of specific wood burning stoves with a back boiler should be included where this is the 
main form of household heating.  A one off payment to encourage the installation of closed wood burning stoves to replace either open fires or 
other heating sources would encourage the efficient burning of woodfuel. Providing the stove is specifically designed to burn biomass rather than 
coal or other fossil solid fuels.

The same argument could be applied to non- automated pellet room heaters which do not necessarily meet the current criteria for most grant 
schemes.

Question: Q07

Technology which has passed current standards for installation by accredited installers should be included. When subsequent standards are 
introduced equipment thereafter should comply with the new standards.

No OpinionQuestion: Q09
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There should be no barriers to entry, and many rural properties are more than 50 years old. There is a danger that providing ‘cheap heat’ will 
discourage investment in energy efficiency measures, but the costs of insulating older properties may exceed the incentive level of installing 
renewable technology. 

We are concerned that placing conditions on the upgrading of buildings to minimum standards would discourage landlords from fitting or allowing 
the fitting of renewable technology, potentially leaving low earning tenants with no access to renewable heat or energy cost savings. This would 
make it harder for those in fuel poverty to escape.

A competent report on the energy efficiency of buildings should be offered to all clients, with a costed action plan to demonstrate the economic 
benefits of upgrading the energy efficiency of buildings. Deemed tariffs should be guaranteed for buildings at the efficiency level of the building at 
the time of application on the provision that the minimum energy efficiency standard is achieved within a certain time. The RHI support level could 
be dropped to the deemed energy for the building if it reached minimum energy efficiency standards improvements are not made within the 
timescale. 

The deemed energy tariff should take into account the potential high cost of retro fitting to older homes.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Awarding builders a portion of the RHI for complying with 2013 and 2016 or treating them as the owners of renewable systems and paying the RHI 
over time would guarantee them an income that would increase with the number of renewable systems installed.

Incentives for installing wet systems should be introduced to encourage builders to make buildings able to accept renewable heat. In Finland many 
builders install electric systems because of the lower capital costs. This makes retro fitting of renewable energy systems difficult. These would need 
to be instruments from wider fiscal measures such as VAT, Stamp Duty or other taxes.

Question: Q11

We would favour a requirement to meter all systems but not necessarily to pay domestic users RHI by energy use. Metering allows building 
managers to monitor use, and allows the collection of statistics. Capital costs for plant will be a major component of the energy budget for 
buildings, and we do not think that the incentives for householders should be capped by energy use.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Location, altitude and exposure need to be taken into account. The average winter temperature in remote or exposed rural areas can be 10o C 
lower than in coastal or low lying areas.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

As these measures are aimed at businesses it should be possible to request historical heat or fuel use data. 

A requirement for additional heat meters for new processes after RHI has been agreed would allow businesses the flexibility to expand their heat 
use in the future.

Question: Q14

Large schemes should be assessed on a site by site basis with the level of incentive being dictated by a “reasonable” rate of return based on the 
work already carried out to determine the current tariffs. 

This would allow district heating schemes to be installed and encourage entrepreneurs to become involved in the supply of heat. 

CHP diverts biomass to inefficient energy production processes and reduces the potential for landholders to add value to low grade forest 
products. CHP should only be considered where there is an identified surplus of biomass which is not required by other wood processing industries 
including the heat market.

Question: Q15

For domestic use it is necessary to differentiate between log and chip boilers. The rated power required for a constantly burning chip boiler will be 
much less than that for a batch burning log boiler. A very large domestic dwelling may require a 35 kW chip burner or a 70 – 100 kW log boiler. The 
ceiling for the smallest biomass burners should be raised to 50 kW to accommodate the most common batch log burner size to ensure that clients 
do not install insufficient plant capacity to capitalise on the higher RHI rate. 
As per Q 15 there should be provision for developers to negotiate a rate of return based on the complexity and cost of District Heating Schemes to 
enable difficult and expensive retrofit schemes to compete with more cost effective schemes.

Question: Q18

No - This should also be subject to review, such that the incentive value of RHI is maintained.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23
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AgreeQuestion: Q24

The biomass installation market is currently skewed by the Accreditation scheme, with a limited number of installers providing a limited choice of 
plant. This encourages an inefficient market dynamic, with installers providing a near monopoly.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

These comments relate to biomass systems with high capital costs: 

The imposition of a time constraint doses not take into account the fact that many renewable systems have been put in place by people who are 
advocates of  renewable heat, despite the disadvantages which have led to the need for RHI to incentivise renewable heat technology. 

These pioneers have been instrumental in the development of supply chains and have helped to identify problems which now mean that 
renewable heat technology is reliable and acceptable to mainstream users, and should also be included.

Where these systems have been installed in domestic dwellings the value of the property has arguably been diminished because the pool of 
potential buyers was reduced those who would purchase a house with a renewable heat system. The award of RHI would remove this burden 
We feel, at least in the case of domestic dwellings, that any system which has been installed under a recognised grant scheme should be rewarded 
with access to RHI. This would recognise the role played in popularising biomass heating and provide parity with new schemes by providing support 
to keep older systems running and enable houses to be sold on a ‘like for like’ basis against houses with RHI eligible renewable energy systems.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Landlords acting as ESCs and selling heat to tenants at inflated prices would encourage fuel poverty rather than reducing it. WE would propose full 
disclosure of contracts to ensure that the RHI does not become a vehicle for profiteering.

Question: Q29

Highland Birchwood works with Scandinavian and European partners on renewable heat projects and would be willing to facilitate evidence 
gathering study tours to demonstrate best practice and different approaches to District Heating.

Question: Q30

336 East Riding of Yorkshire Council Local Government / A

 

This is not a formal response on behalf of East Riding of Yorkshire Council, but one which reflects the professional opinion of a Council officer 
working in the biomass sector in the county. The response has been submitted after discussion with other stakeholders active in the biomass 
sector locally and regionally.   The response addresses some (not all) of the questions raised in the consultation document, and focuses only on 
biomass installations.  Responses on technical details (eg. emissions, quality standards) have not been submitted, as industry specialists will hold a 
more informed opinion.  Question and chapter numbers stated below relate to the original consultation document.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Q2. Barriers to such financing schemes – from my experience in the East Riding of Yorkshire, my main concern is that the upfront capital cost of 
renewable technologies, particularly biomass, remains a very real barrier to their uptake for many potential users, and the lack of an upfront 
payment under the RHI proposals (and, presumably, absence of separate installation grant funding from central funds) may suppress interest.  In 
the present financial climate, uncertainties over public sector funding levels and the extent of bank lending to businesses are also concerns 
regarding financing for renewable heat installations.

I have no particular issues with any of the proposed financial models as mid-to long term options, but would recommend that an upfront ‘advance’ 
RHI payment should be an option for applicants, linked to reduced payments in later years of the scheme.

I agree that energy service companies potentially offer viable financial delivery models but feel that the development of the ESCo model nationally 
is not at an advanced stage, and there is not currently a high number of successful public/private sector ESCo partnerships.  In my opinion the ESCo 
model has an important role to play but may not present an immediate, viable option in many areas.

Question: Q02

Q4. MCS Accreditation
I agree with this approach in principle, but have concerns from an operational perspective that the number of accredited installers (and 
trained/skilled service engineers) may not be sufficient to meet a rapid short-mid term increase in demand for biomass installations.

AgreeQuestion: Q04
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Q7.  Eligibility of energy sources
It is not clear to me why the conversion of existing fossil fuel boilers to solid biomass fuel would be excluded from RHI payments. I would suggest 
such conversions should be eligible under the RHI. 

I appreciate the practical difficulty regarding wood burning stoves and appreciate that these are often secondary heating sources. However, as a 
minimum, I would recommend that if a wood burning stove is the principal heating source in a residence, it should be eligible for payments under 
the RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Q8. Bioliquids. I agree with the proposed approach regarding bioliquid fuels used in boiler conversions, and feel that the off-gas grid 
residential/fuel poverty (and village school, community buildings) cases are appropriate justification.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

Q10.  Energy Efficiency. I think it is sensible to include a minimum energy efficiency standard as a condition for qualifying for RHI support, but 
would be wary of setting too onerous criteria to present an additional barrier to the uptake. Alongside (or as an alternative to) the criteria 
suggested, could a minimum EPC percentage score (eg. 60%) represent a suitable eligibility pass? An increasing number of existing residences will 
hold EPCs as time progresses.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

Q12. Deeming v Metering. I appreciate the complexity regarding deeming but agree with the proposals regarding where to deem and where to 
meter.  I have some concerns regarding the actual and subsequent usage of unmetered renewable installations (could they be used sparingly 
alongside continued reliance on fossil fuel alternatives?) but appreciate the counter argument of users potentially producing unnecessary excess 
heat principally for the benefit of RHI payments.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Q13. SAP/SBEM/EPC.  I agree with the proposals but would suggest that a process based on EPCs might also be viable for existing buildings.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Q20 – Q21. Uplift for district heating networks.   
I agree that there should be an uplift for renewable district heating schemes.
I would support eligibility on a case-by-case rather than blanket basis, but would recommend that district heating schemes relating to 
council/social housing, and other residential properties falling in the most deprived areas (eg. based on fuel poverty indicators) should be included 
as priorities for uplift.  Rising fuel poverty in remote off-gas grid rural areas is a particular concern in the East Riding and many other areas.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Q22.  RHI tariffs fixed. I agree that the tariffs should be fully fixed (other than inflationary) for the duration of a project’s entitlement.

Question: Q22

Q23. Degression. I agree with the proposal not to introduce degression from the outset of the scheme.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Q28. I disagree with the proposals not to allow RHI support for projects installed before 15 July 2009.  I have no evidence to suggest that funding 
for such projects is needed, however, I have strong concerns that the earlier pioneers of renewable technologies would be disadvantaged 
otherwise.  Without successful early installations and trail blazers of new technology, the renewable sector would not have progressed to the level 
it is currently at. Many early installations effectively remain as demonstrations to help stimulate demand. I appreciate the complexity of the 
situation but would support RHI tariff payments for projects installed at en earlier date, even if at a reduced tariff rate (say 50%).

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

337 Consumer Focus NGO

Fuel poverty

Question: a) Summary

See PDF document attached to email.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

338 James McNaughton (individual) Other

Bioenergy

Question: a) Summary
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The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies for 
biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem 
destruction, communities, soils and freshwater.

Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which makes no sense in terms of addressing climate change. Solar heating 
offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass.

Question: Q01

Bioenergy should not be eligible for subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use and plans are already unsustainable; creating yet another demand 
will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people.
Genuinely climate-friendly and sustainable renewable energy should be supported, together with energy efficiency. Large-scale bioenergy is 
neither sustainable nor climate-friendly – they are a quick fix which can have significant and long-term negative implications, such as the 
destruction of vast tracts of native rainforest to create 'farmland' for soya crops.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

There should be no subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.
Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

Payments should depend on climate impacts. This means higher support for passive solar – but no support for bioliquids.

Question: Q18

339 Aberdeen City Council Local Government / A

It is important to ensure that the RHI fits within the Scottish Policy environment as well as the other devolved Governments.  It must be 
acknowledged if policies and RHI conditions differ across the devolved Governments.

Question: Q01

yes - With the suggested financing schemes there is still a significant funding gap, even taking account of the proposed 12% return on investment.  
It is felt that a loan scheme could address this gap.  

For example, Aberdeen City Council often use the Central Energy Efficiency Fund to finance renewables projects however even with the accepted 
payback period for renewables being extended to 7 years the proposed financing mechanisms will not be enough to make eligible RHI projects 
financially viable.

Question: Q02

From the point of view of a Local Authority, an accreditation scheme ensures a certain standard of equipment and workmanship therefore 
reducing risk.  However, there is a need to differentiate between standards for installers and designers.   
An accreditation scheme may not be suitable for small scale installations or in the housing sector.  Any equivalent scheme for small scale 
installations must be robust and underpin MCS standards.  An accreditation scheme may disadvantage small installing firms as in the past it has 
been expensive to become accredited and the Renewable Heat Incentive will effectively force the need for accreditation.  

For MSC or equivalent schemes the supply chain can be encouraged by learning from past problems with accreditation and reducing duplication.  
For example if companies are already accredited under equivalent EU schemes then they should automatically qualify for MCS.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Care must be taken not to suppress innovation in technologies that lie outside the grant-aided scheme.  Therefore the eligibility list should be 
reviewed and updated at specified intervals.

It is suggested that a caveat be incorporated into the scheme that states if a technology becomes required by law (by means of increasing building 
standards) then any new installations of these technologies do not qualify for RHI payments.

AgreeQuestion: Q07
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The proposed emission standards for biomass boilers are higher than necessary.  The Government should use this opportunity to encourage 
manufacturers to develop biomass technology further resulting in more efficient technology and reduced emissions.

It is important to create a scheme that generates investment and provides long term security.  Therefore it must be guaranteed that any rules that 
apply at the time of installation continue throughout the lifetime of the project.  For the scheme to succeed there needs to be a firm guarantee at 
the point of installation that any equipment installed will continue to receive the agreed level of support.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

The RHI should act as an incentive to developers to install renewable heat technologies however developers should be encouraged to meet 
building standards through design and construction only and use the RHI to go beyond current building standards.  The RHI should be used to 
encourage developers to exceed current building standards.

For the end user the use of deeming can encourage energy efficiency.  It is imperative to encourage a “whole house approach” to energy efficiency, 
however encouraging householders to do the minimum measures in not enough to meet our energy and ghg targets.    Going beyond the minimum 
standard should be rewarded more highly under the RHI.

For installers there should be no deeming.  Installers should be kept separate from the deeming process as it presents the risk of over specification. 

It is suggested that any property applying for the RHI should meet a set minimum standard of energy efficiency before qualifying for the RHI; in 
particular the building envelope should reach (at least) current building standards.

No OpinionQuestion: Q10

The Building Standard increments for 2013 and 2016 only apply in England and Wales therefore the risk of developers building to a lower standard 
is higher in Scotland.
There is no simple answer to this question however it has been suggested that a small extra RHI premium could be awarded to developers from 
now until 2013 to encourage higher energy efficiency standards.

Question: Q11

SBEM, SAP and EPC software are inadequate to determine an installation’s deemed entitlement as they use predetermined coefficients which take 
no account of climatic variation, geographic differences or building type. 

Instead it is suggested to use software like that used to determine National Home Energy Ratings (NHER) as this takes into account both geographic 
and climatic factors.  It is essential to take into account climatic differences across the UK when establishing a deemed heat load as the 
performance of equipment can differ greatly.  Not only that but it is also suggested that deeming should be based on postcode areas rather than 
regions as seen in the NHER methodology.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

Use metering up to a capped maximum number of kWh.  This would provide accurate heat demand figures whilst reducing the risk of producing 
excess heat.

The use of the British standard for heat meters is supported however at the moment the heat meters on the market are not reliable, expensive and 
not financially viable to fit to all scales of district heating.  Particularly at the small scale it is prohibitive to install heat meters; however there is still 
a requirement to install heat meters into district heating schemes.

For example, Aberdeen City Council’s CHP at Seaton is linked into 8 multi-storey blocks of flats and 9 public buildings.  It is financially prohibitive to 
install heat meters to individual flats (around 4,500 flats), not to mention the meters that are available are not reliable and require calibrating.  
Instead it is suggested that heat should be metered as it comes out of the CHP station or alternatively at individual flat blocks (not individual flats).  
Currently the Council have heat meters in every building not every flat.

Question: Q14

The rational for suggesting solar thermal installations receive a 6% subsidy is unclear as solar thermal is the cheapest form of renewable to install.  
Solar thermal should receive the same level of benefits as any other renewable system that generates heat and replaces fossil fuels.

Question: Q18

yes - The suggested mechanism i.e. using a standard figure (50% fossil fuel content) for energy from waste is supported.  However the figure should 
be revised during the lifetime of the RHI as it is likely a change in waste streams will occur over time, as an increasing volume of biodegradable 
waste is being removed from the waste stream.

Question: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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yes - small number of heat customers should not be eligible for uplift.

On the issue of “hard to treat properties”, it would be beneficial to have a tight definition of such a property which can be used as a baseline rather 
than doing it on a case by case basis.  Doing it on a case by case basis will be administratively complicated and will be time and cost intensive.

Question: Q21

The Council are supportive of the Grandfathering concept provided that there is a firm guarantee that levels of support for existing projects will not 
change during the lifetime of the project (which can be up to 20 years).  Such a guarantee will provide reassurance to installers and encourage 
uptake of the scheme.

However, the starting tariff levels for new projects should be reviewed every 2-3 years as at present the tariff levels only take into account 
inflation.  There is a need to review regularly to account for new/more efficient technologies and to retain the flexibility to add technologies as 
they develop.  A way to do this would be to devise a roadmap of tariff structures, i.e. to advertise in advance the dates of revisions and new tariff 
rates so any new projects can see what level of payment they can expect to receive and when.

Question: Q22

Existing CHPs/district heating systems which convert to renewable heat should not be penalised under RHI.  For example in Seaton, Aberdeen it is 
planned to convert the existing CHP plant from gas to gasification of biomass.  However, as we understand it this type of project will not be eligible 
under the RHI.  It would be helpful if this point could be clarified.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Every district heating network is different therefore it is difficult to determine a “typical” example.  However the Council are happy to supply the 
information required on the district heating networks in Aberdeen upon request.

Question: Q30

340 ESSE Manufacturer

We are ESSE, Britain's olds stove company.  We make many wood burning stoves each year from our base in Lancashire.

We strongly feel that stoves should NOT be included in any RHI financial support scheme for the following reasons

1 - good wood is hard to find and already there are shortages each year.  ANY SCHEME SHOULD PROMOTE THE SUPPLY OF GOOD WOOD.  By 
aiding the supply of good wood at an affordable price conversion to efficient wood burning will follow.

2 The existing HETAS acreditation scheme is insufficient.  ALL our products are tested to the European standard EN13240.  All wood stoves legally 
sold in the UK and Europe must comply to EN 13240.  It is in fact illigal under European law for a country to impose its own different standard.  For 
this reason a HETAS accreditaion scheme does not include all EN 13240 stoves. And could be seen as, if adapted by DECC, as the UK imposing its 
own standard.   To be on the HETAS list you must use their own testing laboratory which does not accept test data from accredited European 
laboratories.  Our stoves are sold world wide and it is not always the case that we have used the HETAS recognised laboratory.

3 If a finacial support scheme is introduced correct installations by non HETAS installers (there are other competent person schemes that are 
accredited) should also be recognised. Indeed any istallatuion signed of by building control should be included.

4 By including DEFRA stoves only you are excluding efficent no DEFRA stoves that are appropriate for use in rural no Smoke Control Areas.  By 
making these customers have a DEFRA stove they must also have features of a DEFRA stove that are not suitable for wood burning in their area.

We are caught between a rock and a hard place, we don't want a scheme, we don't need a scheme.  If the scheme came in we would be flooded by 
imports that could accommodate the new demand.  This scheme does NOTHING to ensure good wood supply so no matter what stove you have 
and how efficient it is - it would never burn clean without a supply of dry wood.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

341 Dalkia plc Private Company

PLEASE NOTE: We have responded to the RHI Consultation in the format requested as below. However please note our responses and suggestions 
should be taken as comments on the whole consultation document and not necessarily restricted only to the subject matter of each individual 
question.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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Yes

Comments:
We make the following comments:

A – Raising of Funds to Pay for the RHI

B – Under or Over-Recovery of Funds within the RHI

C – Support for Supply Infrastructure and Investment in the Biomass Supply Chain 

D – Biomass Price Assumptions

E – Units of Measurement

A – Raising of Funds to Pay for the RHI

We note that the consultation has made reference to the need to review the levy provisions already enshrined within the Energy Act 2008, with 
further updates in budget 2010.  To date no exact clarification has been issued by the Treasury on how RHI revenues will be collected and against 
which consumers.  We would urge the Government to ensure that any RHI levy is charged on as wide a consumer base as possible and not purely 
use industry as a means of raising funds to ensure that all shareholders and potential beneficiaries of RHI payments pay into the distribution fund. 
A number of previous Government Climate Change initiatives have been focussed on the Industrial and/or Commercial sectors e.g. Climate Change 
Levy, EU Emissions Trading Scheme, and Carbon Reduction Commitment. The domestic sector stands to be a recipient of the RHI support 
mechanism and should therefore contribute to the generation of funds required to provide RHI support.

B – Under or Over-Recovery of Funds within the RHI

In order to ensure that all funds collected from any form of RHI Levy are recycled back to Renewable Heat Generation we would support the 
Government to ring-fence 100% of all monies collected for RHI payments.  In the event of any surplus revenues, the monies can either be set aside 
for future years use, or distributed in the form of additional incentive payments, or grant funding to stimulate renewable deployment (with such 
facilities receiving a reduced RHI payment or payback requirement before future RHI payments are made).

In addition, we would expect RHI payments to be fully fixed and not have any form of ‘mutualisation’ adjustment thresholds applied that would 
reduce the amount owed to RHI claimants in the event that insufficient funds were collected to meet the RHI payments owed.

An annual report on RHI funding would be required which could take a similar format to the annual RO report.

C – Support for Supply Infrastructure and Investment in the Biomass Supply Chain

Section 103 and 104 of the RHI Impact Assessment and the consultation itself makes reference to the need to develop the supply chain to meet the 
demand for the primary feedstock.  We believe that the RHI does not provide enough firm commitment to UK producers and processors to develop 
UK indigenous production and processing of renewable energy supplies in the absence of some form of guaranteed additional income/funding 
from the RHI.  We would encourage Government to consider a set-aside of funds collected under the RHI levy to be used for the development and 
processing of UK sourced biomass supplies. This could take the form of an enhanced grant system or an ongoing capacity payment subject to some 
form of degression.   

The recently published report ‘Wood Fibre Availability and Demand in Britain (2007- to 2025)’ has placed a significant emphasis on the availability 
of wood and on page 5 states:

‘The RHI is intended to be launched in April 2011 and the government have committed that it will remain open for new projects until at least 2020. 
This could put further pressure on the potential availability of wood fibre in Britain and no allowance has been made for this in the findings in this 
report.’

And summarises on page 13:

‘The forecast tightness of the balance between the potential availability and demand for different types of wood fibre in Britain, if a significant 
number of new wood energy plants proceed, implies that supply chains are going to be subject to significant pressure, prices are likely to rise and 
this in turn will have important consequences for the existing and potential new users of wood fibre and the future shape of the wood processing 
and wood energy industries in Britain. ‘

A set-aside of funds from the RHI will help to provide some support to UK sourced biomass and ensure that prices do not increase significantly.

D – Biomass Price Assumptions

Supplementary document ‘Analytical Annex to the Renewable Heat Incentive Impact Assessment’, Appendix 4, intimates that by 2020 consumers 
will experience a fall in biomass pellet prices and a small rise in biomass woodchip prices.  Given the findings presented by the report mentioned in 
the previous paragraphs, we would encourage a further investigation on the price sensitivity of biomass with the interaction of the Renewables 
obligation and RHI – as the biomass prices have a significant impact on potential IRR and marginal cost calculations. Fundamental supply and 
demand economics, coupled with the limited biomass fuel processing and delivery infrastructure in the UK suggest that biomass prices will rise as a 

Question: Q01
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result of the RHI. Dalkia suggest that the variable element in the calculation of biomass RHI support tariffs be made truly variable to maintain 
differential between fossil and biomass prices.

E – Units of Measurement of Emissions
The g/GJ unit suggested for emissions can not be measured directly and would be difficult and expensive to measure in practice. It would require 
the simultaneous measurement at plant steady state of the following parameters, resulting in extra monitoring and reporting costs and greater risk 
of manifest error:
•	Nox and dust emissions 
•	Fuel consumption complete with fuel CV analysis
•	Excess air flow rate
•	Flue gas temperature

A calculation is then required to convert the above measurements into a g/GJ figure.
A better parameter would be to measure the emissions directly in mg/m3 and then normalise the result to a standard excess O2 level (we suggest 
6%) in line with other European countries and the Large Combustion Plant Directive.

Yes

Comments:
We make the following observations:
A – Barriers to Financing Schemes coming forward
B – Definition of Owner
C – Grant Repayments

A – Barriers to Financing Schemes coming forward

The possible financing models in the consultation document include either ESCO or Developer funding of the initial higher investments required in 
return for the RHI payments over a number of years to give a return. The capacity of ESCO and Developers balance sheets to fund this investment 
is likely to be limited given the low IRR assumptions utilised to compute the RHI payments. Ultimately debt financing is therefore likely to be the 
dominant funding vehicle, in particular for the larger projects which will be required for the overall objectives of the RHI to be achieved. 

Debt financing requires a high degree of certainty and/or underwriting of future revenue streams which in turn therefore requires good visibility of 
both volume and price. Most schemes will inevitably have capacity for fuel switching due to either retaining existing, or installing new standby, 
fossil fuelled plant. Dalkia therefore suggest that for biomass and potentially biogas projects, the RHI incentive payment incorporates a variable 
element which is reviewed annually, such that the long term operational viability of projects is maintained at least on a marginal cost basis. Please 
reference our responses to Q15 & Q22 which also relate to this point.

B – Definition of Owner

The definition of Owner to whom RHI incentive payments will be due requires further clarity and definition. A number of questions arise as follows;
 Is “Owner” meant to represent “legal” owner or “beneficial use” owner when financing agreements are utilised to fund the upfront capital 
investment?
Are “lessor/lessee” rights under long funding legislation to be utilised? (e.g. in a similar manner to that applicable to rights to claim capital 
allowances)

C – Grant Repayments

i) The consultation document states that central government grants may need to be repaid to ensure eligibility for RHI support. Consideration 
should be given to ensure that such repayments are, if made (see below), recycled into the RHI scheme and not lost with Central Government 
funding.

Ii) Financing of any grant repayment may preclude larger scheme entry into the RHI due to the issues outlined in A above. This in turn could vastly 
increase the likelihood of such schemes becoming non viable on a marginal cost basis due to variations in fossil and renewable fuel sources. Dalkia 
suggest that if grant repayment is a requirement from a state aid basis, then a scheme of repayment via credits from non payment of earned RHI 
support be investigated until such time as the total credits equate to the grant value after which time RHI payments would then commence on a 
cash basis.

Question: Q02
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No
Comments:
We make the following comments:

A – Accreditation for Large Scale Installations

B – Payments and Obligations

C – Self-Certification

D – Maintenance of Deemed Installations

A – Accreditation for Large Scale Installations

We would encourage the government to provide simple and clear guidance on the thermal heat measurement criteria under the RHI at the point 
of accreditation. 

B – Payments and Obligations

Quarterly payments for plant >45kW is likely to result in significant cash-flow implications for larger schemes which may rely on the RHI to 
subsidise investment/bioenergy costs – whilst we appreciate that larger installations will be required to make submissions in a similar manner to 
the CHPLEC/RLEC process to account for useful heat outputs, we would suggest that the payment process is initially delayed for three months (to 
collate sufficient data to arrange payments), reducing down to one or two months thereafter.

C – Self-Certification

We disagree with the Consultation proposals to not adopt a certification approach that is similar to the conventional CHPQA process for large 
installations.  Larger installations should be required to make annual verification submissions in a similar manner to the CHPQA process but to not 
focus on the thermal efficiency requirements, instead defining the scheme boundary, metering/calibration requirements and maintenance 
schedule to ensure transparency of the scheme – and ensure that all forms of thermal heat are correctly monitored for metering purposes (both 
liquid and steam).   Certification would also provide invaluable in the event that additional ‘RHI’ capacity is installed to ensure that sufficient 
metering is installed to account for the differing termination dates of the incentive payments for the old and new plant.

D – Maintenance of Deemed Installations

Deemed installations should be required to have metering devices that can be read at the time of maintenance/repair by a qualified person 
(certified under MCS) to prove the plant has been in operation and to consider scaling back the deemed annual payments in the event of prolonged 
outages or even future withdrawal of payments if the plant is mothballed (see also our reply to Q12).

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

AgreeQuestion: Q04

Accredited product and installer certification should be required for any installation that wishes to claim RHI support on a deemed basis.  This 
requirement should not be applied where an installation elects to claim RHI support on a metered basis.

AgreeQuestion: Q05

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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No

Comments:
We make the following comments:

A – Applicable Emissions Standards only to apply in the absence of any other standard 

B – Emissions Standards to be applied in the absence of any other standard

A – Applicable Emissions Standards only to apply in the absence of any other standard
Any Order to be drafted in due course to support the RHI must be explicitly clear on when emissions standards must be applied – for the avoidance 
of doubt, we believe that emissions standards for biomass boilers should be introduced ONLY in the absence of any other form of environmental 
air quality and monitoring requirement for the facility in question (either at an installation or individual unit level e.g. a PPC Permit).
We agree that small and medium sized installations should be required to comply with fixed emissions standards at the time of installation due to 
the practicalities of monitoring and enforcement by the environmental regulator on an ongoing basis.  However we believe that larger installations 
that would be subject to planning consent should be allowed to comply with any local planning consent requirements as set by local authorities 
who have mandated emissions standards for biomass boilers in certain locations. We do not believe that it is necessary to exceed these 
requirements where they have already been set; for example, a boiler located in a hospital in a dense city centre should have stricter emissions 
than one located in a less sensitive area. The over-riding principle should still be that the new plant would not be able to breach local or national air 
quality standards. This will be subject to dispersion modelling on a project by project basis where required by the EA or Local Authority.
B – Emissions Standards to be applied in the absence of any other standard

Generally within Europe there is a sliding scale of emissions requirement up to 20MW thermal input, becoming more stringent as the boiler output 
increases and we would suggest that the RHI follows a similar sliding scale arrangement. 
European emissions limits for biomass boiler plants up to 20MW thermal input differ from country to country and the range is given in the table 
below. Also tabulated are the emissions requirements from the Large Combustion Plant Directive and our estimate of the proposed normalised RHI 
limit converted from the g/GJ unit to mg/m3. 

Description	NOx Range (mg/m3)	TPM Range (mg/m3)
European biomass boiler thermal input < 20MW	376 - 753	55 - 283
Large Combustion Plant Directive (50MW – 100MW)	400	50
Proposed RHI (estimated calculation)	350	70

Notes:
•	Information obtained for France, Austria, Denmark, Finland and Germany. 
•	NOx and TPM values have been normalised to 6% excess O2
•	Information source - “The Handbook of Biomass Combustion and Co-firing” 2008

We would enquire as to why the proposed emissions limits are harder to achieve than applicable regulations for plant rated above 20MW, given 
the increased financial costs for air quality emissions abatement (which will be a disincentive to investment) and increased CO2 emissions from 
parasitic electricity used to drive the air quality abatement technology?
Dalkia has undertaken our own assessment of achievable NOX and TPM emissions limits from UK manufactured biomass plant.  These are generally 
lower cost units that should improve the uptake of UK manufactured biomass boiler plant and avoid sourcing boilers from overseas.  Our suggested 
emission limits would be 500 – 600mg/m3 for NOx and <200mg/m3 for TPM normalised to 6% O2 levels.  These would still be subject to local 
planning and/or Environment Agency approvals. Retaining the proposed NOx and TPM limits proposed in the consultation document could 
preclude UK manufacturers from full participation in moving the RHI forward.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Yes

Comments:

We would recommend that installations subject to deeming are required to meet a pre-defined energy performance indicator prior to 
accreditation and subsequent payments under the RHI.  For example, operators would seek to have certification under the Display Energy 
Certificate or Energy Performance Certificate and only those premises rated ‘B’ and above would be eligible to the RHI.

In order to develop and maximise the adoption of District Heating Networks (DHN) – we believe that dwellings already connected to a DHN would 
not be eligible to claim any RHI benefits on any equivalent decentralised solution basis – as this would be to the detriment of the DHN 
development and its more efficient means of generation and hence greater CO2 savings.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

We do not believe that any changes are necessary to pre-existing minimum standards already mandated and see no rationale for using the RHI 
initiative to advance any reform of other building standards. We believe this will lead to confusion and suggest that if Government wish to bring 
forward 2013 and 2016 building standards then this should be done via the pertinent legislation for the purposes of clarity and consistency.

Question: Q11
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No
Comments:

Threshold for application of Deeming Methodology

We agree that deeming would be the most practical solution in the case of very small installations but we would seek an adjustment to the banding 
thresholds applied to mandate heat metering on any installation rated above 100kWth rather than 500kWth.  Our rationale behind this proposal 
would be:

1) Plant rated below 100kWth is likely to include mostly domestic dwellings, which should be the only potential beneficiaries of the RHI that should 
enjoy minimal entry requirements into the scheme.

2) Reduces the risk of Gaming – to ensure that developers do not seek to size plant to maximise RHI benefits on commercial sized plant

3) To ensure that organisations do not install ‘deemed’ plant and just elect to run the plant on a very low load factor and merely revert to natural 
gas plant instead (i.e. collect RHI payments, but have minimal biomass fuel costs)

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

Yes

Comments:

Subject to our response in question 12, we would support SAP or SBEM for deemed installations.  We would also support simplified heat metering 
for ‘medium’ sized installations <500kWth (possibly at a lesser degree of accuracy than BSEN 1434 to reflect the costs of metering) instead of 
deeming.  We also suggest that realistic load factors and availability assumptions are utilised for calculation of deemed outputs and that actual 
assessment via for instance hours run meters are incorporated for deemed installations (reference our response to Q29) to ensure actual operation 
is kept in line with the deemed values.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Comments:
We make the following comments:

A – Threat of Over Generation

B – Practical Metering of Heat for larger Installations

A – Threat of Over Generation

Given that the RHI tariffs have been modelled to deliver a positive IRR and recovery of infrastructure capital costs and the net cost of renewable 
fuel – it would be a low, but not inconceivable risk that over-generation may take place to increase returns – a simple audit on a random basis 
would help mitigate this risk as over-generation would only be feasible where an installation had a physical means to dump heat, which would be 
easily spotted by a competent person undertaking a site energy efficiency audit.  An operator would also be subject to increased primary energy 
costs for biomass and the maintenance costs of the plant if they sought to over-generate – which should reduce the incentive to over-generate.

B – Practical Metering of Heat for larger Installations

British Standard EN1434 relates to the installation and application of liquid heat meters and not steam meters.  There appears to be no equivalent 
standard for the design and installation of steam metering, CHPQA guidance note 17 provides a methodology that can be applied to determine 
meter positioning and uncertainty calculations that could be applied for steam and amended as necessary to reflect the degree of accuracy 
required under BS EN 1434.

For operational reasons, steam systems require a hotwell and degree of heat recirculation in order to ensure safe and efficient operation of the 
system – therefore careful consideration as to the definitions applied in any Regulations concerning the positioning of heat meters must be made.  
We therefore recommend that a steam ‘hotwell’ is also considered as useful heat for the purposes of metering in the RHI.

Potential sources of information include BS EN 12953 for guidance on steam boiler configuration and BS 2486 for water quality and energy 
efficiency.

Question: Q14
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We make the following comments:

A – Renewables Obligation Banding Link

B – Large Scale Biomass

C – RO, FiT and RHI Banding Reviews

A - Renewables Obligation (RO) Banding Link
The recently issued DECC consultation: 'Consultation on the grandfathering policy of support for Dedicated Biomass, Anaerobic Digestion and 
Energy from Waste under the Renewables Obligation' states within section 4 the Governments' preferred proposal to 'grandfather a minimum 
level of support for dedicated biomass, set as the proportion of costs attributable to non fuel costs [with variable support for fuel costs]'.  Given 
that the RO intends to link RO payments to the primary price of biomass, the RHI should follow a similar process.  Such a move would ensure that 
the cost is minimised to consumers as they would only pay the RHI levy linked to the primary cost of biomass.

B - Large Scale Biomass
Large scale biomass installations such as industrial process heat networks or District Heating Networks (DHN) are likely to have some form of 
backup fossil fuel supplies to ensure delivery of heat at all times.  Without the development and government intervention to guarantee support to 
UK sourced biomass fuel supply infrastructure – it is likely that such facilities may rely on their secondary fossil fuels as supply is not likely to meet 
demand (Refer our answer to question 1 (part C))

C - RO / FiT and RHI Banding Reviews
According to the March 2010 DECC report ‘Renewables Obligation – Banding Review Process’, the banding review implementation dates for RO 
and FiT are April 2013, 2017 and potentially 2021 – we would encourage Government to ensure that any review of the RHI is eventually phased to 
co-ordinate with the existing rules for the RO and FiT.

Question: Q15

We do not see any reason why a biogas heat activity >200kW cannot claim under the RHI and not rely exclusively on incomes from FiTs.  There may 
be situations where process heat demand >200kWth is required instead of heat and electricity, which would preclude the installation from gaining 
any incentives from using biogas.

Question: Q16

The level of support provided under the Renewable Obligation is now 20 years, we would see it as being inconsistent to have a level of support 
under the RHI which is of a lesser duration and therefore incentive payments should be for 20 years.

Given that the load factor of solid biomass fuelled plant in DHN applications is often low in the first few months/years of operation, we would 
suggest that an operator should be free to apply for the RHI at any time during the life of the plant.  This will therefore allow the operator to 
ensure that the plant is at optimum performance to ensure the incentive payments under the RHI are maximised.

Question: Q18

In general Yes, but subject to comments below

Comments:

We assume that under the definition of ‘Dedicated Boiler’, some allowance as per the Renewables Obligation Order para 22 (3) shall be given to 
burn fossil fuels for boiler start-up and shutdown etc., regardless of whether the primary fuel is solid biomass or EfW.  Without such a provision, it 
would be almost impossible to operate a dedicated biomass boiler to meet the criteria for RHI.

Question: Q19

We agree that an uplift is necessary over the life of the RHI payment period in order to compensate for the significantly increased capital and 
ongoing operation and maintenance costs of a district heating network.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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Yes
Comments:

We make the following comments:

A – Hard to Treat criteria not to be utilised for DHN Uplift 

B – DHN Criteria for application of Uplift

A – Hard to Treat criteria not to be utilised for DHN Uplift

‘Hard to Treat’ properties is a subjective definition – this may be construed as being properties:
•	With a generally high physical connection cost;
•	In areas without piped natural gas;
•	In dense population areas that would require very high infrastructure costs (i.e. high rise flats or major cities that would require extensive 
wayleaves to install underground pipes);
•	Sited a long distance from the RHI generating station to the consumer;

We would not encourage the RHI regulations to set criteria for ‘Hard to treat’ properties as this may discourage investment in other ‘easier to 
treat’ properties, or encourage simpler projects to be over-engineered to make them qualify as ‘hard-to-treat’.

B – DHN Criteria for application of Uplift

We do not agree that there should be a minimum eligibility requirement for participation in the District Heating uplift based on number of external 
customers – we would instead suggest that any form of uplift is determined on the basis of the characteristics of a DHN that comply with the 
following criteria:

•	A change of ownership of the renewable heat from generator to consumer; and
•	Heat is supplied via a fiscal meter; and
•	Heat sold to external third parties is greater than 50% of the gross annual useful heat output of the thermal appliance; and
•	Where pipework is embedded into Public highways

These criteria would exclude any network that was simply a centralised boilerhouse solution such as a landlord supply within a single building with 
multiple apartments or a multi building industrial site. 

Renewable District Heating requires a clear definition to identify what this description actually means, for example, the present definition used 
within page 52 of the consultation is:

“District heating, whether in the form of a central boiler for an apartment building, or as a network of pipes delivering heat from a central 
installation to a number of local households or businesses, can be a useful and cost-effective alternative to installing individual heating systems in 
individual properties.”

We would encourage the term to be considered in its widest sense to include any form of centralised energy network used for the purposes of 
supplying residential and commercial/industrial heat requirements, where the owner/lessee of the property is not the organisation that generates 
the renewable heat.

Question: Q21

Yes but subject to comment below regarding biomass 

Comments:

We agree that RHI tariffs should be fully fixed and grandfathered to provide a guaranteed return on investment which will maximise the uptake of 
RHI and hence CO2 savings achieved.  However, we propose that bio-energy tariffs should have grandfathering based on the fixed (capital and 
operating and maintenance costs) and a variable element for the marginal renewable fuel costs.  These marginal costs must be reviewed annually.  
If the marginal (fuel) costs are not reviewed and adjusted on an annual basis, there is a significant risk that operators who operate plant based on 
financial economics may seek to revert to fossil fuel derived heat if the incomes from RHI payments do not meet the increased marginal costs of 
using biomass fuel.

A system of benchmark prices will be required and a standardised escalation mechanism to the variable element of the RHI incentive payment.

Question: Q22
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No

Comments:

Whilst we agree with the general proposal to not introduce degression, we would recommend that any site eligible for a DHN uplift receives a 
significant uplift in the first few years of operation, which is then subject to degression over time.

A commercial DHN conforming to the criteria proposed in Q21, typically has a far lower heat demand to satisfy in the early years of operation as 
the network is expanded and new buildings are completed and come on line. Therefore capital investment and operating costs in these early years 
are higher than can be truly supported by the heat demands in those years. This is a significant risk and blocker to the development of new DHN s 
generally. 

Therefore when a commercial DHN first becomes fully operational the network is often operating at less than full capacity (as the plant and 
infrastructure is sized to meet potential future loads and not just initial connected heat loads).  Also DHN connections are often ‘phased’ in line 
with construction programs over a number of years.  The higher initial years RHI payments would act as a subsidy to ensure that OPEX costs are 
recovered whilst the number of connections to the network is low – the DHN uplift would therefore be used to subsidise higher marginal 
generation costs which would otherwise have to be passed onto the consumer of the heat resulting in higher charges to those at risk of fuel 
poverty.

DisagreeQuestion: Q23

A review in line with the RO and FiT seems sensible, subject to annual review of variable element of biomass prices.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

In the case of Biomass and regardless of whether the RHI is on a fully fixed or part fixed and part floating mechanism, an emergency review would 
be required where the primary cost of biomass exceeds a certain differential against natural gas which would then make natural gas the more 
favourable form of generation.  Without such emergency review, a position could develop whereby it would not be economically viable to operate 
existing biomass plant, or to develop new plant, and therefore operators of such plant are likely to make the decision to generate heat or install 
plant burning fossil fuels (where the marginal costs are recovered) which would then fail to deliver the RHI objectives for CO2 savings.

Question: Q27

We make the following comments:

A – Eligibility for RHI Incentive for plants completed before 15th July 2009 

B – RHI Incentive for plants completed before 15th July 2009

A – Eligibility for RHI Incentive for plants completed before 15th July 2009
An installation generating renewable heat prior to the RHI being announced would have been financially approved as being commercially viable at 
the time of capital funding – and therefore providing RHI incentive payments would lead to high economic rents over and above expectations.  
Therefore any plant which does not rely on solid biomass or biogas would not be eligible to RHI unless it was completed after 15th July 2009

B – RHI Incentive for plants completed before 15th July 2009
In the case of solid biomass and biogas plants – these facilities are often reliant on a commercially negotiated imported feedstock and therefore 
the producer of the primary biomass may use the RHI as leverage to increase the costs to the consumer (regardless of whether such biomass 
facility qualifies for RHI payments). 
Not allowing payments of the RHI to early adopters who have taken early action to reduce emissions and operated biomass heat plant pre 15 July 
2009 will result in these installations being at a competitive disadvantage compared to later adopters within their sector.  Also early adopters will 
not have the significant financial benefit the RHI will bring to new entrants who will have the extra revenues to pay for their biomass supply, or 
more importantly, ensure that their supply is still secured at a potentially higher cost.  It is therefore conceivable that existing biomass operators 
who have secondary fossil fuel alternatives may in the event of an increase in biomass prices need to revert to these fuels unless some form of 
subsidy is provided under the RHI (even at a reduced rate to reflect as a ‘credit for early action’).

DisagreeQuestion: Q28
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Yes

Comments:

We make the following comments:

A – Evidence of Deemed plant continued operation 

B – Sanctions for overclaiming of RHI benefits

A – Evidence of Deemed plant continued operation

Deeming of plant must include some form of simple metering device that certifies on an hours run or heat meter basis that the plant has actually 
been in operation during the certification year.  We would suggest that the routine planned maintenance of the plant be undertaken by a qualified 
person who could easily take a meter reading and submit the reading to the RHI Regulator to certify that the plant was in operation, supplemented 
by a small percentage of random annual audits.  We do not feel that such a mechanism would lead to a significant administrative burden and 
would allow the Regulator to track deeming performance of all appliances.

B – Sanctions for overclaiming of RHI benefits

The consultation has not clearly expressed actions that will be taken in the form of financial penalties, clawback of overclaimed RHI payments to a 
generator, suspension of RHI benefits, enforcement of RHI requirements and potential criminal offences under the scheme – we expect the 
government draft Order to provide some insight into these elements so we can comment accordingly.

Question: Q29

Dalkia is in negotiations with several counterparties for the installation of renewable heat facilities and District Heating Networks – whilst we are 
happy to share our experiences with DECC on a private basis, we are not prepared to disclose this information via a consultation document that 
can be accessed by our competitors

Question: Q30

342 EEF Trade Association
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1.	INTRODUCTION

EEF is the representative voice of manufacturing, engineering and technology businesses with a membership of over 6,000 companies employing 
more than 800,000 people. We welcome the opportunity to provide our views on the proposed Renewable Heat Incentive.

2.	NATURE OF OUR RESPONSE

EEF’s response to this consultation is qualified in two respects. First, we do not support the 2020 renewables target that is driving the scheme. 
Second we cannot offer a definitive view until we know how the scheme will be funded.   

Renewables Targets

The rationale for the RHI, and the principal driver for its proposed design, is the 2020 renewables target to which the government has committed 
the UK. However, despite being repeatedly challenged on the issue, the government has failed to make a convincing case for pursing the target. 
EEF believes policy should be based on cutting carbon dioxide emissions, not mandating use of favoured technologies. Setting an arbitrary and 
legally-binding renewables target reduces the flexibility of climate policy and will lead to unnecessary costs being imposed on consumers. 

Funding Arrangements

EEF is reserving judgement on the RHI proposal until there is greater clarity over how it will be funded. The consultation document indicated that 
details on the funding arrangements would be published alongside Budget 2010. Unfortunately no information whatsoever was published. Based 
on the impact assessment, the costs of the RHI are far from trivial: £600m to 1.2bn per annum for 34 years. Depending on how the scheme is 
funded (e.g. via a dedicated levy, general taxation or EU ETS auction receipts) the impact on energy prices, distributional effects and political 
sustainability of the scheme could be markedly different. 

3.	TARIFFS

We do not support the proposed approach for determining which renewable heating technologies are eligible for support and the level of subsidy 
they receive. Under the proposals put forward in the consultation document, all the most widely used technologies would be offered subsidies 
sufficient to make them commercially viable, irrespective of their underlying cost. This leads to a situation in which the least cost-effective 
technologies, such as solar thermal, receive the most generous subsidies.

Government must act in the best interests of consumers and taxpayers by placing a greater priority on the cost-effectiveness of decarbonisation. 
EEF believes the RHI should be more discriminating by focusing support on the most cost-effective technologies. This could be achieved in a 
number of ways. For example, capping support at a level sufficient to encourage uptake of only the best-value-for-money technologies.

Similarly where potentially cost-effective renewable heating options exist, they should not be arbitrarily excluded from the RHI. For example, 
consideration should be given to supporting biofuels other than FAME-based fuels burned in dedicated boilers, some of which could be a more 
cost-effective option for existing industrial boiler systems.    

4.	FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS

EEF would like to flag up three important considerations for designing funding arrangements for the RHI. 

Financing Upfront Costs

Government should be more pro-active in brokering ground rules for, and securing a commitment from, the private sector to provide financing 
mechanisms to cover the upfront costs of renewable heating technologies. This would mean the cost of the scheme for the general consumer 
could be reduced (the proposed tariffs include an element to cover upfront costs as part of the annual payment) and the probability of uptake 
increased. Without upfront financing there is a risk that some households and businesses, and not just the fuel poor or energy intensive, will be in a 
“lose-lose” scenario – i.e. their heating bills or taxes will go up to fund the RHI but they will be unable to take advantage of the technologies the RHI 
supports.

Treatment of Fossil Fuel CHP

Fossil fuels used to power CHP should be exempt from any levy if this is the chosen mechanism to fund the RHI. Domestic-scale CHP is one of the 
more promising low-carbon heating technologies for households and imposing a levy on fuels used to run it would both undermine its economics 
and send a conflicting signal to the feed-in tariff scheme which supports it. Large-scale CHP is often one of the few and best abatement options 
available for industrial heating processes. At both these scales, natural gas is and will remain the dominant heating fuel for the foreseeable future, 
so technologies which allow it be used more efficiently should be encouraged not discouraged.

Treatment of Heat Intensive Industries

Government has estimated that a fossil fuel levy to fund the RHI would add 20-30% to industrial gas bills by 2020. Given that a range of other policy 
interventions is already putting significant upward pressure on industrial energy prices, introducing a further levy on fossil fuels could have a major 
impact on the competitiveness and viability of heat-intensive processes. Moreover, industries with high-grade heat requirements (e.g. metals, 
chemicals, glass and cement) often have few, if any, practical opportunities to switch to renewable heat technologies. Should a levy on fossil fuels 
be introduced to fund the RHI, heat-intensive industries without any practical renewable heating option should be exempt from the levy.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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3.	TARIFFS

We do not support the proposed approach for determining which renewable heating technologies are eligible for support and the level of subsidy 
they receive. Under the proposals put forward in the consultation document, all the most widely used technologies would be offered subsidies 
sufficient to make them commercially viable, irrespective of their underlying cost. This leads to a situation in which the least cost-effective 
technologies, such as solar thermal, receive the most generous subsidies.

Government must act in the best interests of consumers and taxpayers by placing a greater priority on the cost-effectiveness of decarbonisation. 
EEF believes the RHI should be more discriminating by focusing support on the most cost-effective technologies. This could be achieved in a 
number of ways. For example, capping support at a level sufficient to encourage uptake of only the best-value-for-money technologies.

Similarly where potentially cost-effective renewable heating options exist, they should not be arbitrarily excluded from the RHI. For example, 
consideration should be given to supporting biofuels other than FAME-based fuels burned in dedicated boilers, some of which could be a more 
cost-effective option for existing industrial boiler systems.

Question: Q18

343 Energy Intensive Users Group Trade Association
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EIUG represents the UK’s energy intensive industries – producers of steel, chemicals, paper, cement, glass, ceramics, aluminium and industrial 
gases, etc.  These industries are for the most part internationally owned, compete in globally traded markets and depend on access to 
internationally competitive energy supplies to remain in business.  We accept the case for decarbonising energy supplies where it is practical and 
economic to do so, and strongly support the principle that emissions reduction should be achieved at least cost.
 
We have profound concerns about the potential impact of the Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) on the cost of industry’s gas supplies and hence on 
the future competitiveness of gas-intensive manufacturing industries in the UK.  That these concerns have not been adequately acknowledged let 
alone addressed at this comparatively late stage in the RHI funding consultation is highly regrettable.  We believe that DECC should turn its 
attention to these concerns as a matter of priority in the remaining months prior to implementation.
 
DECC appears not to understand the limited extent to which certain industrial processes are able to switch to alternative renewable heat sources, 
on technical grounds, even if the problematic economic consequences of attempting to do so are ignored entirely.  The RHI as currently 
constituted would simply render these processes uncompetitive and encourage investment in production outside the UK in countries that have no 
intention of imposing similar renewable subsidy costs on their heat-intensive industries.  Energy can account for anything between 20-70% of 
production costs for certain intensive processes, so cost-raising interventions in the gas/heat markets represent a material threat to their viability.  
Mitigating measures are therefore required to minimise the negative economic impact of the RHI and the consequent risk of carbon leakage, 
analogous to those already in place for relevant sectors under the Climate Change Levy and the EU Emissions Trading Scheme (ETS).
 
EIUG has additional specific concerns relating to the definition of gas feedstock use in the chemicals sector, which should be exempted from the 
RHI, and the potential negative impact of the RHI on highly efficient gas-fired industrial combined heat and Power (CHP).  DECC will be aware that 
there is a considerable reliance on gas-fired CHP in the paper and chemical industries and elsewhere in the intensive sectors – a situation that the 
government has rightly encouraged because of its contribution to lowering energy-related emissions.  Our position is that feedstock users and 
operators of good quality industrial CHP should not be disadvantaged by the introduction of the RHI and should therefore be exempt from the 
direct or indirect costs it would otherwise impose on the efficient use of natural gas.
 
Significant uncertainties remain with respect to RHI funding.  The government had led us to believe that this would be at least partially resolved by 
a statement in the recent Budget, but in the event this failed to materialise.  DECC and Treasury should be aware that industry needs to budget 
ahead with reasonable confidence for next year and beyond and that the continuing uncertainty about RHI funding acts as a disincentive to 
investment within heat-intensive industries, and indeed in the new sources of renewable heat that DECC wishes to encourage more generally.
 
DECC should also be aware that the regulatory impact assessment (RIA) accompanying the consultation is manifestly inadequate as far as large 
energy-intensive industrial users are concerned, even allowing for the fact that certain aspects of funding remain uncertain at this stage.  DECC has 
so far refused to provide a transparent indication in absolute (as well as %) terms of the likely impact of the RHI on the unit cost of gas supplied to 
industrial users generally, and no information at all on the likely impact on large intensive users.  We note however that DECC admits gas bills for 
average industrial users are likely to rise by up to 35% by 2020, so gas bills for large intensive users will presumably be subject to even an larger 
increase.
 
EIUG has long argued that the vulnerability of intensive users must be assessed in light of the cumulative impact of unilateral UK/EU climate 
measures on industrial energy costs by 2020 and beyond – i.e. the impact of the RHI given the additional burdens also imposed on industry by the 
CCL, Renewables Obligation, EU ETS (direct and indirect costs), Carbon Capture and Storage Levy, inflated transmission, distribution and system 
balancing costs to accommodate unreliable wind energy, etc.  Our understanding of the government’s own various estimates to date is that the 
combined impact of these measures by 2020 will be to increase the unit cost of energy supplied to large intensive industrial users by up to 40% for 
gas and 70% for electricity respectively.  It is essential that DECC provides this information, which has been repeatedly requested, as a matter of 
urgency.
 
Finally, we note that the RIA reveals that the expected emissions savings from the RHI will come at an unnecessarily expensive cost to UK energy 
consumers even under the most optimistic of scenarios – many times the price of emissions reduction within the EU ETS, let alone through 
potentially even cheaper energy efficiency measures elsewhere.  We note DECC’s remarkably honest conclusion (RIA para. 57) that:
 
‘the RHI as a whole fails to pass the cost effectiveness test’
 
It is regrettable therefore that DECC appears intent to plough ahead with this flawed measure in its current form.  But we hope there is still time for 
common sense to prevail and that appropriate modifications can be made in light of consultation responses – particularly those from the 
consumers who are set to bear the considerable cost.  We believe serious consideration should be given to funding the RHI through general 
taxation in order to mitigate the damaging economic impact on industrial gas/heat users, but regardless of whether this can be done, modifications 
must be made to ensure the burden is reduced for vulnerable intensive industrial users that are highly exposed to international competition.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

There are a number of issues that remain unaddressed, including but not necessarily limited to funding (partially a matter for Treasury), the 
definition of feedstock use, treatment of intensive industrial heat users exposed to international competition and the disincentive for investment in 
gas-fired CHP.  We believe there should be a further consultation to discuss these and other outstanding issues in more detail and that a more 
accurate, transparent and comprehensive impact assessment must published once funding has been established. 
We would also draw attention to the need for strong sustainability criteria for biomass to qualify for RHI support, which would strengthen the 
incentive’s environmental credentials and ensure that otherwise responsible industries using biomass as feedstock with such criteria are not 
disadvantaged.

Question: Q01
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We disagree with this proposal - there should be the freedom to tailor equipment specifically for the needs of large-scale installations on complex 
industrial sites.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

We agree that there may be merit in ensuring that householders meet minimum energy efficiency standards in order to benefit from RHI support.  
As a matter of principle, we welcome initiatives to ensure that the burden of climate measures falls on all parts the economy, not just the industrial 
sector.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

We agree that it is appropriate in many instances for large-scale installations to meter renewable heat production in order to benefit from RHI 
support.  We believe such metering should be stipulated to a certain degree of accuracy, not regulated, as with current Climate Change 
Agreements.  However, since biomass fuel input can often be measured with often a greater degree of accuracy than metering, we believe the use 
of biomass in directly fired operations such as kilns and burners should also be able to attract the RHI even though the heat output is not directly 
metered.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

We agree that the risk of a ‘perverse incentive to over generate’ is low, not least because of the high input costs associated with generating energy 
in process heating.

Question: Q14

We agree that tariffs should be grandfathered to ensure certainty for investors

Question: Q22

Reviews periods should aim to avoid uncertainty in the level of support from the RHI over the required lead times for investments on industrial 
sites, which can run to three or four years from funding to final commissioning.  Investors need clarity at the time of investment, not 
commissioning.

Question: Q26

344 N.J. Quick (individual) Existing generator

No.

Question: Q02

AgreeQuestion: Q03

AgreeQuestion: Q04

AgreeQuestion: Q05

Wood pellet fuelled stoves should be included – provided that both the stove and its fuel comply with all relevant UK regulations/exemptions, etc.  
In smaller properties such stoves may be the primary source of heat and as such would seem to present a stronger case for support than solar 
thermal panels, which in the UK can only ever be an ancillary source of heat.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

As I understand it, current generation bioliquids are produced primarily, if not exclusively, from crops on land that could alternatively be used for 
food production.  In these circumstances, it would be totally unacceptable to make them eligible for RHI support.  As subsequent generations of 
bioliquids become available, that do not compete with food production, their eligibility for RHI support should be re-considered.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

In rural areas where air quality is not an issue, automated log boilers should be eligible for RHI support.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

No.  As I understand the terms of reference for the RHI, it is to drive the UK Low Carbon Transition Plan.  Introduction of additional eligibility 
criteria will almost certainly inhibit take-up of the scheme.

Question: Q10
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As I stated in response to Q10 above, I do not believe that additional criteria such as energy efficiency standards should be superimposed.  
Obviously developers must comply with the building regulations in effect at the time of the installation.  Over time these regulations will of course 
become more stringent.  The problem arises because legislators failed to synchronise the introduction of the RHI with the introduction of revised 
building regulations.  It seems unreasonable to me that users should be discouraged from taking up on the RHI scheme as a consequence of 
government shortcomings.

Question: Q11

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Our own property is a Scottish farmhouse, parts of which date back to 1745.  Whilst we have made strenuous efforts to install energy efficiency 
measures, it is obviously, not as efficient as present day properties.  The statement “…property of the same type with reasonable energy efficiency 
measures installed” is therefore a most important consideration.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Yes

Question: Q14

Yes.  The example RHI calculation in the consultation document seems reasonable and is presumably based on a rate of return of 12%.  This seems 
an attractive incentive in the present circumstances.  However, if as is possible, the UK moves into an inflationary period with attendant rises in 
interest rates (as in the 1970’s), 12% will probably become insufficient as an incentive.

Question: Q18

Yes.

Question: Q19

The level of this uplift, to cater for infrastructure costs, needs careful consideration.  Presumably district heating schemes have economies of scale, 
therefore the uplift plus the RHI for the boiler alone should be lower than the sum of the RHIs of connected properties if these properties were 
treated as having individual boilers.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes.  All district heating schemes should be eligible.  The question as posed seems to imply that infrastructure costs would be low when a small 
number of heat users were connected.  This may not be the case. Put too many hurdles in the way and uptake of RHI will be lessened.

Question: Q21

no.  Separate the bio-matter fuel costs and the non-fuel component of the RHI tariff.  This is most important as fuel costs will almost certainly rise 
appreciably with the passage of time.  This could be because of:  inflation, demand approaching the limits of supply (if the RHI is very successful) or 
increasing scarcity of resource due to climate change.

Question: Q22

This seems the right approach and complements your suggestion that the tariff should be in two parts, namely: a fuel component and a non-fuel 
component.  Periodic reviews will be necessary.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

It is almost impossible to forecast future technological developments, so the situation needs to be under constant review so that emerging 
technologies can be included in the scheme as and when they become commercially available.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

I am working on this topic at present.  Low cost solar thermal panels are very easy to manufacture and install.  They tend to require a larger surface 
area to produce the same amount of heat as ‘industry standard’ panels.  However, provided that south facing roof space is available, this should 
not be a constraint as planning regulations have now been relaxed.  If such low cost panels/installations were considered eligible, the RHI, as it 
stands, should prove a very effective incentive.

Question: Q25

The approach proposed seems to cater for all eventualities.

AgreeQuestion: Q26
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Climate change might lead to drought or an insect infestation – in turn leading to rapid dieback of forests.  This happened with Dutch Elm Disease 
in the 1970’s.

Question: Q27

It is utterly unacceptable that access to RHI support should not be available to installations completed before 15  July 2009.  Our 50kW woodchip 
boiler was installed and commissioned in August 2007.  

Since then I have made presentations on behalf of: Scottish Enterprise, the Energy Agency and Arran Woodfuels.  I have demonstrated our system 
to a coach load of members of the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group and also to many individuals who have expressed an interest.  In total I 
have addressed well in excess of 200 people.  I have advised several foresters on woodchip production and the requirements of the European 
standards – particularly with respect to chip size and moisture content.  I have made no charge for any of this work (not even expenses), and of 
course I have had to set aside time from running my business to do all this.  As a result of my presentation on the Isle of Arran, the largest hotel on 
the Island has installed a 700kW boiler to produce heat and hot water for the whole hotel, including the swimming pool.  This boiler is eligible for 
RHI support.  

As a pioneer in the technology in Scotland, I took the risks associated with pioneering work – particularly in establishing supply lines for woodfuel.  
Now I find that my own installation is not eligible for RHI support and I feel very aggrieved.  My efforts have rewarded others, but I myself get no 
recompense or recognition.  I was awarded a grant from the Scottish Government under the Scottish Biomass Support Scheme that covered slightly 
less than half the capital cost of the project.  I accept that this grant might have to be paid back in order for me to be eligible for the full RHI.  This 
could be done by crediting back the RHI against the grant until it was paid off – following which I would become eligible for the RHI for the 
remaining years.  Alternatively I could be eligible for the fuel component of the RHI (at 2 pence per kWh) for the full 15 years.  The number of 
boilers installed before 15 July 2009 will not be large when compared with number installed under the scheme thereafter.  The cost of including 
early adopters and pioneers such as myself would therefore be negligible when compared with total RHI outgoings in a few years time.  
Furthermore, the consultation document suggests that the RHI might be revised upwards to track fuel cost rises – giving some protection to 
recipients of the RHI.  Meanwhile those who installed boilers before July 2009 are afforded no such protection.  It would seem outrageous if we 
who have paved the way with the technology – and in many cases actively promoted it – should then be exempted from RHI support.  Serious 
consideration should be given to this matter.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

No.

Question: Q29

See my answers to Q20 and Q21.

Question: Q30

345 Charlesfield First LLP Potential generator

CHP

Question: a) Summary
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Charlesfield First LLP is promoting the creation of a principally wood fuelled biomass CHP plant in the Scottish Borders close to significant forestry 
and agricultural supplies.  The area is characterised by dispersed, smaller rural communities with a general absence of larger industrial heat and 
power users. 
We have planning consents and a grid connection to export electricity generated for a 6.6MWe and 9 MWth output plant and we are looking for 
assistance to deliver a local heat network. The local authority, as a consequence of the introduction in April 2010 of the Carbon Reduction 
Commitment Energy Efficiency Scheme, is looking at possible carbon reduction benefits consequent upon taking a renewable heat supply for the 
Council HQ  and the local schools from our Biomass CHP Plant.
There are c 1,000 new houses zoned and with planning consents pending and we are seeking to explore the viability of creating a district heating 
scheme serving those houses, the local and public authority buildings and some smaller scale commercial activities all within 2 - 3 kms of the plant.
The project financiers cannot include any value currently for any heat sales or the benefit of any Renewable Heat Incentive when available in 2011.  
This project will operate until c 2035 and the initial financing for the scheme must exclude the heat network due to the uncertainties of delivery.  
This is very frustrating as the operational efficiencies of the Biomass CHP Plant improve dramatically when both the heat and the power are utilised 
rather than just power alone.
We also have a planning consent to create a 10,000 tpa wood pellet plant to supply the emerging local renewable heat market out with the 
intended district heating scheme.  Accreditation of suppliers of the technology should seek to balance the interest of the purchaser with the desire 
to achieve the set targets for delivery . 
We fear that a compulsory, additional, expensive accreditation scheme for smaller local businesses may represent another barrier to entry to this 
market for willing purchasers which helps to defeat the aims of the RHI scheme.  This balance must be found and in Scotland there are detailed 
building regulations to be complied with and qualification for RHI payments could be linked to building regulation compliance. There are also 
respected trade associations whose membership should be taken as equivalent to accreditation for RHI installation purposes.
Our website www.charlesfieldfirst.co.uk sets out more up to date information about our situation and we have held public consultations and there 
was a genuine interest in the provision of a heat network fuelled by locally sourced fuel supplies creating improved rural employment 
opportunities. 
The issues currently facing us relate to the availability of finance from investors and banks for the creation of a district heat network.
We welcome the Renewable Heat Incentive as essential support in securing the delivery of the desired changes in the UK's energy market and 
having regard to our situation we respond to your consultation as follows: 
We have the following specific suggestions :

Question: b) GeneralResponse

We fear that a compulsory, additional, expensive accreditation scheme for smaller local businesses may represent another barrier to entry to this 
market for willing purchasers which helps to defeat the aims of the RHI scheme.  This balance must be found and in Scotland there are detailed 
building regulations to be complied with and qualification for RHI payments could be linked to building regulation compliance. There are also 
respected trade associations whose membership should be taken as equivalent to accreditation for RHI installation purposes.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

We are seeking to attract business to stimulate a rural location in the vicinity of the Charlesfield Biomass CHP Plant site and we are seeking to use 
the benefits of renewable heat and power to draw businesses and create or enhance rural employment.  To this end we see the specific exclusion 
of cooling generated from renewable resources as a limiting factor.  We will be using similar resources requiring similar investment to generate the 
cooling for some businesses as we will use for those businesses requiring renewable heat.  We believe that the provision of cooling consistent with 
the Renewable Energy Strategy should also qualify for RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

The proposal to drop from 2 or 1.5 ROCs to a lone ROC to gain the RHI is inhibitive as the power element has a greater financial value than the heat 
element. Due to this developers will be inclined to hold on to uplifted ROC and not utilise the heat element. 
In Chapter 5 - Interaction with other Policies it is stated:
For RO-eligible CHP stations installed after the publication of the Renewable
Energy Strategy, we will offer a one-off choice to claim RO + uplift, or RO
(without uplift) + RHI. Once a station has become accredited under the RHI as
well, it will not be possible to reverse this decision.
A thorough study of this issue with market testing is required in order to encourage best practice. 
Under the current RO regime the rate of return for a project steps up to a financeable level when the heat output allows the plant to satisfy the 
good quality CHP (GQCHP) criteria (and the additional 0.5 ROC uplift is applied) however beyond this point there is no incentive for the project to 
supply any more heat. 
Under the RHI the suggested relationship between heat output and rate of return means a project will not be capable of securing project finance 
until a tipping point of secured users has been achieved meaning that a significant and potentially unrealistic level of heat is being exported. 
Clearly some projects would be worse off under the RHI than they are currently under the RO, and may not go ahead at all if this prevents them 
from reaching investor’s hurdle rates. This situation means to us that this element of the RHI scheme as currently presented for consultation does 
not achieve the desired output.
It is also currently possible to secure 2 Ros for certain technologies and the lack of a comprehensive strategy to encourage delivery of  working CHP 
Plants contributing to achieving the published renewable heat targets needs to be addressed.  
There might be options to pay variable rates of RHI depending on the available output where more RHI is payable for the first tranche of the 
metered output to allow the CHP Plant operators to commence operations knowing that there is an incremental increase in the RHI  to flow but at 
a lower rate for the second or subsequent tranches of metered output when further users are secured to take actual use of the renewable heat 
towards full or fuller use of the available output capacity.  This will help the initial creation of the facilities anticipating a staged increase in the 
delivery of renewable heat.

Question: Q15
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346 Stephanie Hudson (individual) Existing generator
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Thank you for your response. I agree that our household heating and hot water systems are unusal, but they were the most sensible answer to our 
needs. When the most recent extensions were done, it was obvious that the existing oil boiler, whilst still functional at that time, could not cope, 
and so we split the systems. We were also concerned that the lengths of pipe-runs were not conducive to preventing heat loss. Another factor was 
that, with a large house to keep heated, we would always have heat at one end to keep the occupants warm, even if the other boiler should break 
down or require maintenance. 
 
I do not see the problem in regarding our house as having 2 separate installations, therefore being eligible for the tariff for the system that we 
convert. The house is divided quite clearly into 2 sections for heating, similarly to if it were separate flats - it is just that the 2 halves of the house 
are not self-contained. They could easily be, but we are 1 family! If you did not feel able to give us the full tariff, I suppose if you felt that there 
could be heat loss from 1 area of the house to the other, then we would welcome a smaller tariff rather than nothing at all. 
 
In our situation, there could be no option of the renewable technology not being used. As I said the areas of the house that the separate systems 
serve are quite distinct, and with it being almost all a long rambling bungalow (I can supply plans), with just 1 bedroom/bathroom upstairs at the 
LPG-powered end, there isn't a possibility of the "old technology" being used to heat the other half. I also wonder how you could ensure in any 
house that the occupiers were not using LPG-powered fires etc for the heating, rather than their renewable technology?
 
As I said in my earlier Email, we have considered trying to fit a system that would serve the whole house, but our Consultants "Ice Energy" have 
advised that this isn't really an option, due to the size and layout. In addition, if attempted, we would have to get our electricity supply changed to 
3-phase to run a suitable pump, and we really cannot afford that on top of the other costs. "Ice Energy" advise that we should put in a ground-
energy Heat Source pump at the other end of the house when the existing LPG-fired quite new boiler eventually fails, and we are happy to agree 
with this. We assume we would then be able to apply for the tariff for the whole house (combined systems). They agree with us that it seems a 
waste of money to scrap a quite new system, when we will have to have 2 separate systems long-term anyway - at least as far as current 
technology allows. Anyway, I don't think we could afford to have both systems put in now - I am already retired, on a pension, and my husband is 
due to retire shortly. If that was the only option, we would just have to have a new oil boiler installed instead, because of the relevant costs
 
I would ask you to seriously consider us and our project. We are keen to do all we can to help with environmental issues, but as elderly retired 
people we do have to keep a careful eye on what we spend, and calculate quite carefully what the economic advantages for us are of opting for 
the renewable energy technologies. We would like to hope that we will be here for at least 10 years - and we need to be fairly sure that the extra 
money we spend now on opting for renewable energy schemes will have "paid for itself" by the end of that time. Otherwise, much as we would 
prefer to support renewable energy, we feel that for the sake of our  family we would have to opt for "old technology" and a loss of hard-earned 
savings. We have opted to instal PV cells because we feel those will pay for themselves, with the new FIT, over 10 years. It will be a pity if we feel 
we have to continue with oil because "the sums do not add up".
 
We do not see why our proposed use of an air-source heat pump to replace our exisiting oil-fired installation in our house would not automatically 
qualify for tariff under the existing rules which specify "installations". We would be quite happy for any Inspectorate to visit the house and check 
how the system was being used. As a last resort we would look to see if a reduced tariff for only heating part of the house would be ecomocally 
viable or us.
 
I look forward to hopefully a favourable response on this.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Stephanie Hudson (Mrs)
----- Original Message ----- 
From: DECC RFI Consultation 
To: Stephanie Hudson (Twidale) 
Sent: Friday, April 23, 2010 2:33 PM
Subject: RE: RENEWABLE HEAT INITIATIVE

Dear Stephanie

The situation you have presented is quite unusual and not one we considered in detail at the time of drafting the consultation. When drafting our 
proposals we intended that at the domestic scale the renewable technology would be the only primary heat source for space and water heating. 
Any alternative on this would make the deeming process more complex and could present other complexities around enforcement and ensuring 
the use of renewable systems.

The consultation is open until Monday I we would appreciate your thoughts on this and other issues. In particular, what would be the practical 
solutions to:

deciding how much support to give for the renewable technology;
how to ensure that the renewable technology was being used?

Regards,

RHI Team

From: Stephanie Hudson (Twidale  
Sent: 21 April 2010 12:16
To: DECC RFI Consultation

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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Subject: RENEWABLE HEAT INITIATIVE

Dear Sir
 
We are actively considering the replacement of our old oil-fired boiler with an air-source heat pump (installation of ground-source at this end of 
the house would be technically very difficult). This current boiler supplies heating to one half of our bungalow, and hot water throughout. 
 
Our property is a very extensive (in terms of footprint on the ground) rambling bungalow, built in the 1950s and extended several times. Because 
of the large floor area, we have 2 completely separate heating systems, as the pipe-work is too long for a standard boiler to be effective. The other 
half of the house is heated by a quite new (less than 5 years) LPG boiler, as there is no gas in the area. We do not really feel it is financially sensible 
to take out this boiler and replace it with a renewable heat system until the boiler is nearer the end of its life. At that stage we would opt for either 
a ground-source pump, as the area is available at that end to do that, or possibly another air-source. 
 
We have discussed with our supplier the possibility of replacing both boilers with a single ground-source system, but that would entail converting 
our existing single-phase electricity supply to 3-phase (overhead cables, and transfomer on our land). We cannot afford the high cost of this - I am 
retired and my husband shortly to do so - and also we are about to install a 16-panel PV cell solar electricity generating system which is based on 
single-phase electricity. Our property is too large for a single air-source pump to power, so come what may, we have to keep two separate heating 
installations.
 
My question is this - our supplier tells us that the proposed iniative tariffs will only apply to houses where the heating of the entire house is 
supplied from a ground or air-source pump. Reading your consultation boooklet, it talks about installations. As we would be replacing an entire 
installation - the oil-fired boiler - would we be eligible for the tariff for that section of the house? If not, would we have to wait until we eventually 
replaced the LPG-fired installation, and would we then be able to claim the tariff for the whole house (both installations combined)?
 
Yours faithfully
 
Stephanie Hudson (Mrs)

347 John Cantor Heat Pumps Installer

In summary – I am mostly concerned that the RHI will not give sufficient incentive for the adoption of high-efficiency heat pump applications. On 
the contrary, it may encourage low-cost systems that operate to minimum efficiency standards.  The proposed scheme may have underestimated 
the wide variation in heat pump efficiencies (COP or SPF) due to the many variable aspects of the installation, including the type of building that is 
being heated.
Whilst welcoming the commitment shown by this scheme, I do on the other hand worry that this will be a complex, inequitable and expensive 
scheme to administer well. 
To date, the majority of heat pumps have been installed in well-insulated buildings where system energy efficiency (COP or SPF) can be high. We 
must be careful as we open up this technology to older buildings where emitter temperatures need to be higher, and it is more difficult to achieve 
such high energy efficiencies.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Verifying that a heat pump is functioning energy-efficiently could be difficult to administer, and needs to be considered very carefully.
Some heat pumps (particularly air-source) will not last the 20-year period, and could require either replacement or extensive repairs during this 
period.  Some check would be needed to verify that the systems are still functioning, and functioning efficiently. If this becomes a required annual 
certificate, then this could negate one of the selling points for heat pumps over boilers – they don’t necessarily require regular maintenance. 
Furthermore, to actually assess the net benefit of any specific heat pump installation is not an easy task due to the many variable aspects relating 
to the system.  I do not believe this is insurmountable, but it will need to be thought through carefully

Support for other energy-saving technologies. e.g. Passive Heat Recovery Ventilation and other methods should be supported.

Support for control systems to level-out the grid electricity supply at peak-demand times. This could be an important aspect for the future use of 
heat pumps. This will need to be considered in the next few years. This should be reflected in system energy labelling

Question: Q01

The energy efficiency of Heat pump systems varies greatly depending on a multitude of factors relating to all aspects of the system and the building 
that it is heating.
I do not see how RHI encourages high-efficiency applications, and I suspect that it will encourage lower-cost systems operating to a minimum-
standard SPF or COP.
Currently, low fuel bills are the main incentive for high-efficiency installations

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

It is vital that householders minimise their energy demand by the most practical methods before considering renewable heating. This is particularly 
important with heat pump installations since the lower the heat demand, the lower the likely emitter temperature, hence the energy 
efficiency/SPF is likely to be better

RequirementQuestion: Q10
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Metering is obviously counter-productive for heat pump installations, hence deeming is preferable. However, older houses could attract a 
disproportionately high pay-out. Thermal insulation and improvements to existing heating systems may be a far more effective way to reduce CO2.

Question: Q12

If SAP figures are to be used for deeming, then some allowance should be made relating to the house size and number of occupants. Otherwise the 
scheme could encourage large old buildings with few occupants. e.g. Most larger houses have some rarely-occupied rooms, but such rooms would 
be attracting RHI.

Question: Q13

Being paid for energy-used, that is over and above the cost of fuel to run the system would not seem sensible in any situation.

Question: Q14

I think the payment should reflect the energy efficiency of the heat pump. An energy efficiency rating should given. E.g. a heat pump in a new-build 
with underfloor heating is likely to be considerably more energy efficient than one in an old building using radiators. The incentive should be 
proportionate in each case.

Question: Q18

As with many new technologies, there have been some problems over the last 10 years adopting heat pump technology efficiently. It would be of 
great benefit to allow any existing expensive-to-run systems to be replaced or upgraded under the RHI scheme.
It is also a shame that those householders bold enough to install a system in the early days are not rewarded in any way.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

There does not seem to be enough incentive for high-efficiency systems. Thus lower cost installations would probably flourish.  E.g. there is little 
incentive to minimise the use of direct-acting electric top-up heaters.  The only method that I can think of is some sort of energy labelling. 
However, this must consider the whole installation: - the heat emitters, the hot water and the building type.  It is quite difficult to predict a SPF or 
COP for an installation.
However, it may not be too complex to use heat pump COP graphs and source/output  temperature with loop-up tables to estimate the Seasonal 
Performance Factor for an installation.

Question: Q29

348 Andrew Eadie (individual) Potential generator

The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies for 
imported woodchips and wood pellets and biodiesel feedstock i.e imported soya / palm oil will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, 
in places like South America, which will have serious impacts on biodiversity habitat destruction, ecosystem destruction, communities, soils and 
freshwater.

Question: Q01

There should be no subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies for 
imported woodchips and wood pellets and biodiesel feedstock i.e imported soya / palm oil will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, 
in places like South America, which will have serious impacts on biodiversity habitat destruction, ecosystem destruction, communities, soils and 
freshwater. 

Payments should depend on climate impacts.

Question: Q18

349 Confederation of British Industry (CBI) Trade Association
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CBI response to the government’s consultation on the Renewable Heat Incentive
The CBI is the UK’s leading business organisation, speaking for some 240,000 businesses that together employ around a third of the private sector 
workforce. Member companies include 80 of the FTSE 100 index, some 200,000 small and medium-sized firms, more than 20,000 manufacturers, 
and over 150 sectoral associations. 
The CBI welcomes the opportunity to respond to this consultation, and will publish a policy brief shortly looking at the broader policy framework 
for heat.
The CBI agrees with the Committee on Climate Change’s (CCC’s) conclusion that the UK cannot meet its legally binding emissions reduction target 
without addressing the emissions produced from heat use, which account for just under half of the UK’s total carbon emissions . Within this 
context, the CBI welcomes the introduction of the Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) as a policy measure to support the decarbonisation of the heat 
supply across all sectors. 
As with all new policies however, the RHI must be considered, not in isolation, but as part of the wider policy framework for energy and climate 
change. To this end, the CBI believes it is important that the RHI meets the following policy objectives:
•	Contributes to the overarching carbon targets
•	Achieves cost-effectiveness
•	Does not disadvantage energy intensive industries
This consultation response therefore argues that:
•	Policy intervention is needed to stimulate the low-carbon heat market
•	The incentive must avoid open-ended subsidy of highest cost low-carbon heat technologies
•	The way the RHI is funded must be rethought

Policy intervention is needed to stimulate the low-carbon heat market
Policy intervention is required to support the expansion of the renewable heat market. Furthermore, we see the value in differentiating the level of 
subsidy by scale and technology in order to ensure that a range of technologies are brought to market in different sectors. The cost of abatement 
varies significantly between the different technologies (see fig.1), and pump-priming support for a wide range of technologies should help to drive 
down costs more quickly.

Fig. 1 Realistic abatement potential of renewable heat by technology (2022) 
 

The incentive must avoid open-ended subsidy of highest cost low-carbon heat technologies
However, it is important to recognise that the deployment of renewables is a means to an end, and must not compromise cost-effectiveness in 
achieving the overarching greenhouse gas targets. We must avoid a situation where large volumes of the most expensive technologies are being 
widely deployed at high cost, given that the majority of households and businesses will be picking up the bill. Conversely, lower cost options such 
as large-scale biogas production should not be excluded from receiving RHI support (provided the Rate of Return delivered by RHI eligibility does 
not exceed the 12% standard for the scheme).
The RHI must be designed with checks and balances in place to ensure that the overall cost of the scheme is kept under control. This should include 
‘degression’ whereby support levels would decrease by a given percentage each year for new projects taken up between review periods.
Recommendation 1: The government should set the date for the first review of the scheme with a presumption that degression will be used if 
necessary to ensure the total subsidy cost for the most expensive technologies do not escalate disproportionately. 
Recommendation 2: Large-scale biogas production should be eligible to receive support under the RHI.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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The way the RHI is funded must be rethought
The government is right to be looking again at its approach to funding the RHI
The government’s original policy proposal was to fund the Renewable Heat Incentive through a levy on fossil fuels used for heat, which would 
concurrently disincentivise the use of fossil fuels. While this ‘carrot and stick’ approach can often be effective, its implications must be carefully 
considered. In this instance, the application of a ‘one size fits all’ levy is too blunt an instrument, and could have a negative impact on industry. The 
government appear to recognise this risk and is now looking at a wider range of approaches to funding the RHI.
The RHI levy would disincentivise energy-efficient use of fossil fuels
While the CBI believes that a significant expansion of renewables will be necessary to decarbonise our heat supply, the scale of the government’s 
ambition means that this will take time. During the transition, it is important that the RHI does not discriminate against non-renewable low-carbon 
options such as gas-fired Combined Heat and Power (CHP) and micro CHP (which would be required to pay the levy under government proposals). 
While these technologies may not be zero carbon, they can be deployed at a comparatively low cost across industry and potentially the housing 
stock to create considerable carbon savings in the short-term. These technologies can further reduce emissions over the longer-term given their 
ability to switch to renewable energy sources where appropriate. 
The levy could undermine industrial competitiveness
For those industries with high-grade heat requirements, the RHI will be no more than a punitive measure, which will increase energy prices without 
any bearing on their ability to move away from fossil fuels. Many industries – such as glass, metal, cement and chemical manufacturers – will 
simply be unable to switch to renewable heat sources as they do not have the capacity to produce the high temperatures required. 
Most recent estimates suggest that the RHI will increase industrial gas bills by 20% in 2020(ref. RHI impact assessment). While it may be argued 
that the effect of the RHI on energy prices will be marginal at the beginning of the scheme, it is important that this measure is considered, not in 
isolation, but as part of the cumulative impact of all government energy and climate change policies on energy prices. 
While these costs may be manageable for some firms, for certain other sectors operating within a global market - and in the absence of an 
international climate change deal - their competitiveness can be undermined as their costs rise more than their competitors.
Recommendation 3: The government should rule out the original ‘RHI levy’ approach (i.e. a levy on all fossil fuel used for heating) and consider the 
following options instead:
Option 1 – Fund the RHI through general taxation (on the basis that the Exchequer cost would not be significant in the early years as the scheme 
built up).
Option 2 – Cover the costs of the RHI through a combination of an increment on the Climate Change Levy, (with Climate Change Agreement sectors 
receiving the standard CCA/CCL discount on this increment), and an equivalent increment on domestic energy bills.  
If the Government did revert to the original levy approach, exemptions for energy intensive sectors would be essential.

Renewable cooling – a missed opportunity?
Although small in comparison to heat, demand for cooling is rising, particularly in large commercial buildings and increasingly in the domestic 
sector. This demand is not limited to space cooling – for example in large data centres, for every KWh of electricity used to run the servers, 1KWh is 
needed in air conditioning. By 2020, UK energy demand from air conditioning is expected to reach 20KWh/year (Heat call for evidence, Department 
for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, January 2008). 
Air conditioning is usually electrically powered, therefore one could expect emissions to decrease as the electricity grid becomes decarbonised. 
However, there may be a wider range of renewable cooling technologies such as reverse heat pumps, trigeneration or potentially water cooling 
which could achieve decarbonisation in the near-term whilst also contributing to the UK’s renewables target. The government should therefore 
explore ways in which to boost the renewable cooling market.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

The incentive must avoid open-ended subsidy of highest cost low-carbon heat technologies
However, it is important to recognise that the deployment of renewables is a means to an end, and must not compromise cost-effectiveness in 
achieving the overarching greenhouse gas targets. We must avoid a situation where large volumes of the most expensive technologies are being 
widely deployed at high cost, given that the majority of households and businesses will be picking up the bill. Conversely, lower cost options such 
as large-scale biogas production should not be excluded from receiving RHI support (provided the Rate of Return delivered by RHI eligibility does 
not exceed the 12% standard for the scheme).
The RHI must be designed with checks and balances in place to ensure that the overall cost of the scheme is kept under control. This should include 
‘degression’ whereby support levels would decrease by a given percentage each year for new projects taken up between review periods.
Recommendation 1: The government should set the date for the first review of the scheme with a presumption that degression will be used if 
necessary to ensure the total subsidy cost for the most expensive technologies do not escalate disproportionately. 
Recommendation 2: Large-scale biogas production should be eligible to receive support under the RHI.

Question: Q23

350 AECB Trade Association
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1. OVERALL APPROACH
The RHI proposes to pay revenue support at a uniform 12% per year. This amounts to subsidising the least cost-effective technologies the most. A 
rational policy usually subsidises the most cost-effective the most.
Revenue support, rather than capital grants or long-term low-interest loans, biases the program towards helping rich people who can afford the 
initial capital payment. This is not a good approach on social policy grounds.
Grants or loans would induce more investment in a technology and do so at less cost to HM Treasury. Private individuals apply much higher 
discount rates to the future (often 20% to 100% per year) than HM Government or “UK PLC” does (real discount rate = 3.5%/yr in Treasury Green 
Book for projects lasting up to 30 years).
The proposed support is subject to step changes; the support may drop sharply or disappear above a certain size threshold. This guarantees a 
system which is full of anomalies and opportunities to „game‟ the system. One cannot understand how a system so full of flaws has progressed as 
far as a published Consultation Paper.
The proposed program pays no attention to energy efficiency. This introduces anomalies and an inevitable waste of resources. The proposed 
separate program for energy efficiency takes a totally different form.
It is unfortunate to be told that time is so urgent that DECC cannot wait to spend money, no matter how wastefully. Given the UK‟s dire economic 
situation, it is essential to make the best use of scarce resources.

2. CONFLICTS BETWEEN TARGETS
In case of conflict, the UK‟s GHG (mainly CO2) targets must come ahead of and take priority over the renewable energy RE targets. If RE is allowed 
to dominate over CO2, the result will be so nonsensical that it may be subject to ridicule around the world.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
The present UK target is an 80% reduction in CO2-equivalent emissions by 2050. This is in the interests of getting climate change under control. 
This possibly entails returning atmospheric CO2 to 350 ppm and thereafter to 280 ppm.
The UK target is not numbers 1,2,3 ... of installations of technologies X,Y,Z... If such a target has been formulated, it is purely as a means to the 
more fundamental GHG goal. Policy should not be distorted this way.

3. PHYSICAL/LEGAL DEFINITIONS OF RENEWABLE ENERGY
Heat pumps running on a fossil fuel electricity system which is supplied ~80% by fossil fuels, 15% by nuclear and 5% by renewables can be no more 
renewable than CHP plants running on the same electricity system. Insofar as the CHP plant has a higher COP than the electric heat pump, and/or 
needs less backup or peaking plant on the consumer‟s premises, it has a lower environmental impact and emits less CO2 than the electric heat 
pump.
In November 2008, the Advertising Standards Authority found against Danfoss Heat Pumps Ltd. The ASA held in its judgement that it counted as 
misrepresentation for a seller to claim that a heat pump installation relied on stored, renewable solar energy.
The heat pump supplier pointed out that other sellers, and the government, were making the same claims. But they lost the case on all counts. Are 
further cases needed?
The heat in the ground is at ambient or near-ambient temperature. It has little or no exergetic value. Either heat pumps should be redefined as non-
renewable energy, or heat from fossil CHP plant should be redefined as renewable energy.
Our understanding of long-standing UK government energy policy is that it aims to level the playing field in pursuit of the over-arching goals of 
energy security and decarbonisation, not to tilt it towards one/some commercial interest(s) and against (an)other. So we trust that this anomaly 
and others will be corrected

UNCOUNTED GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS
Significant uncounted GHG emissions are possible/likely from the technologies that DECC has put forward for support. In particular, wood 
combustion emits soot. Climate scientists consider that soot has contributed to the recent pace of Arctic warming.
Soot emissions are virtually inevitable from solid fuel combustion plant. They cannot be reduced to the almost negligible level of natural gas, LPG 
or biomethane combustion plant unless the solid fuel is burned in very large plant which can afford to fit stack devices such as electrostatic 
precipitators.
Before DECC subsidises the technology, could it please quantify how black carbon detracts from the expected CO2 savings and what it plans to do 
to combat this.

ENERGY SECURITY
The electric grid came close to failure in winter 2009-10. Much coal and nuclear generating plant is due to be closed in the near future, making 
margins tighter. Power cuts are perceived to be a risk in the period 2015-20, even before adding new peak loads. If a few million domestic heat 
pumps are installed, this could add 10 GW to coincident peak electricity demand in 2020, posing additional difficulties. This assumes a peak COP of 
~2.
The concern is greatest with ASHPs whose COP falls sharply in severe weather. It is inappropriate to spend public funds on worsening the UK‟s 
energy security. Gas CHP by contrast would improve security, since it would displace gas otherwise used in heat-only boilers. CHP plant could 
change to a storable fuel at times of peak gas demand.

OVERALL INVESTMENT COST
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
The document suggests a subsidy of ~£1,400/yr to a suburban semi-detached house if it installs a wood-fired boiler and solar water heat. By 
implication, the subsidy to a large detached house with a 45 kW(t) heating system - the proposed limit to the subsidy - could be up to ~£5,000 
/year. This is on the basis of a heat consumption for such a building of ~70,000 kWh/year and a payment of 7.5 pence per kWh for 18 years for an 
ASHP.
The net present value (NPV) is ~£20,000 per house for the standard-sized semi-detached house. For the large detached, it is ~£90,000. As pointed 
out, the planned support is likely to appeal mainly to semi-detached and detached house owners who have access to investment capital.
The document suggests a scenario of 2M dwellings fitting the favoured measures by 2020. It appears that this could be equivalent to a total NPV of 
at least £50 billion, if the average claimant receives support of say £25,000.
There are far superior ways to spend £50 billion to cut UK GHG emissions. Given the installation costs today in Denmark, Germany and Finland, this 

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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sum could pay to extend heat mains to ~10M dwellings.
Or £50 bn could part-fund heat mains and part-fund retrofit insulation and airtightness. The rest of the capital cost could be paid back by 
consumers as loans tied to the building. We could easily arrange for loan repayments to be lower than consumers‟ current expenditure on energy. 
So 100% grants would not be needed.
The same scarce resources cannot be spent twice. Spending on cost-ineffective measures makes climate change worse versus the option of 
devoting it to effective measures. It is not the duty of the UK government to order taxpayers’ money to be spent ineffectively and thereby make 
climate change worse.

PREFERRED PROGRAMME
Urgency
Given the short timescale to 2020 or even 2050 the UK must spend scarce resources in a way which delivers reduced GHG emissions and/or 
increased CO2 sequestration
- predictably,
- economically, and
- fairly rapidly.
There is no real place pre-2020 for untested technologies. Nor is there room for technologies which could have serious and undesired - but not 
unforeseen - side-effects. We have already put some of our concerns on record as regards undesired but foreseeable side-effects.
DECC‟s proposals for air source heat pumps and solid fuel boilers do not contribute very constructively towards the above goals. They look more 
like an expensive and risky way to make climate change worse.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
We summarise below a program which could contribute cost-effectively to a UK goal of lower GHG emissions.
Technologies
Support for the following principal technologies, which reduce heating GHG emissions, on an integrated basis. To have two to three separate 
programs is unsuitable. It introduces clashes and/or inconsistencies and wastes scarce resources. Currently the UK appears to have over ten 
programmes.
Built-up areas
1. Retrofit insulation, cheap window improvement options (e.g. replacement sealed units, leaving the frame and sash intact)
2. Ditto airtightness
3. Mechanical exhaust-only ventilation (MEV) systems (often the most economic and least obtrusive option; few retrofitted buildings can easily or 
cheaply achieve the Passivhaus standard of 0.6 ac/h @ 50 Pa but can often reach the Swedish standard of 1977, namely 3 ac/h @ 50 Pa. Without 
Passivhaus airtight standards, heat recovery ventilation is not really effective)
4. Natural gas (generally) and/or biogas CHP with backup fuel storage
5. Solid-fuelled CHP (on large plant where the emissions can be cleaned up) I assume biomass not coal here?
6. Large-scale solar arrays as at http://www.solarthermalworld.org/node/766
7. Large, efficient (high COP) heat pumps supplying DH systems and helping to keep the electric grid stable as windpower‟s contribution increases
8. Heat mains as per today‟s Danish best practice. Given inter alia their use of twin pipes, direct connection and efficient means of pipe 
installation, this diverges significantly from the DH options analysed for DECC.
In gas grid emergencies, CHP plant as in (4) above can switch to using the stored fuel. It becomes an interruptible load. This provides us with 
improved energy security versus the existing situation of individual gas boilers. It is agreed that the UK has too little gas storage; gas CHP would 
provide a surrogate for gas storage.
Low-density areas (no gas or other grids)
1. Very high insulation, often Passivhaus levels, replacement windows when possible (worthwhile because of the much higher marginal cost of heat 
available to such buildings)
2. Airtightness
3. MVHR or possibly MEV systems
4. (a) Ground source heat pumps and/or (b) solar on single buildings providing a high solar fraction plus backup boiler burning LPG or oil, mixed 
with compatible biofuels.
5. CHP systems as/when applicable, usually large buildings only.
In rural areas, the above combinations (4) (b), (c), (d) of solar thermal and stored fuel all have a CO2 intensity of about 0.10 kg/kWh. They impose 
no peak demand on the UK‟s fragile energy distribution systems; all winter backup is from a stored fuel. After retrofit insulation, the existing oil or 
LPG tank lasts two or three times longer.
Overriding Principles
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
1. Support to be directed to the most economic technologies on the basis of £/tonne CO2 equiv. at TGB real discount rates and life-cycle costing. 
This procedure is well-established and is used to set the insulation levels in Part L of the Building Regulations.
2. No step changes in support as the size of mechanical plant changes. Only sliding scales, in order to avoid anomalies.
3. Support to take the form of either a subsidised 100% loan covering all measures, with a legal charge imposed on the building until it is repaid, or 
a partial grant. The choice between these on a particular building might be left up to consumers, or might need to be decided by government. 
100% loans have the merit that they give most consumers of limited means a positive cash flow from day one.
4. No public funding for measures which emit more GHGs and/or cause more serious air pollution (PM-2.5s and/or PM-10s, PAHs, NOx, CH4, 
benzene, etc) than the current UK energy supply & use system.
5. For space and water heating, the current default system to be be considered as a gas condensing boiler within the gas supply area and a mix of 
oil and LPG condensing boilers in the countryside, supplying all space and water heating.
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The issue is the difference between renewable energy generation and consumption. Failing to make this distinction is a fundamental flaw in the 
entire scheme.
Biofuel generation involves growing and processing biofuels, which removes carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. Clearly the aim is to encourage 
production of biofuels.
Consuming biofuels emits carbon dioxide. This conversion of fuel to heat must not be confused with fuel production or energy generation. So we 
want biofuels to be used as efficiently as any other fuel. Incentivising the consumption of renewable energy rather than the generation risks simply 
increasing energy consumption – the opposite of what we need to do to meet carbon dioxide reduction requirements.
We realise that the EU directive is measuring the use of biofuel as a renewable energy contributing towards the UK target of 15%. However 
subsidising the actual consumption of the fuel doesn’t necessarily follow as the way to achieve this.
If a subsidy is required then it should be applied to reduce the cost of the renewable fuel, to encourage use in preference to fossil fuel, but not to 
encourage wastage.
Given the likely resource of biofuel in the UK, the scheme is likely to end up relying on the use of heat pumps to make up the numbers.
The renewable element of heat pumps is being considered as the total heat delivered less the electricity consumed. Yet the electricity use 
represents only a fraction of primary energy value of the electricity consumed in generation – logically, this energy is what should be subtracted 
before any of the heat can be considered "renewable". If additional fossil fuel is burnt to generate the additional winter electricity requirements of 
these heat pumps then this is a purely arbitrary re-assignment of those additional fossil fuels as “renewable energy” with no basis in actual
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
"renewability" and of no benefit to the ultimate aim of reducing carbon emissions.
This should be dealt with by being honest.

Question: Q01

There is a confusion between energy generation and energy consumption here – most of the products covered are energy consumers not 
generators.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

Heat pump efficiency depends on the heat emitter temperature as well as heat pump performance. Heat pumps COPs would need to assessed at 
the required operation temperature, not the standard test figure. Replacing a boiler with a heat pump on an existing radiator system will not 
provide the desired performance. Technically this would probably not comply with the EU Renewable Energy Directive requirement for the output 
of heat pumps to significantly exceed (ie by 15%) the primary energy input.
Heating emitter systems would need to be replaced in most retrofit situations to meet the stated COPs. Even in these cases the average external 
heat supplied by heat pumps barely exceeds the primary energy input and it is debatable whether any current heat pump systems can be 
considered renewable under the terms of the EU directive. Perversely the amount of heat considered “renewable” is the total heat output less the 
delivered electrical input, when it is reasonably clear that the only sensible input to consider should be the primary energy.

TECHNOLOGIES OMITTED
1. Geothermal heat. Used on a small scale in Southampton. Available in other UK geothermal aquifer regions but not used; needs district heating 
(DH) systems. Quite widely-used in Germany, its use is spreading in Denmark.
Please note that ground source heat pumps are not using geothermal energy. Geothermal comes from radioactive decay in the earth‟s core.
2. Large-scale solar heat. Not used in the UK. Widely used in Denmark, Sweden, Canada, Germany and Austria. Needs DH. See 
http://www.solarthermalworld.org/node/766. Said in Denmark to be potentially four times cheaper than solar thermal on single buildings and, 
given a heat main, a profitable source of renewable energy without further subsidy (unlike DECC‟s proposals).
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
3. Industrial or commercial waste heat. Needs DH. Less CO2-intensive than producing renewable energy from most sources listed here.
4. Large-scale heat pumps (which can use more stable heat sources, benefit from scale effects and use multiple-stage refrigerant cycles to improve 
the COP). Needs DH. See Denmark, which is planning to use spilled wind energy from the electricity system and store it as heat for use in DH 
systems.
5. Passive solar (new buildings.) Scope to provide ~2,000 kWh/year of heat in a typical new large detached house. Especially attractive on lower-
density sites and in new developments which are laid out to optimise winter solar gain. Entirely renewable and resilient, and no running costs.
6. Daylighting (new, especially non-domestic, buildings). Scope to displace 50-60% or more of electric lighting, depending in detail on design and 
controls. Passive solar energy used as light is more valuable than the same energy used as heat, since it displaces electricity, not heat, which in the 
UK is mostly derived from gas.
7. Solar thermal systems for single buildings designed for a high solar fraction, supplying ~80% of DHW and possibly 25+% of space heat, typically 
60% overall. Equipment mostly imported from Germany, Austria and Switzerland, hence costly. Applicable to low-density buildings that back up 
solar in mid-winter by a stored fuel; e.g. LPG or biofuel condensing boiler.
8. Gas CHP heat. It is illogical to support heat pumps running on a fossil generating system and not to support fossil-fuelled CHP via the same 
program. If the UK believes in energy efficiency, it needs incentives to use biomethane sent into the gas grid in CHP plant than in heat-only boilers - 
not the opposite.
A separate support system for biogas CHP, versus natural gas CHP, will lead to waste of energy; it will lead to biogas being burned in small, less 
efficient plants. We remind DECC that it is more energy-efficient to use gas in large electricity generating or CHP plant than in micro-CHP plant or 
heat-only boilers.
It is easier and cheaper to transport gas than either electricity or heat. The national interest would sometimes be best served by sending 
biomethane through the gas pipes to conveniently-located CHP plant, whose heat output displaces the combustion of gas in inefficient heat-only 
boilers (they are inefficient because they degrade high-grade energy; e.g. at a flame temp of >1000 degC, to low-grade heat at 30 or 60 degC). 
DECC‟s proposal does not contribute well to this.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07
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Biodiesel is already in short supply for transport fuel- encouraging use for heating doesn’t make sense. Further, there are big doubts over the 
sustainability of biodiesel and whether it has lower or higher total carbon emissions than fossil diesel fuel. For example, there are potentially 
undesirable environmental and social consequences from the possible displacement of food production and/or loss of forest or other valuable 
habitat. The requirement of just 35% greenhouse gas emissions reductions shows how pointless this exercise is – this level of demand reduction is 
usually pretty easy to achieve in either existing buildings or a new design, if there is the will.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

If in the interests of public health there is an emission limit for larger boilers in terms of g/GJ output, then the same standard should apply to 
smaller boilers.

PUBLIC HEALTH
Large advances in public health have occurred in the last 50-100 years. Some were fortuitous, but they are no less valuable for that. They are 
thought to have contributed to the significant rises in human lifespan since 1900.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
One trend in developed countries is a move to cleaner winter country air, relatively free of smoke. Most rural buildings that burn fuel in winter 
have moved from solid fuel to oil or LPG boilers over the past three decades.
Another principal trend is towards cleaner urban air. Not only did small-scale solid fuel combustion become less common, but almost all suburban 
dwellings that had oil boilers 15-25 years ago have changed to gas. While the particle emissions from oil boilers are merely very low compared to 
solid fuel boilers, those from a gas boiler are extremely low.
DECC proposes to allow wood-fired heat-only boiler plant with particle emissions of 3 g/GJ or 110 mg per kWh. A rural detached house using 
35,000 kWh/yr of heat will then emit 380 g/yr of particles, or over ~1 g/day.
The emissions of a domestic condensing oil boiler appear to be ~10-20 mg/kWh, or 90 % less than many wood-burning pellet or chip boilers. This 
prospective rise represents an unacceptable increase in rural air pollution.
As a web search will establish, there is a large amount of ongoing litigation against emissions from wood burning in US Canada, Australia and New 
Zealand. Under common law, solid fuel combustion by specific individuals is increasingly being banned or restricted to safeguard neighbours‟ 
health. The highest damages awards, in the case of prolonged exposure to a neighbour‟s smoke, have been several hundred thousand dollars. 
Many local governments are also legislating to ban or restrict solid-fuelled heating systems.
The health case against particulate emissions is as proven as the case for anthropogenic global warming (AWG). It is set out in many EU and 
national government reports, which analyse the number of premature deaths and the average shortening of life from breathing in sub-micron 
particles. Unlike the case for AWG, we are not aware that the case against particulates has ever been challenged. DEFRA set out the situation in its 
2007 Air Quality Strategy.
Based on this scientific evidence, in built-up areas solid-fuelled plant on individual buildings should not be supported. It cannot match the 
emissions from other technologies suited to such areas, whether these be individual gas-fired boilers today or town-wide district heating systems 
tomorrow. Neither piped gas nor piped heat emit any major local air pollution.
Outside built-up areas, solid-fuelled plant should only be supported which has emissions in mg per kWh no higher than:
1. the mix of oil and LPG heating which is displaced,
2. the average of the best three new condensing oil boilers on the market,
- whichever is the lower.
The EU has cleaned up emissions from diesel cars greatly in the last 15 years. This began with the awareness that diesel particles are very harmful 
to health. Under the forthcoming EU6 limit, from 2014 a sub-2.5 tonne diesel family car may not emit >50 g per 10,000 km. There have been 
models on the market since 2003 which emit <30 g per 10,000 km.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
We tolerate diesel cars mainly because they save so much fuel and emit so much less CO2 versus petrol cars. We cannot see such a redeeming 
feature for individual solid fuel boilers.
Why does the UK propose to apply directly the opposite principles to energy and to heating systems? The particle emissions from wood-fired boiler 
plant, in kg/yr per installation, are typically ten times more significant than the emissions from a new diesel car, driven for 20,000 km.
It is not as if it is necessary for the UK to accept increased air pollution to meet its CO2 goals. Many technologies could be encouraged, or 
supported financially, which would reduce CO2 emissions and reduce air pollution. See sec. 11.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

This minimum standard of energy efficiency is unreasonably low. We should be encouraging energy efficiency before promoting consumption of 
fuel, however renewably produced.

No OpinionQuestion: Q10

drop the whole stupid idea. Any tinkering and fiddling is pointless as the basic premise of the RHI is fundamentally flawed, as described in answer 
to question 1.

Question: Q11

Metering and rewarding consumption pro rata as a means of reducing total carbon emissions is never going to work. Note that parts L2A and L2B 
of the building regulations already requires metering of LZC technologies in new and existing non-domestic buildings.

Question: Q12

22 June 2010 Page 576 of 1348



Clearly the very high rates for energy use in many of the deemed categories can’t be paid on metered use as the payment far exceeds the fuel cost. 
However using SAP and SBEM will simply reward poor building efficiency, given the capital cost is relatively fixed for small installations.

COMBINATIONS OF TECHNOLOGIES
Only combinations of technologies which conform to sound engineering commonsense and good practice should be supported.
Solar thermal “backed up by” an electric heat pump is an anomalous combination. Both technologies are highly capital-intensive.
The main impact of solar is to reduce the load factor of the residual electricity demand and impose a “needle peak” on the grid. This transfers costs 
to the grid operator, who must retain generating plant and grid capacity “just in case”, but sees his/her load factor drop.
Bivalent heat pumps have been proposed, with a gas or other boiler used to lop the peak. But consumers do not normally want complex multiple 
heating systems. Most want “fit and forget” simplicity. Gas and oil condensing boilers can provide all a household‟s heat, as can district heating.
Heat pumps in towns, backed up by gas boilers, would transfer the peaking problem from the electric grid to the gas grid. The UK gas grid had two 
near-emergencies last winter.
Many heat pump proposals implicitly only cover the space heating and quote a COP for that. Either the DHW is provided by the existing fossil fuel 
boiler system, if there is one, or it is covered by electric resistance heating. We consider the CO2 emissions in the latter case and for a fairly low-
energy house.
An electric air source heat pump provides 5,800 kWh/yr of space heat @ COP 2.9. Electric resistance water heating; i.e., COP 1.0 is used for a DHW 
load of 2,000 kWh/yr.
This combined system uses 4,000 kWh/yr of electricity and provides 7,800 kWh/yr of heat. In other words, it has a combined seasonal COP of 
7,800/4,000 = 1.95. The annual average GHG emissions in a domestic building are 0.61/1.95 = 0.31 kg CO2 per kWh of heat.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
Source for 0.61 kg/kWh: the SAP-2009 national average figure of 0.59 is corrected for the average T&D losses to domestic premises at 230V, which 
are 11%. On recent data, the annual average may be lower than SAP-2009. However, to compensate, the generating plant in use to heat buildings 
in winter is considerably more CO2-intensive than the annual average.
This 0.31 kg/kWh can be compared to some present-day alternatives for heating a house and its DHW:
	 Natural gas condensing boiler (assuming 94% seasonal efficiency) = 0.206/0.94 = 0.22 kg/kWh
	 LPG ditto (95%) = 0.26 kg/kWh
	 Oil ditto (97%) = 0.29 kg/kWh
	 Oil with 30% biofuel content (0.05 kg/kWh) = 0.22 kg/kWh.
So, compared to new condensing boilers with compensation control, an air source heat pump used for space heating and with electric resistance 
water heating appears to make climate change worse.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

no - Risk of overconsumption of fuel when incentivised by payment is inevitable in cases where the payment exceeds the cost of the fuel, and it 
wouldn’t be hard for users to get round any additional constraints. Energy managers have spent decades struggling to reduce energy consumption, 
and have filled text books of the many ways energy is accidentally lost – to pay people to increase energy consumption is asking for them to re-
instate all these losses!

Question: Q14

It will be hard to avoid over production of heat if electricity generation is incentivised…one must consider overall fuel use compared with expected 
heat demand to see if the heat is indeed being put to good use.

Question: Q15
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Heat pump efficiency depends on the heat emitter temperature as well as heat pump performance. Heat pumps COPs would need to assessed at 
the required operation temperature, not the standard test figure. Replacing a boiler with a heat pump on an existing radiator system will not 
provide the desired performance. Technically this would probably not comply with the EU Renewable Energy Directive requirement for the output 
of heat pumps to significantly exceed (ie by 15%) the primary energy input.
Heating emitter systems would need to be replaced in most retrofit situations to meet the stated COPs. Even in these cases the average external 
heat supplied by heat pumps barely exceeds the primary energy input and it is debatable whether any current heat pump systems can be 
considered renewable under the terms of the EU directive. Perversely the amount of heat considered “renewable” is the total heat output less the 
delivered electrical input, when it is reasonably clear that the only sensible input to consider should be the primary energy.

Providing fixed rates of return is not a good idea – it will encourage the most uneconomic methods, and quite likely those with lowest energy 
return on investment too, as energy
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
costs money. Cost of reducing carbon emissions is sounder basis.

The RHI proposes to pay revenue support at a uniform 12% per year. This amounts to subsidising the least cost-effective technologies the most. A 
rational policy usually subsidises the most cost-effective the most.
Revenue support, rather than capital grants or long-term low-interest loans, biases the program towards helping rich people who can afford the 
initial capital payment. This is not a good approach on social policy grounds.
Grants or loans would induce more investment in a technology and do so at less cost to HM Treasury. Private individuals apply much higher 
discount rates to the future (often 20% to 100% per year) than HM Government or “UK PLC” does (real discount rate = 3.5%/yr in Treasury Green 
Book for projects lasting up to 30 years).
The proposed support is subject to step changes; the support may drop sharply or disappear above a certain size threshold. This guarantees a 
system which is full of anomalies and opportunities to „game‟ the system. One cannot understand how a system so full of flaws has progressed as 
far as a published Consultation Paper.
The proposed program pays no attention to energy efficiency. This introduces anomalies and an inevitable waste of resources. The proposed 
separate program for energy efficiency takes a totally different form.
It is unfortunate to be told that time is so urgent that DECC cannot wait to spend money, no matter how wastefully. Given the UK‟s dire economic 
situation, it is essential to make the best use of scarce resources.

TECHNOLOGIES OMITTED
1. Geothermal heat. Used on a small scale in Southampton. Available in other UK geothermal aquifer regions but not used; needs district heating 
(DH) systems. Quite widely-used in Germany, its use is spreading in Denmark.
Please note that ground source heat pumps are not using geothermal energy. Geothermal comes from radioactive decay in the earth‟s core.
2. Large-scale solar heat. Not used in the UK. Widely used in Denmark, Sweden, Canada, Germany and Austria. Needs DH. See 
http://www.solarthermalworld.org/node/766. Said in Denmark to be potentially four times cheaper than solar thermal on single buildings and, 
given a heat main, a profitable source of renewable energy without further subsidy (unlike DECC‟s proposals).
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
3. Industrial or commercial waste heat. Needs DH. Less CO2-intensive than producing renewable energy from most sources listed here.
4. Large-scale heat pumps (which can use more stable heat sources, benefit from scale effects and use multiple-stage refrigerant cycles to improve 
the COP). Needs DH. See Denmark, which is planning to use spilled wind energy from the electricity system and store it as heat for use in DH 
systems.
5. Passive solar (new buildings.) Scope to provide ~2,000 kWh/year of heat in a typical new large detached house. Especially attractive on lower-
density sites and in new developments which are laid out to optimise winter solar gain. Entirely renewable and resilient, and no running costs.
6. Daylighting (new, especially non-domestic, buildings). Scope to displace 50-60% or more of electric lighting, depending in detail on design and 
controls. Passive solar energy used as light is more valuable than the same energy used as heat, since it displaces electricity, not heat, which in the 
UK is mostly derived from gas.
7. Solar thermal systems for single buildings designed for a high solar fraction, supplying ~80% of DHW and possibly 25+% of space heat, typically 
60% overall. Equipment mostly imported from Germany, Austria and Switzerland, hence costly. Applicable to low-density buildings that back up 
solar in mid-winter by a stored fuel; e.g. LPG or biofuel condensing boiler.
8. Gas CHP heat. It is illogical to support heat pumps running on a fossil generating system and not to support fossil-fuelled CHP via the same 
program. If the UK believes in energy efficiency, it needs incentives to use biomethane sent into the gas grid in CHP plant than in heat-only boilers - 
not the opposite.
A separate support system for biogas CHP, versus natural gas CHP, will lead to waste of energy; it will lead to biogas being burned in small, less 
efficient plants. We remind DECC that it is more energy-efficient to use gas in large electricity generating or CHP plant than in micro-CHP plant or 
heat-only boilers.
It is easier and cheaper to transport gas than either electricity or heat. The national interest would sometimes be best served by sending 
biomethane through the gas pipes to conveniently-located CHP plant, whose heat output displaces the combustion of gas in inefficient heat-only 
boilers (they are inefficient because they degrade high-grade energy; e.g. at a flame temp of >1000 degC, to low-grade heat at 30 or 60 degC). 
DECC‟s proposal does not contribute well to this.

5. NEW TECHNOLOGIES?
Air source heat pumps (ASHPs) existed 50 years ago and were assessed by the Central Electricity Generating Board and Central Electricity Research 
Laboratories. They are a mature technology with many limitations in the UK climate as the 1950s work showed.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
Technological developments since then have been modest. The COP still drops sharply in cold weather and most ASHPs are supplemented by peak 
resistance heating. Even if not, at typical COPs 2.5-2.7 for space and water heating combined they save no CO2 versus well-controlled gas 
condensing boilers. It is irresponsible to support them.
Condensing boilers are a newer technology than air source heat pumps and are a more cost-effective way to reduce CO2 emissions. Making correct 
controls - as in continental countries - compulsory on all new condensing boilers could save ~15% of the resulting gas, oil or LPG consumption and 

Question: Q18
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give seasonal efficiencies nearer ~95-97% than the ~85% currently measured. See; e.g., www.ecotechnicians.co.uk. This appears to be a larger 
impact than is foreseen from this entire RHI program, but no incentives are yet available for such technology. Nor does this document propose to 
support condensing boilers which back up a large solar system providing most of the DHW and some of the space heating, solar fraction ~65-70%. 
Yet this combination emits less CO2 today than a heat pump in 2020 would be likely to emit.
Solid fuel boiler plant is not new. Pellet boilers are relatively new but do not deserve support unless/until the plant can match the emissions levels 
of oil boilers.

OVERALL INVESTMENT COST
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
The document suggests a subsidy of ~£1,400/yr to a suburban semi-detached house if it installs a wood-fired boiler and solar water heat. By 
implication, the subsidy to a large detached house with a 45 kW(t) heating system - the proposed limit to the subsidy - could be up to ~£5,000 
/year. This is on the basis of a heat consumption for such a building of ~70,000 kWh/year and a payment of 7.5 pence per kWh for 18 years for an 
ASHP.
The net present value (NPV) is ~£20,000 per house for the standard-sized semi-detached house. For the large detached, it is ~£90,000. As pointed 
out, the planned support is likely to appeal mainly to semi-detached and detached house owners who have access to investment capital.
The document suggests a scenario of 2M dwellings fitting the favoured measures by 2020. It appears that this could be equivalent to a total NPV of 
at least £50 billion, if the average claimant receives support of say £25,000.
There are far superior ways to spend £50 billion to cut UK GHG emissions. Given the installation costs today in Denmark, Germany and Finland, this 
sum could pay to extend heat mains to ~10M dwellings.
Or £50 bn could part-fund heat mains and part-fund retrofit insulation and airtightness. The rest of the capital cost could be paid back by 
consumers as loans tied to the building. We could easily arrange for loan repayments to be lower than consumers‟ current expenditure on energy. 
So 100% grants would not be needed.
The same scarce resources cannot be spent twice. Spending on cost-ineffective measures makes climate change worse versus the option of 
devoting it to effective measures. It is not the duty of the UK government to order taxpayers’ money to be spent ineffectively and thereby make 
climate change worse.

no - This provides a clear incentive to increase consumption of fossil fuel above 50% - and be paid for it if you had a cheap enough (eg 
interruptible) gas tariff! But as it would still count towards the renewable heat target that’s OK?

COMBINATIONS OF TECHNOLOGIES
Only combinations of technologies which conform to sound engineering commonsense and good practice should be supported.
Solar thermal “backed up by” an electric heat pump is an anomalous combination. Both technologies are highly capital-intensive.
The main impact of solar is to reduce the load factor of the residual electricity demand and impose a “needle peak” on the grid. This transfers costs 
to the grid operator, who must retain generating plant and grid capacity “just in case”, but sees his/her load factor drop.
Bivalent heat pumps have been proposed, with a gas or other boiler used to lop the peak. But consumers do not normally want complex multiple 
heating systems. Most want “fit and forget” simplicity. Gas and oil condensing boilers can provide all a household‟s heat, as can district heating.
Heat pumps in towns, backed up by gas boilers, would transfer the peaking problem from the electric grid to the gas grid. The UK gas grid had two 
near-emergencies last winter.
Many heat pump proposals implicitly only cover the space heating and quote a COP for that. Either the DHW is provided by the existing fossil fuel 
boiler system, if there is one, or it is covered by electric resistance heating. We consider the CO2 emissions in the latter case and for a fairly low-
energy house.
An electric air source heat pump provides 5,800 kWh/yr of space heat @ COP 2.9. Electric resistance water heating; i.e., COP 1.0 is used for a DHW 
load of 2,000 kWh/yr.
This combined system uses 4,000 kWh/yr of electricity and provides 7,800 kWh/yr of heat. In other words, it has a combined seasonal COP of 
7,800/4,000 = 1.95. The annual average GHG emissions in a domestic building are 0.61/1.95 = 0.31 kg CO2 per kWh of heat.
AECB the sustainable building association www.aecb.net
Source for 0.61 kg/kWh: the SAP-2009 national average figure of 0.59 is corrected for the average T&D losses to domestic premises at 230V, which 
are 11%. On recent data, the annual average may be lower than SAP-2009. However, to compensate, the generating plant in use to heat buildings 
in winter is considerably more CO2-intensive than the annual average.
This 0.31 kg/kWh can be compared to some present-day alternatives for heating a house and its DHW:
	 Natural gas condensing boiler (assuming 94% seasonal efficiency) = 0.206/0.94 = 0.22 kg/kWh
	 LPG ditto (95%) = 0.26 kg/kWh
	 Oil ditto (97%) = 0.29 kg/kWh
	 Oil with 30% biofuel content (0.05 kg/kWh) = 0.22 kg/kWh.
So, compared to new condensing boilers with compensation control, an air source heat pump used for space heating and with electric resistance 
water heating appears to make climate change worse.

Question: Q19
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It is important to consider where the heat is metered – if it is at the point of entry to the district heating system then adding insulation to the pipes 
could be a loss-making enterprise for the operator if the extra fuel burnt is effectively free.

HEAT ZONING
In urban areas, with political will, DH systems could be developed and make most of the proposed installation(s) on individual buildings 
superfluous. In Denmark, electric heat pumps and biomass boilers are not normally permitted in areas where piped heat or piped gas is available. 
The UK needs a similar approach. Such coordination and zoning considerably reduces consumer costs versus the scenario of:
	 a heat main
	 a gas main
	 a wood pellet lorry
	 an oil/biofuel lorry
	 an LPG/biofuel lorry
	 and
	 reinforced 3-phase supplies - to cope with large heat pumps
- all down the same suburban street.
None of DECC‟s proposed technologies compete on cost with the cheaper technologies available to DH systems.

No OpinionQuestion: Q20

no - Biofuels, and electricity already follow fossil fuel prices – only on-site renewables such as solar thermal offer real decoupling from fossil fuel 
prices.

Question: Q22

Given the flaws outlined above the scheme will probably need reviewing from day 1.

DisagreeQuestion: Q23

A higher tariff will simply encourage even less effective technologies than already identified.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

Solar thermal is unusual compared with most of the technologies considered since it does actually generate renewable heat – this is may explain 
why it is more expensive than heat pumps.
Active solar space heating (ie from a solar panel) does not make a lot of sense as a stand-alone technology – the availability of solar energy during 
the depths of the heating season means additional capital expenditure on collection area is only collecting heat from the worst months of the year. 
By contrast, passive solar, ie optimised size and orientation of windows, which are needed anyway, can be very cost effective, but the heat 
generated can only be measured in terms of reduced energy imports to the site, and is thus excluded from the EU definition of renewable heat.

Question: Q25

yes – implementation of any scheme similar to that described in the consultation would merit immediate emergency review!

Question: Q27

AgreeQuestion: Q28

the whole RHI appears designed to promote abuse, fraud and increased energy consumption. Whether these are unintended consequences is 
unclear given the obvious desire to meet the EU target without any sensible strategy for reducing energy use in the country as a whole; or any 
consideration of the carbon emissions reduced or increased; or the value for money of the scheme.

Question: Q29

351 European Solar Thermal Industry Federation Trade Association

Solar Thermal

Question: a) Summary
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The European Solar Thermal Industry Federation (“ESTIF”*) welcomes the proposed introduction of the Renewable Heat Incentive scheme (“RHI”). 
The proposed scheme’s main features build upon previous UK and European experiences and best practices. The renewable heating industries in 
general, and the solar thermal industry in particular, are well aware of the renewable heating market sensitivity to well conceived and 
implemented incentive policies. The proposed incentives should help increase the uptake and use of renewable heat technologies. 

ESTIF also welcomes the fact that this legislation is proposed at a time when the 27 EU countries are working on the elaboration of their National 
Renewable Energies Action Plans under the Renewable Energy Sources directives of 2009. Hopefully this legislation will provide a model for the 
other European countries.

As a conclusion we would like to stress again that our assessment of RHI is very positive and we are confident that, with the amendments 
suggested, it will contribute greatly to the development of solar thermal in the United Kingdom

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Finally, and not only relevant in the context of the RHI, ESTIF would like to point out the importance of the full acceptance and recognition of 
European solar thermal standards and of the European quality label “Solar Keymark”.

Question: Q06

ESTIF is very concerned by the lack of a clear reference to a methodology for the assessment of solar thermal energy output. The tariff proposed 
for solar thermal energy is acceptable when using the European-wide state–of-the-art methodologies based on European standards and the 
European quality mark (Solar Keymark) for the estimation of the energy output, only then would it provide an incentive in line with the other heat 
sources in the scope of the RHI. ESTIF has a long-standing expertise and cooperates with national public authorities, standardizations bodies and 
international organizations on this topic. ESTIF, together with its member STA, will be pleased to collaborate with the Department of Energy and 
Climate over the coming months to ensure the development of an appropriate and accurate methodology.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

ESTIF contests the lower rate of return on investment proposed for solar thermal. There is no evidence to substantiate the statement in the 
consultation documents that solar thermal installations are “well known, and they represent relatively low installation challenges”. ESTIF considers 
that solar thermal has distinctive unique advantages for individuals and the community, i.e. that it uses unlimited free resources, and can be 
combined and optimised with all other heat sources, these advantages should be acknowledged and therefore solar thermal should not be 
penalized.

Question: Q18

352 Thames Water Limited Private Company

Thames Water supports the proposed Renewable Heat Incentive as one of the
mechanisms to drive the reduction in carbon intensity of the UK's energy
consumption.

The RHI needs to encourage the utilisation of heat that is currently
wasted, i.e. to encourage conversion of electricity generation into CHP
installations, or recover additional heat. Fundamental to this is the
development of heating networks to transfer heat to required point of use.
However the current consultation is aimed at new equipment and not
refurbishment or expansion of existing equipment. If maximum carbon
reduction potential is to be achieved, this needs to be expanded.

Our specific response is attached.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

AgreeQuestion: Q03

Yes

Comments: The ease of achieving accreditation needs to be balanced so that it doesn’t prevent new technology coming to market.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

The requirement should be MSC or equivalent; this requirement will give householders the confidence of receiving RHI, but with industrial 
applications it should be ‘or equivalent’ to ensure that there is competition for delivering these projects.

AgreeQuestion: Q05
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Yes agree, with the following inclusions detailed in the comments.

Comments:
Replacement burners for boiler plant should be included as eligible if they are specified for renewable fuels.
In the UK there is a significant energy demand for air conditioning, RHI support for Renewable Cooling in the summer periods when heat demand is 
reduced should be considered as it is reducing the carbon content of the overall UK energy demand. 
We acknowledge that RHI is not available on heat produced from biogas that is used to maintain AD process conditions. If the heat produced from 
biogas is used for other processes on site, ie advanced sludge pre-treatment processes such as pasteurisation to produced an enhanced sludge for 
disposal to agricultural land, then this heat would qualify for the RHI.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

No

Comments:
RHI should support the conversion of industrial boiler plant to renewable fuel. Support for this should be based on use of unblended bioliquids. 
Support for conversion of equipment will increase the quantity of renewable heat, as this option is often more cost effective and requires less 
initial capital expenditure for a company.
The renewable proportion should be based on energy content of the renewable feed into the fuel production process.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Yes

Comments: The maximum levels of support for deeming will set the benchmark or standard expected for energy efficiency in homes, also the MCS 
should take into consideration the efficiency of the energy production.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

AgreeQuestion: Q12

There needs to be a standard methodology of how the process would work, to allow house owners and SMEs to calculate their payments and 
establish their own investment decision – based on size & age of property, insulation installed etc.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

Yes. For large installations the accreditation should include provision of schematics to demonstrate the metering of useful heat. Measurement of 
useful heat this may require a calculation, eg where both total heat production and dump heat are measured, if this is an easier solution for the 
owner to measure.

Question: Q14

For biogas produced from sewage sludge a combined RO & RHI incentive equivalent to 2 ROC/MWh is required if this option is to be considered, as 
this is the incentive level for biomethane.

Question: Q16

Yes.

Question: Q18

No

Comments: Bioliquids should qualify for RHI for all installations – this will incentivise industry to switch fuels and increase the capture of waste 
heat.
For a medium/large installation by requiring an additional boiler dedicated to renewable fuel to claim RHI will incur significant additional cost 
compared to an option where the burner is a duel fuel burner capable of burning both renewable and fossil fuel; the fossil fuel backup is required 
for continuity of heat supply.  Reducing the level of investment required from a company to achieve RHI will increase the installation of renewable 
heat generation equipment.

Question: Q19

Yes

Comments: A financial incentive is required to build and expand any district heating network. District heating is a key component in reducing the 
carbon content of UK energy, but requires financial support to develop the infrastructure to deliver it.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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NO:
Comments: A set of eligibility criteria need to be established, so that initial development of networks are supported.

Question: Q21

Yes

Comments: This is especially important for small scale installations to have certainty of support levels

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Yes

Comments: Aligning the reviews with the Renewables Obligation will allow comparison to be made between the different incentive mechanisms.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Significant increase in fuel costs.

Question: Q27

In situation where investment is made to recover heat from a renewable source that was not previously utilised, then RHI support would facilitate 
this investment. Currently there is a proportion of the heat from renewable CHP that is either ‘dumped’ or not recovered as there is no economic 
justification. However with support from the RHI alternatives to utilise this heat would be investigated.

Question: Q28

353 Veolia Environmental Services Other

The RHI covers a wide range of applications from small domestic installations to large biomass and waste power plants.  It is inevitable that there 
are issues not covered by the consultation document that will need to be resolved during implementation.  It is suggested that Government holds a 
formal implementation review, say 2 years following commencement of the RHI when comments can be invited from householders, developers 
and users.  This could perhaps be extended to incorporate a review of the Renewables Order (RO).

Question: Q01

To ensure that a project is financeable it is necessary to understand and be able to predict the costs and revenue streams to which the project will 
be subjected.  It is relatively straight forward to predict the costs associated with the installation of a project but to date there has been significant 
uncertainty over the sale of heat over a long period of time and the cost of the fuel.  The proposed RHI will help address this situation, but there 
remains early stage risks where the number of obligated consumers are few.  It also requires patient equity as the payback is over a relatively long 
period of time. The interaction between the RO and the RHI does not necessarily address these and investors may still be reluctant to invest.  (See 
response to Question 15). 

Government needs to provide certainty that the investor/developer will be able to recover the initial investment incurred in installing the 
equipment plus an appropriate return on that investment.  Unless some undertaking in this respect is given, certainly the larger investments will 
not come forward.  Whilst new financing options may develop as the RHI stimulates the market, it is almost inevitable that public sector will be 
required to provide security in the early stages of large facility investments.

We are not familiar with the situation with small and medium sized installations, but assume that the DECC “Warm Homes, Greener Homes” 
strategy will address the need for  capital investment at the domestic level.

Question: Q02

Yes
Comments:   We accept that the RHI must be controlled and support given to only appropriate projects.  In the case of larger projects, however, it 
is important that Ofgem adopt a supportive role and are not seen as yet another hurdle to be overcome.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

VES has no particular view regarding this matter but would urge Government to ensure that whatever system is put in place for small installations 
contains a mechanism for ensuring cost effectiveness and does not create practical monopolies that distort the market place or take advantage of 
consumers.

Question: Q04
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VES has no particular view, but does advise that Government it should ensure if such a certification scheme be installed, it should be designed to 
ensure that there remains sufficient competition between installers to keep pricing competitive.

Question: Q05

We are not aware of any UK or European standards equivalent to MCS.

Question: Q06

VES agrees in general with the proposed approach to eligibility of energy sources, technologies and sites, but believes that clarification is necessary 
to put beyond doubt that the conversion of a pre-existing devices that either generate electricity or are wasting heat fall within the RHI, as will 
development or extension of the network and ancillary heat exchanges that are connected to pre-existing equipment that then enable exportation 
of the heat for an appropriate use.  Examples of this are energy from waste plants and landfill gas generators that currently reject around some 
20TWh of heat each year.

Question: Q07

VES accepts that some level of quality assurance needs to be placed on bioliquids, and welcomes their inclusion, but feels that a wider 
consideration needs to be given than just FAME.  A restriction to the use of FAME may be a suitable approach for domestic applications, but will 
hinder the development of larger, industrial applications where other bioliquids can be used.  Bioliquids are generally denser than solid biofuels 
and can make a contribution to reducing transport impacts.

VES also accepts that bioliquids that have been claimed under the RTFO cannot then claim support under the RHI, but would urge Government to 
ensure that the level of support that can be obtained from the two schemes (along with that from the RO) are equivalent and provide a level 
playing field in terms of return on investment.  This will encourage flexibility of applications and will speed up adoption of renewable fuels in 
general.  

It is generally the case that biomass has a lower cost of production than bioliquids, but this ignores the cost of transportation and the possibility 
that a source of a particular bioliquid may be more available than that of biomass (for example due to crop yield).  Both of these factors can 
influence the cost of the particular biofuels in use and could potentially cause a bioliquid to be a more cost effective fuel and have lower 
environmental impact than a biomass.  VES acknowledges that Government is continuing to review the situation regarding bioliquids and supports 
this.

Question: Q08

No

Comments:  VES supports proper air quality control, but believes it is an issue that applies to all thermal processes regardless of the manner in 
which they are financially supported.  The proposals are perhaps an example of “joined up thinking” for which Government should not be 
criticised.  On the other hand, there are specific agencies (e.g. Environment Agency and Local Government Environmental Health Authorities) that 
are charged with ensuring that users meet emission limits.  Including emission limits within financial support may confuse the situation and give 
rise to uncertainty as to just who is responsible for policing of the emissions from a particular source.  Emission limits are already a matter of 
consideration within planning and environmental permitting and it would be better to use these vehicles rather than a financial incentive.  Limiting 
installations to 30g/GJ is a more stringent control than applies in other countries.  Since most equipment suppliers are from outside the UK, setting 
a higher standard could restrict equipment supply.  On the other hand, it could create an indigenous supply market within the UK.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Yes

VES would support efficiency being incorporated within the RHI for large installations subject to it being based on sound engineering principles and 
taking consideration of specific circumstances such as recognising that achieving higher efficiency by changing to a different thermal cycle may not 
always be practical. Government may wish to consider setting thermal efficiency criteria for each of category of thermal cycle.

Question: Q10

By adopting the suggestion given under question 10.

Question: Q11

VES has no view on the appropriateness or otherwise of metering or deeming for small scale installations.  In the case of large scale installations 
where metering is the only option, we support consistency with other financial support mechanisms such as the RO.

Question: Q12

Yes

VES supports the adoption of consistent metering as required under the RO (i.e. as used by the CHPQA).

Question: Q14
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The early chapters of the consultation document state that the intent is for the RHI to work along with the RO.  Only in chapter 5 is there any 
guidance on how this will work.  Page 67 of the consultation document indicates that until 2013 developers/operators will have a one-off choice to 
select either (a) RO + uplift, or (b) RO without uplift + RHI.  It is important therefore that there is no conflict between (a) and (b) bringing about an 
unintended consequence.  

To qualify for the RO the CHP installation must meet the requirements of CHPQA and ensure a quality index (QI) of 100 is achieved.  This defines 
the relationship between electrical generation and heat production and consequently the revenues that flow to each option need to be examined.  
As presented, option (b) will provide an incentive for heat production over and above that required to meet the QI + 100 position, but opting for 
this additional heat production presents a higher risk profile to the developer if there are insufficient users to utilise the heat produced.  Since the 
revenue generated from option (a) is greater than option (b) at lower levels of heat production, in circumstances where insufficient heat users are 
available at the time the options are selected, the developer will inevitably select option (a).  Having done this, there is then no further incentive to 
produce heat beyond the QI = 100 position as this presents the operator with the maximum revenue stream as it not then possible to opt for the 
RHI.

The tariffs for RHI need to be set at a sufficient level to overcome this early life risk, or the options reviewed, if the RHI is to be effective in bringing 
forward new district heating schemes based on large scale CHP between now and 2013. 

VES believes that district heating is best incentivised by support to development or extension of the network.  This is best represented by option (b) 
with no inclusion of CHPQA..

Question: Q15

As defined, biogas may include gas generated from various types of technology including pyrolysis and gasification.  It should be noted that 
biomethane is defined in Section 100 of the Energy Act and some change in this primary legislation may be required to enable the inclusion of the 
two thermal treatment technologies.

To date, no proposal is made on heat generation above 200kW.  Careful consideration should be given to larger scale biogas production as this will 
be able to make a significant contribution to renewable heat production if developed.  Since a range of different technologies are involved in 
biogas production with very different risk profiles attached to them, a range of tariffs will be required reflecting the various risk profiles.  Similar 
considerations as those given in our response to question 15 will also be required.

Question: Q16

VES has no data or evidence on the cost of air source heat pumps nor solar thermal.

Question: Q17

No

Comments:  The problem with setting tariffs based on an IRR is that: (a) an acceptable IRR varies with the cost of capital which in itself is variable 
and different for different organisations; (b) it depends on the initial investment and this will vary with different situations.  It is not possible 
therefore to generalise an IRR and basing a tariff in this way will be very hit and miss.  VES recommends that the RHI tariff should be set to provide 
a level playing field between heat production and electricity generation.  It should, therefore, be equivalent to the RO and avoid the two systems 
coming into conflict or giving preference to any particular technology or installation.  This applies to both tariff level and life time.

Question: Q18

No

Comments:  VES welcomes the decision not to require 90% biogenic content as required in the RO.  We also believe that a fossil content within 
municipal waste should be deemed to be 50% unless demonstrated otherwise.  We do not believe it should be necessary for operators to justify 
renewable content below 50%, although do accept that it will be necessary to justify and provide evidence for claiming greater than 50% 
renewable content.

The definition of mixed fuel should not be used to limit the combination of fuels to which the RHI can be applied.  Currently the consultation 
document refers only to municipal waste with no reference to any other feedstock combination.  Furthermore, commercial wastes and municipal 
wastes have similar properties and there is no logical reason for commercial and industrial wastes, other selected waste streams being excluded. 
VES welcomes prepared wastes such as RDF and SRF being included within the Incentive.

It should be noted that municipal and C&I waste is not an homogenous material stream and that there have been issues arising from determining 
the biogenic content under the RO.  Ofgem should be urged to resolve these issues urgently as it will hinder development of renewable heat 
generation.

Question: Q19
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Yes

VES supports the provision of an uplift for renewable district heating.  As district heating covers a vast range of applications and scenarios, 
however, it will be difficult to determine a single uplift that incentivises all situations and a range of uplifts will be required.  Furthermore, initial 
stage development is of substantially higher risk than extension to a heat network once the initial stage development has been made and this 
should be taken into account.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Practically all implementation of district heating within existing built environment outside civic building and institutions such as schools and 
universities qualify as hard-to-treat.  VES believes that provision should be made for case by case application that provides an incentive which 
addresses the higher early stage risk of district heating and the complexity of implementation especially into communities that require retrofitting 
in order to accommodate the district heating scheme.  Such support could be given through capital grants or tax relief or by designing the RHI to 
address this.

We do not support basing eligibility on a fixed number of customers and strongly recommend that this is removed as it will prevent the 
development of schemes where there may be only be one or two consumers but the heat usage is significantly greater than would be that by for 
example a large number of households.  The challenge in developing district heating is securing the first customer.  Subsequent expansion of the 
scheme is much easier.  Requiring a minimum number of users before a scheme can be RHI eligible will frustrate development of such schemes and 
in turn may even negatively impact industrial growth – especially in industrial areas where a few consumers may account for a significant heat load.

It is important that the incentive is applied to newly installed distribution pipework regardless of whether or not the boiler to which it is attached is 
a new installation.  There is a significant installed capacity of boiler plant operating in simple generation mode that can quickly be converted to 
supply district heating schemes.  Requiring the boiler installation to be new will effectively mean that these installations will never be converted to 
operate in what is a significantly more efficient mode, losing this contribution to renewable heat generation.

Question: Q21

VES believes that the RHI scheme should be kept as simple as possible.  We understand the issue with varying fuel prices, however, and support an 
arrangement where an adjustment could be made for input fuel cost on an annual basis whilst grandfathering the remainder of the incentive 
(subject to the operator demonstrating that the cheapest available (and acceptable) fuel has been sourced, including switching feedstock such as 
from woodchip to SRF).  Fixing will give certainty to investment assessments.

Question: Q22

Yes

Degression may occur with plant and equipment for smaller installations if the strategies such as New Industries New Jobs (NINJ) being pursued by 
BIS are carried through, and manufacture can be established within the UK.  Currently, however, such equipment is generally produced overseas 
and the UK market demand will have little influence on pricing. Plant and equipment for larger installations is unlikely to degress without major 
investment into the UK supply base as currently there are only a handful of suppliers worldwide and demand is high.  Consequently pricing will 
remain inelastic for the foreseeable future.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

VES agrees with the Government’s approach and will do what it can to support it in this area.  To this end Veolia has launched its Veolia Innovation 
Accelerator to help develop and bring forward clean technologies.  Full details can be found on www.veolia.com/en/solutions/research-
innovation/via/

AgreeQuestion: Q24

By encouraging UK suppliers to enter the market through initiatives such as BIS’s NINJ programme and rewarding the conversion of innovation into 
business applications probably through some fiscal instrument.

Question: Q25

yes

It should be recognised that a review of the RHI in 2013 will by necessity be limited, but should be undertaken nevertheless.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

VES supports the provision for emergency review. Situations that could be taken as a determining criteria are: Incidents causing long-term 
disruption in the supply of certain feedstocks; and large exchange rate fluctuations due to any cause.

Question: Q27

VES does not agree that installations completed prior to 15 July 2009 should be ineligible.  Many developers that have completed installations prior 
to this date – including ourselves – were early movers in addressing environmental issues and should not be precluded from the benefit of the RHI 
when a new development to the existing installation could make a positive contribution to renewable heat generation.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28
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No

Comments:  VES has no view on small installations. On large installations the level of control and monitoring is such that abuse is highly unlikely.  
For unintended consequences, please refer to our response to Question 15. We believe that the option to choose between the two incentive 
schemes for large CHP may lead to a lowering of uptake for the RHI due to the tendancy to off-set early stage risks.

Whilst VES accepts the logic of using Ofgem to administer the RHI, their performance and attitude under the RO especially on waste feedstock has 
left much to be desired.  We believe Government should address this – which seems to be a shared by a large number of participants within the 
waste sector - prior to implementation of the RHI.

Question: Q29

VES believes that emphasis should be placed on the development of distributed heat networks and less on the heat generating technology.  The 
RHI should unambiguously incentives the development or extension of the network and should reward the developer/operator accordingly 
regardless of heat source providing it is renewable.

We also believe that the option between RO with uplift or RO with no uplift + RHI should be replaced by a RHI applied to the network development 
and electricity revenue allowed to be subject to a 15 year secure contract for differences based on the buy-out price.  The difficulties associated 
with applying a single uplift to large facilities have been referred in this response. Inevitably, a single uplift will over-compensate some, whilst being 
inadequate to incentivise others.  On the other hand, whatever system is implemented should be simple to administer.  Perhaps DECC should 
examine several references and determine the implication of a single uplift with a system that reflects the complexity, risk and cost of developing 
the heat network.

VES operates the Sheffield distributed energy scheme with heat derived from its energy from waste plant.  We would welcome this being used as a 
reference network.  Approximately 25% of the heat supplied is to hard-to-treat properties, the remainder is to civic offices, the university and 
hotels.

Question: Q30

354 Imperative Energy Installer

Attached please find the comments of Imperative Energy (UK) Ltd on the proposed introduction of a Renewable Heat Incentive.

May we first express our acknowledgement at the pioneering nature of this proposed scheme.  DECC is to be congratulated for taking a global lead 
in rewarding the generation of renewable heat.  The effectiveness of supporting the output of renewable installations, rather than supporting the 
sector through capital grants, will dramatically improve the quality of projects delivered in the UK.

Clearly, being the pioneer of such a scheme increases the difficult of getting all aspects correct from the outset.  It is for that reason that we 
strongly urge the Department to consider rolling out the RHI in two phases; the first to proceed in April 2011 as planned but confined to 
commercial and industrial applications.  The second phase could follow in 2012 or 2013 and would broaden the scheme to individual 
householders.  The benefits of such an approach are outlined in the attached document.

We also recommend a move away from the proposed three, capacity-band tariff levels to a project specific tariff based on a simple formula.  Again, 
more information is provided on this in the document.

Please note that our expertise is limited to biomass, therefore all our comments are specific to the biomass aspects of the proposed scheme.

 

Question: b) GeneralResponse

NO OBVIOUS OMISSIONS.  HOWEVER, THIS IS A GROUND-BREAKING SCHEME WITH NO INTERNATIONAL PRECEDENT.  IT IS A COMPLICATED 
SCHEME AND MUST BE LAUNCHED AS A ROBUST, LONG-TERM PROGRAMME.  THEREFORE, WE WOULD STRONGLY URGE A PHASED APPROACH.  

PHASE 1 TO BE LAUNCHED IN APRIL 2011 AS PLANNED BUT LIMITED TO COMMERCIAL (INCLUDING DISTRICT HEATING) AND INDUSTRIAL HEAT 
APPLICATIONS.  THIS WOULD ALLOW THE SCHEME TO BE FOCUSSED ON A FINITE NUMBER OF MEDIUM TO LARGE HEAT USERS.  ADMIN 
PROCEDURES CAN BE REDEFINED ON THIS LIMITED MARKET IN PREPARATION FOR PHASE 2.  PHASE 2 WOULD EXPAND THE SCHEME TO 
INDIVIDUAL RESIDENCES.

THE BENEFITS OF THIS APPROACH INCLUDED:
•	NO NEED FOR DEEMING – METERED HEAT ONLY – SCHEME ONLY PAYS FOR PROVEN DELIVERY
•	EASY TO IMPOSE REQUIREMENT FOR ENERGY EFFICIENCY AUDIT AND MEASURES PRIOR TO ELIGIBILITY FOR RHI
•	LARGE EARLY SUCCESSES WHICH WILL DELIVER GREATER AMOUNTS OF RENEWABLE HEAT WITH MINIMUM ADMINISTRATIVE OVERHEAD
•	NO NEED FOR MCS ACCREDITIATION (PRODUCTS COVERED BY CLEAN AIR ACT EXEMPT APPLIANCE LIST AND ENERGY TECHNOLOGY LIST OF THE 
ENHANCED CAPITAL ALLOWANCE SCHEME.  COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ENTITIES ALREADY CAPABLE OF PROTECTING AGAINST ROGUE 
INSTALLERS

Question: Q01
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NO, PROVIDED THE RHI SCHEME IS ESTABLISHED ON A STABLE BASIS WITH MINIMAL ADJUSTMENTS/CHANGES TO TARIFFS ONCE LAUNCHED.  
PAYMENTS OF THE RHI SHOULD BE ASSIGNABLE TO LEASING COMPANIES.

Question: Q02

IMPORTANT TO PROTECT HOUSEHOLDERS FROM UNQUALIFIED OPERATORS BUT “A LOCKED DOOR ONLY KEEPS HONEST MEN OUT”.   HOWEVER, 
THE MCS SHOULD NOT BE CONFUSED WITH A PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE. THE LATTER IS MORE IMPORTANT TO END USERS THAN THE FORMER.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

NO NEED FOR MCS ACCREDITIATION ABOVE RESIDENTIAL LEVEL (PRODUCTS COVERED BY CLEAN AIR ACT EXEMPT APPLIANCE LIST AND ENERGY 
TECHNOLOGY LIST OF THE ENHANCED CAPITAL ALLOWANCE SCHEME.  COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL ENTITIES ALREADY CAPABLE OF 
PROTECTING AGAINST ROGUE INSTALLERS

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

FOR PRODUCTS, EN303 AND CLEAN AIR ACT EXEMPT APPLIANCE LIST AND ENERGY TECHNOLOGY LIST OF THE ENHANCED CAPITAL ALLOWANCE 
SCHEME ARE MORE THAN ADEQUATE.  FOR INSTALLERS, COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL END USERS SHOULD IMPLEMENT SUPPLIER PRE-
QUALIFICATION DOCUMENTATION/PROCEDURES

Question: Q06

BUT WE WOULD RECOMMEND LIMITING BIOMASS TO CLEAN, VIRGIN FIBRE FROM SUSTAINABLE SOURCES (EVIDENCE OF FSC CERTIFICATION OR 
EQUIVALENT)

AgreeQuestion: Q07

NO COMMENT OTHER THAN REPEAT OF POINT THAT POLICING THE DOMESTIC SECTOR WILL BE VERY DIFFICULT AND ARGUABLY MORE COSTLY 
THAN IT IS BENEFICIAL

Question: Q08

EMISSION LIMITS SHOULD BE SET BY LOCAL AUTHORITIES.  THERE IS NO NEED FOR A “ONE SIZE FITS ALL” EMISSIONS TOLERANCE LEVEL.  A BOILER 
OPERATING IN A RURAL ENVIRONMENT SHOULD NOT BE TREATED THE SAME AS ONE IN A CITY CENTRE.

LISTING ON THE CLEAN AIR ACT EXEMPT APPLIANCE LIST SHOULD QUALIFY BIOMASS BOILERS FOR INSTALLATION ANYWHERE.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

WE WOULD EXCLUDE DOMESTIC INSTALLATIONS FROM PHASE 1.  FOR COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL APPLICATIONS WE WOULD IMPOSE A 
REQUIREMENT FOR AN ENERGY AUDIT PRIOR TO APPROVAL FOR RHI PAYMENTS

Question: Q10

See answer to question 10.

Question: Q11

ALL PAYMENTS SHOULD BE ON A METERED BASIS

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

LARGESCALE/PROCESS HEAT WOULD BE >1MW.  AT THE PROPOSED TARIFF OF 1.6P/kWh THE TARIFF IS BELOW THE COST OF BIOMASS SO IT 
WOULD CLEARLY COST ORGANISATIONS TO “OVERGENERATE” – THEREFORE THE RISK IS NEGLIGIBLE (PROVIDE SCHEME IS LIMITED TO VIRGIN 
BIOMASS.
THE COST OF METERS IS NOT AN ISSUE AS EVEN THE MOST EXPENSIVE ONES WILL REPRESENT A VERY SMALL FRACTION OF THE CAPEX OF A 
BIOMASS INSTALLATION.

Question: Q14

THE PROPOSED LEVELS ARE ABOUT RIGHT BUT THE BANDING IS PROBLEMATIC.  WE SUGGEST MOVING AWAY FROM BANDING (I.E. THE 
PROSPOSED <45kw, 45-500kw AND >500kw BANDS) TOWARDS A SIMPLE FORMULA BASED SYSTEM THAT CAPTURE THE FOLLOWING GRAPH 
WHICH REFLECTS THE ACTUAL CAPEX/BOILER SIZE CURVE
 
WE ARE HAPPY TO PROVIDE THIS FORMULA IF DECC BELIEVES IT WOULD BE OF BENEFIT.

THE RHI SHOULD BE PAID ON ALL RENEWABLE HEAT – EVEN THE HEAT OUTPUT FROM CHP.  THE POWER OUTPUT FROM CHP IS REWARDED 
THROUGH THE ROC SCHEME. IN TERMS OF CARBON REDUCTION AND FOSSIL FUEL DISPLACEMENT, “HEAT ONLY” INSTALLATIONS ARE AS 
VALUABLE (AND ARE MOST COST EFFECTIVE) THAN CHP INSTALLATIONS.  THEREFORE, IN A MARKET OF FINITE BIOMASS SUPPLY, “HEAT ONLY” 
INSTALLATIONS SHOULD NOT BE DISADVANTAGED RELATIVE TO CHP PLANTS.

, additional infoQuestion: Q15
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SEE ANWER TO QUESTION 15 ABOVE.  THE DROP BETWEEN 6.5p/kWh FOR 500kW and 1.6p/Kw for >500kW IS TOO SEVERE.

FOR EXAMPLE, TAKE THE COMPARISON BETWEEN A 450 kW INSTALLATION AND A 550kW INSTALLATION, BOTH OPERATING FOR 8000 HOURS PER 
ANNUM.  THE MARGINAL INCREASE IN CAPITAL COST WOULD BE c.£10,000.

450kW x 8000 hours = 3,600,000kWhrs.  At 6.5p/kWh, the RHI would be £234,000 per annum.

550kW x 8000 hours = 4,400,000kWhr.  At 1.6 p/kWh, the RHI would be £70,400 per annum.

SO, FOR CHOOSING THE LARGER BOILER (WHICH WOULD GIVE GREATER GHG EMISSIONS SAVINGS AND DISPLACE MORE FOSSIL FUEL, THE 
PROMOTER WOULD SPEND £10,000 MORE AND LOSE £163,400 PER ANNUM!

CLEARLY WITH ANY BANDING SYSTEM THERE WILL BE ANOMALIES SUCH AS THIS BUT THE SCALE OF THIS ANOMALY IS SEVERE.  THEREFORE, A 
FORMULA BASED, PROJECT SPECIFIC, TARIFF CALCULATION (AS ILLUSTRATED UNDER Q10 ABOVE) WOULD BE PREFERRED AND WOULD ABOLISH 
THESE ANOMALIES.

ALTHOUGH THIS MAY APPEAR DAINTING, THERE WOULD BE A FINITE NUMBER OF BIOMASS PROJECTS IN THE COMMERICAL AND INDUSTRIAL 
SECTORS, EACH WITH A UNIQUE REFERENCE NUMBER.  SO, ONCE THE TARIFF IS CALCULATED FOR A GIVEN PROJECT, THE ADMINISTRATION AND 
TRACKING BECOMES VERY STRAIGHTFORWARD.

THIS WOULD ENSURE THAT EACH PROJECT WAS DESIGNED AROUND THE OPTIMUM BOILER SIZE, RATHER THAN ARTIFICIALLY AROUND THE 
MAXIMUM TARIFF GENERATION.

Question: Q18

NO

Comments:	 THE RHI SHOULD ONLY SUPPORT BIOMASS PROJECTS USING VIRGIN BIOMASS FROM SUSTAINABLE SOURCES.  THE MONTHLY 
METERING READING SHOULD BE SUBMITTED WITH PROOF OF BIOMASS SUPPLY AND A CHAIN OF CUSTODY NUMBER FROM A SCHEME SUCH AS 
FSC (FOREST STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL – THE DE FACTO PROOF OF SUSTAINABILITY FOR THE GLOBAL TIMBER TRADE).

EfW SHOULD BE SUPPORTED UNDER A SEPARATE TECHNOLOGY BAND.  CLEARLY THE TARIFF FOR USING VIRGIN BIOMASS WITH A HIGH 
PURCHASE PRICE NEEDS TO DIFFER FROM RDF/SRF WHERE A GATE FEE MAY BE PAID.

Question: Q19

DH HAS A VITAL ROLE TO PLAY IN CREATING HEAT NETWORKS THAT CAN HOST VARIOUS RENEWABLE ENERGY PROJECTS AND WASTE HEAT 
CAPTURE. HOWEVER, THIS INFRASTRUCTURE HAS A MUCH LONGER DESIGN LIFE THAN HEAT GENERATION EQUIPMENT AND SHOULD BE SUPPORT 
UNDER A DIFFERENT PROGRAMME.  IN PARTICULAR, LOCAL AUTHORITIES SHOULD BECOME MORE INVOLVED IN OWNERSHIP/BUILDING OF HEAT 
NETWORK INFRASTRUCTURE AND THEN CHARGE A “DISTRIBUTION” FEE TO HEAT GENERATORS SUPPLYING THAT NETWORK.  THIS COULD ALSO 
BE FACILITATED THROUGH 50-80 YEAR CONCESSIONS. 

FOR SMALLER NETWORKS SUCH AS COMMUNITY HEATING, THE COSTS SHOULD BE BORNE BY THE DEVELOPER.

DisagreeQuestion: Q20

SEE 20 ABOVE – DISTRICT HEATING NEEDS A SEPARATE SUPPORT PROGRAMME

Question: Q21

YES – RHI TARIFF SHOULD BE INDEX LINKED FOR THE DURATION OF THE PROJECT ENTITLEMENT.

Comments: IT IS DIFFICULT TO SEE HOW THE SPLITTING OF THE SUPPORT BETWEEN A CAPITAL ELEMENT AND FUEL ELEMENT CAN SUPPORT THE 
DEVELOPMENT OF AN EFFECTIVE MARKET. WE BELIEVE THAT PROCURING OF FUEL UNDER LONG TERM CONTRACTS IF UP TO THE PROJECT 
DEVELOPER.  ANY ATTEMPT TO ADJUST PART OF THE TARIFF IN LINE WITH SOME FORM OF BIOMASS INDEX WILL JUST CREATE AN UPWARD 
SPIRAL IN BIOMASS PRICES WITH PROJECTS OUTBIDDING EACH OTHER IN THE SPORT MARKET WHICH IN TURN WOULD DRIVE UP THE BIOMASS 
PRICE INDEX.

A FIXED (INDEX LINKED) TARIFF IS ADEQUATE TO SUPPORT THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE MARKET.

Question: Q22

WE BELIEVE IN A TWO PHASE ROLL OUT AS DISCUSSED ABOVE AND THAT THERE SHOULD BE NO PRICE REVIEW OVER THE DURATION OF THE 
PROJECT OTHER THAN AN ANNUAL REVIEW IN LINE WITH INFLATION.  AS INFLATION CAN FALL AS WELL AS RISE, THERE WOULD BE MERIT IN 
INTRODUCING A ‘FLOOR’ PRICE TO THE RHI TARIFF.

Question: Q26

ONLY IN CASE OF MANIFEST ERROR(S) IN THE DRAFTING OF THE LEGISLATION

Question: Q27
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IT IS DIFFICULT TO JUSTIFY RETROSPECTIVE QUALIFICATION BEFORE THE JULY 15, 2009 “LINE IN THE SAND”.  IF A CASE IS MADE FOR SUPPORT PRE-
JULY 15TH PROJECTS, THE TARIFF SHOULD BE SET AT A LOWER LEVEL THAN FOR NEW INSTALLATIONS (POSSIBLE 50%) ON THE BASIS THAT THE 
INVESTMENT DECISION WAS MADE WITHOUT THE BENEFIT OF THE RHI BEING NEEDED.  AGAIN, IT IS UP TO EACH PROJECT DEVELOPER/OWNER 
TO SECURE BIOMASS SUPPLIES UNDER ADEQUATE CONTRACTUAL ARRANGEMENTS.  THERE IS A DANGER OF EXCESSIVE MARKET INTERFERENCE IF 
THE SCHEME IS APPLIED TO EVERY BIOMASS BOILER INSTALLED PRE-JULY 15TH.

Question: Q28

WE DO NOT BELIEVE THAT THE RHI IS THE APPROPRIATE SCHEME WITH WHICH TO SUPPORT DISTRICT HEATING.  THE FOCUS OF THE RHI SHOULD 
REMAIN ON REWARDING THE GENERATION OF USEFUL HEAT FROM RENEWABLE SOURCES.  DISTRICT HEATING IS ABOUT HEAT DISTRIBUTION, 
NOT GENERATION.  THEREFORE WE FEEL DH IS DESERVING OF A DEDICATED SUPPORT PROGRAMME PROVIDED THAT IT IS USED TO DISTRIBUTE 
AT LEAST 70% RENEWABLE HEAT (ANY SUPPORT SCHEME COULD BE BASED ON THE PROPORTION OF HEAT TO BE DISTRIBUTED THAT WILL COME 
FROM RENEWABLE RESOURCES).

Question: Q30

355 P&H Energy UK Limited Private Company

Ofgem;

Question: a) Summary

Whilst we consider the consultation addresses the key issues, we note that there is still a considerable amount of detailed design work to be 
completed. We are concerned that there will be a need for further policy instrument design required, which could risk delaying the introduction of 
the RHI beyond April 2011, as currently proposed. The priority for the industry is to see the timely introduction of the policy instrument to ensure 
that there is no further hiatus in the development of demand for renewable heating systems. Whilst we understand that Government has gone to 
some pains to try to avoid such a hiatus occurring, the nature of the consultation process (and the forthcoming election) have acted to deter 
customers from installing renewable heating systems until such time as there is definite information. It is a pity that transitional arrangements 
were included in the consultation process – we believe that it would have been preferable to provide clear criteria for the eligibility of installations 
during the consultation process so that it provided certainty to the market.

Question: Q01

Particularly at a time of severe economic constraint, we are not confident that there will be sufficient liquidity in the financing sector to be able to 
bring forward appropriate financing structures rapidly, although the extent to which this will be a limitation will depend on the rate of uptake in 
the RHI’s early years.
With regard to public sector financing structures, we are particularly unclear on how local authorities will be able to raise and provide additional 
finance at a time where public sector financing is facing very significant pressures.
With regard to private sector structures, clear, certain and long-term policy design will be needed to ensure lending institutions build confidence in 
the ability to repay debt off the back of RHI income.

Question: Q02

We are concerned that OFGEM will be assessor and payer. We hope that sufficient preparation will be given in that department to be able to 
conduct these tasks. In our experience, government grant schemes (LCBP or BECG) benefit from having trained assessors to sit behind the 
administrators , so a reasonably well-informed decision can be made on the application quickly and without too much frustration to the applicant. 
It is important that the mechanics are in place to provide timely payments to owners of renewable heating equipment.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

We believe that currently, there are not enough certified products to allow a market to function. Since, for biomass in particular, most of the 
manufacturers are based in mainland Europe, these companies will struggle to work with a UK system such as the MCS.
Whether the MCS is required as a pre-requisite for a scheme should be a decision based on the number of accredited products. Where the number 
of accredited products is too low for an effective market to function we recommend the use of a ‘transition period’ to allow projects to continue 
while MCS accreditation is sought. We believe this is likely to be necessary for biomass products. There are other European-wide standards that we 
feel could have been applied – rather than the insistence on MCS accreditation.
Installer standards - The installer standards are now in place but have proved very problematic for commercial installers. The scheme was originally 
designed to provide protection for individuals engaging a single contractor. Commercial installers working for a main contractor under a standard 
UK construction industry contract have found their business model does not fit the requirements of the scheme. This situation means that 
installers are forced to change their business model to suit the MCS. This situation stifles innovation and increases costs.
As a minimum there needs to be reform of the MCS, before it can be a mandatory requirement, to ensure it is transparent and accountable. 
Installers must have a right to explain their business model and not made to include elements not relevant to their business.
General MCS comments – There is currently a large amount of confusion about the accountability and process for amending the MCS. We believe 
that the role should be clearly defined and that industry representatives should be given greater control over the standards that the scheme 
applies. The requirement for all documentation to be provided in English is very expensive hurdle for many manufacturers. We feel that it would 
have been better to allow accreditation bodies to exercise common sense in this area. As most manufacturers are based overseas, this is an issue 
for most manufacturers. Perhaps allowing accreditation bodies to undertake translation work and charge applicants for it would have offered a 
more competitive solution than forcing manufacturers to obtain translation from the testing laboratories. There is also little point in translating 
every document for every product when similar products often share very similar test reports.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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The MCS should not be a requirement for installations over 45kW. Currently, no standards have been proposed or published for products above 
45kW. In the future if new standards are introduced, after appropriate consultation with industry, they should not be a requirement until enough 
products are accredited to allow a market to function. For products in the range 45 -300kW it is unlikely that by the launch of the scheme there will 
be enough products to generate a competitive market.
If the MCS can be reformed to allow access to companies that don’t specialise in domestic installations, then the scheme could be applied to larger 
installations. Significant changes to the scheme conditions will be needed before these criteria will have been met.
Installations over 45kW are not ‘micro generation’ as such, and so the requirements both for installers and products will be different. In this case 
both the buyers and sellers of the equipment are different types of organisations and have different business models.
Allowance needs to be made for bespoke installations. We do not see how any custom-designed packaged solutions could possible obtain MCS 
approval as their very nature means that every system will be different – designed around the needs of the customer.
Changes to the MCS should be proposed, discussed and consulted on before adoption. Until now, this has not happened and changes have been 
introduced without consultation and judgements of accreditation bodies have not been open to appeal.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

We are not aware of another standard with such stringent requirements as the MCS – but as the rest of mainland Europe copes very well with the 
standards already in place, and they have many, many more biomass installations than we do, we believe that the requirements of the MCS 
accreditation scheme impose a new, much more bureaucratic and unnecessary standard on the industry. Why is EN303-5 not sufficient, for 
example? If a boiler has undergone a full EN303-5 inspection, this will have covered aspects of the build quality as well as performance and 
emissions tests – so we believe that a Class 3 boiler should be acceptable for RHI.

Question: Q06

Many buildings have legitimate cooling loads, which can effectively be met using biomass boilers in conjunction with absorption chillers (eg 
hospitals). Heat from biomass used ultimately for cooling in this way reduces carbon emissions and should be eligible for the RHI. In many cases a 
heat meter measuring the output of a biomass boiler will record the output regardless of the end use. To exclude the heat used for cooling uses 
will require additional monitoring complexity. I think that we need to raise the issue of space heaters too. For some buildings a biomass unit 
producing forced hot air will be the best option – eradicating the need for an expensive distribution system in large open spaces that simply don’t 
need one.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Yes, we agree with your approach. We are not aware of bioliquids other than FAME that could be used as a replacement fuel in oil-fired domestic 
heating boilers.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

As the UK market for biomass boilers is a relatively small part of the European market, a UK-only standard should be avoided. A class within an 
existing European standard should instead be adopted to minimise barriers. EN303-05 contains definitions of boiler classes. This standard should 
be specifically referred to. We suggest that an EN 303 class 3 boiler would be an appropriate place to start the scheme.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

We believe that it is essential that a potential customer can determine very quickly what level of incentive can be applied to a project. This should 
be based on a calculation that can be carried out by the customer. If the installer is required to carry out this calculation then the incentive level 
may vary between competing installers. This would provide an incentive for installers to incorrectly estimate heat load to generate a better return. 
This is clearly undesirable.
A better solution would be to provide a benchmarked approach based on floor area (in m2) and building type. The building types could be assumed 
to be relatively efficient in line with the objectives stated in the consultation.
We don’t believe it should be required that energy efficiency measures should be installed as there may be site specific reasons why these cannot 
be undertaken. Many buildings are in constant use and a requirement to carry out disruptive building works could significantly reduce the market 
for renewable energy equipment.
In principle deeming the heat load, and producing a figure which assumes all energy-efficiency measures that could be implemented, are, would 
seem sensible in order not to reward those who simply burn more fuel than is necessary.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Energy efficiency in new build should be managed through building regulations and should be completely independent of any other government 
scheme.
Planners could be given the power to insist on higher than normal standards in the interim. The 2013 and 2016 standards could be brought forward.

Question: Q11

We welcome the concept of deeming for smaller installations. For smaller projects deeming will offer a simpler method of determining the 
incentive to be paid to a system.
However, before we could fully support the system of deeming, we would need to review a proposal for exactly how the deemed output of a 
system will be calculated.
Above all, the system for deeming output must be simple and transparent to ensure it is clear, from an early stage, what the financial incentive 
payable to a project will be.

Question: Q12
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Appendix S of the SAP methodology is designed for existing dwellings and could potentially be used to determine the heat loss of an existing 
building. However, the methodology is considerably more involved than would be acceptable for the purposes of providing quotations.
The scheme could use a significantly simplified methodology based on a benchmark value for building type multiplied by the floor area. This 
achieves both objectives of not disproportionally rewarding those without energy efficiency measures and ensuring that potential installers are 
able to provide a quotation without extensive surveying and calculations, the cost of which would need to be borne by the consumer.
Energy Performance Certificates for new buildings will provide an independent benchmark for new build projects.
For commercial projects many customers will have a design team including M&E consultants. In this case these designers could be authorised to 
carry out assessments. This would allow an
independent analysis of the deemed output and allow the customer to determine the subsidy available at an early stage. This would also remove 
any problems associated with a conflict of interest of installers.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Generators should be required to keep records of their energy generation which may be audited. For projects over 500kW the proposed level 
means that there is likely to be little to gain as the marginal cost of fuel is likely to be greater than that of the RHI payment.
Heat meters are widely available and reliable. The scheme should require that all heat meters installed are compatible with the Measuring 
Instruments Directive (MID

Question: Q14

We welcome the rate of return of 12% this should allow significant numbers of projects to become attractive to both private individuals and 
commercial organisations.
The tariff structure will cause some specific problems. Most notably, the reduction in the tariff for biomass from 6.5 to 1.6-2.5p/kWh at 500kW will 
artificially cause projects to reduce the size of boiler installations. The reduction in the incentive level of up to 75% indicates that the current 
scenario assumes that there is a step change in cost at 500kW. We do not agree that this cost reduction exists. Having such a large step change in 
the level of the RHI at 500kW will lead to the perverse behaviour of installing 499kW boilers in applications for which a, say, 600kW boiler would be 
the optimal way of reducing fossil fuel use. This behaviour is liked to be repeated at each tariff boundary. We would recommend that it would be 
better to have a system with many bands and small increments between them than few bands and large increments.

Question: Q18

We can understand the rationale for the proposed approach.

Question: Q19

We agree with the approach. One possible way in which this could be done would be to allow the 45kW rate to be applied to each property 
connected. Thus 500 houses with loads of 30kW will get a deemed amount = 500 x (30X kWh/year) x 9.5pkWh. Further work would be needed on 
the economics of different types if DH scheme to see if such a simple approach would be reasonably ‘balanced’.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

All networks – the best schemes will go through.
No – a mini DHS with 2-3 users makes sense and should be rewarded as above (deemed on each property connected basis or an individual heat 
meter on each property

Question: Q21

If the tariffs payable for a project can be reviewed and varied it will create uncertainty for potential investors. For the scheme to be a success 
people must be able to predict the level of income they will receive throughout the project life. Without this certainty the effect of the RHI will be 
dramatically reduced.

Question: Q22

The uptake of the scheme is difficult to predict. Once the scheme has been started real data will be available which can be used to calculate what 
degression rate will be appropriate. In our view it is preferable to wait for real data before committing to a degression rate.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

While a tariff based structure is a very sensible way to incentivise established technology, it is not adequate to incentivise very novel 
developments. Where little data about the reliability of technology is available, capital grants help to reduce investor exposure to technology risk.
The RHI is a central plank in the deployment of renewable and low carbon technologies but it is not the only tool needed for the research, 
development and deployment of technologies.
Where new products are available it may be necessary to introduce an interim tariff at more frequent intervals than the reviews. It would be 
beneficial for applications for reviews to be considered on an annual basis.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

AgreeQuestion: Q26
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Emergency reviews should be available if the policy can be seen to have fallen short of the intended outcome. Annual targets for installed capacity 
should be defined at the outset of the scheme and a review should be called if the target is missed by a substantial margin. Similarly, were it to 
become obvious that the system was being abused, an emergency review may be necessary.

Question: Q27

With biomass particularly, increased numbers of installations could cause fuel prices to rise. To adjust for this, a separate tariff for existing 
installation could be created. This tariff could start at a very low level and be adjusted to reflect changes in fuel price but not return on capital.
The small number of existing installations would generate good will and ‘pay back’ for itself in the marketing and promotion. It could be limited to 
users <45kW.
We further feel that it is unfair to eliminate those pioneers who, generally speaking, bore higher costs and greater risks in adopting renewables at 
an early stage. Some form of payment to such pioneers would seem just.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

We believe that such issues are likely to come to light fairly soon after the scheme comes into being – and should be dealt with promptly at that 
stage. To try to anticipate every possible abuse and design it out now would no doubt lead to an overly complicated and bureaucratic process, and 
additional delay.

Question: Q29

356 ConocoPhillips (U.K.) Limited

ConocoPhillips support UK Government plans to increase the use of renewable energy to generate heat and electricity, including RHI if 
implemented appropriately. However we do believe that the financing scheme for RHI needs significant further consideration. Funding RHI should 
not penalise those who have already invested significant capital in low carbon technologies like CHP. It should also be focussed away from areas 
where emissions are already controlled by EU ETS, to avoid encouraging relocation of UK industry and potential double charges in fuels production. 
In our view an increase in CCL, with potentially an extension to domestic premises would be a better and lower cost route for funding RHI. In any 
case we believe that Good Quality CHP and waste heat recovery should be exempted from any levy.

We understand the Government approach to provide technologies with an appropriate rate of return. However a balance needs to be struck 
between encouraging a broad range of technologies and efficiently incentivising the most carbon efficient technologies, concentrating at the 
lowest cost end of the abatement curve.

One other issue seriously concerns us and that is around the issue of supply of biomaterials. It is essential that, as far as possible, the utilisation of 
these limited supplies is optimised – directed where they are used most efficiently and so give the highest carbon savings – and that various 
competing policy aims do not merely create inflationary pressures for finite supplies. The whole area of sustainable bio material supplies must be 
subject to on-going review.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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The over-riding principle here should be that the fuel market is not overly distorted. In the industrial sector EU ETS should in the long term provide 
the incentive for low carbon fuels. Any RHI should, like RO, provide a temporary incentive to overcome clearly identified market failures and 
barriers, for instance the current perception that the carbon price is not high enough to enable the renewables targets to be met, and be targeted 
most at areas excluded from EU ETS.

However, the major missing issue in this consultation is how the RHI is to be financed. It is critical that there are clear proposals for how the levy 
revenues will be raised and information on the expected costs to different business sectors, so that industry can both make informed responses 
and can adapt their business/investment plans accordingly.

In is essential that where different Government departments/sub-departments and handling different incentives for heat and electricity, processes 
ensure joined up policy, including for CHP.
In the previous proposals, the rate of levy quoted was prohibitively high and was to be applied to all use of fossil fuel to create heat. In particular if 
this levy is applied in industrial heat applications like refineries, it would significantly damage international competitiveness (the figures quoted are 
of the same order as expected refinery margins) thus the refining industry will become unprofitable as a result of this measure. The effect will be to 
encourage imports at the expense of UK refining and manufacturing. The RHI levy will not be incorporated into the cost of these imports and thus a 
perverse incentive to import product with a potentially much higher carbon footprint will be created by the “tax”.

Heat and electricity cannot be neatly separated as they are both forms of energy created during processes that can ‘decide’ how much of which to 
generate, hence our suggestion below that RHI is financed by increasing CCL. Similarly heat and electricity are also interchangeable in use eg 
electric heater or combi boilers. The introduction of this levy could tend to discourage use of heat relative to electricity which may in many cases 
decrease efficiency, and tend to discourage large scale CHP which is itself a simple route to consolidate and hence maximise energy efficiency and 
renewable applications.

There appears to be no analysis of how cost and incentives on electrical and heat production might interact. They could produce perverse 
incentives if the costs applied to heat are too high encouraging electricity to be made and transported and then used for heat generation (a very 
inefficient process). As the actual cost of the levy is not known it is difficult to see how this analysis could be done.

Additionally for refineries, any heating oil produced and used in the UK would effectively be subject to the levy twice (in its manufacturing and then 
in its use).

Overall we would prefer financing to be via an increase in the Climate Change Levy. This would increase the signals for energy efficiency to industry 
and would be administratively simple to implement. Cost and administration would be reduced. We think there are already too many measures in 
the carbon/renewables/energy efficiency space and adding another is bound to increase the scope for unintended consequences.

If however a levy is retained we believe that industrial heat applications, particularly from CHP or waste heat recovery should be excluded from the 
financing levy to avoid merely encouraging imports. We would also welcome consideration of any levy mechanism being directed at heat use 
rather than fuel to assist pass through for existing contractual arrangements.

Other issues to consider include ensuring that the biomass market is not so distorted that increasing incentive levels serve merely to increase 
biomaterial prices, thus creating an “unvirtuous” circle with users of fossil heat continually paying more for less, as each successive project needs a 
higher incentive. So we consider that some cap or other cost limiting mechanisms must be in place.

Finally no biomaterials that are not properly certified should count towards the incentive.

Question: Q01

Don’t know.  There is so little data to go on existing and new business cannot estimate the cost to them. What are the accounting policies re 
accruing liabilities?

Question: Q02

In part.  We think that with incentive and levy mechanisms it is important to learn from past experience. In particular as compared with ROCs and 
LECS, the issuance of funding needs to be smoother and measures need to be in place to deal with any bad debt implications. The administrator of 
the RHI should be selected by competitive tender.

AgreeQuestion: Q03
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Yes, but with comments
Comments: The eligibility criteria seem sound to us. In particular it is essential to limit the incentive to useful heat, efficiently generated. However, 
we are concerned about perverse incentives caused by any associated levy; particularly driving generation of electricity where direct use of heat is 
more efficient. Perverse incentives and unintended consequences are almost inevitable given the plethora of provisions and targets in the 
environmental space (e.g. EU ETS; CCL; CRC; RTFO; LPCD; EPS). Additionally, another mechanism introduces another layer of administration and 
cost.

Overall we are not convinced that RHI should be used to drive innovation. Direct grants for R&D may be a more effective measure than RHI tariffs 
to achieve this aim.
For relevant areas of application we would like to see incentives tied into CHPQA to ensure that the most efficient generation of heat and power is 
encouraged.

We would like to see Life Cycle Analysis used to ensure that emissions do not indirectly increase due to transportation and land use change impacts.

Consideration should also be given to including renewable cooling.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

It is possible that renewable fuels produced in refinery hydrotreaters could be used, in the same way as renewable diesel fuels so produced can 
replace FAME in transport fuels, with the benefits that their properties are identical to the fossil fuel. Such fuels should not be discriminated 
against and therefore should be eligible for RHI support.

The renewable portion can be assessed by technical approaches as for Duty Relief and envisaged for partially renewable hydro-treated diesel in the 
implementation of the Renewables Directive for transport fuels.

AgreeQuestion: Q08

Yes.  We are concerned in general that there do not appear to be safeguards to ensure that subsidies are directed to the most efficient solutions. It 
may actually promote inefficiency as the smaller and less efficient are given more money

Question: Q10

Should use existing metering standards wherever possible such as CHPQA, CCL and EUETS standards

Question: Q12

Yes.  We fully support the concept that only useful heat should be incentivised. We do however think that measures need to be proportionate; for 
instance sometimes a let down point after a meter may exist for safety reasons. It would be unreasonable for all incentive to be lost in 
circumstances like this. We suggest that similar measures as are employed in CHPQA can be used.

Question: Q14

We do not have enough information on Long term supply/demand for bio materials. However we do believe that any incentive must be subject to 
some cap or safety valve to ensure cost effectiveness. We also believe that great care must be exercised to avoid diverting bio-supply to the most 
supported applications and away from the most effective. We are also concerned about the unvirtuous circle in which lack of supply leads to 
massive increase in the costs of bio mass fuel and hence the level of incentive rises for each successive project and this pattern is repeated over 
time with costs spiralling.

Question: Q15

We believe that the best approach would be to encourage biogas to be put into the gas grid. That way any such gas can be utilised without specific 
customers having to be found. In this case, the incentive should go to the producer, but the levy level to consumers should be reduced 
commensurately to recognise renewable content. This is most efficient as biogas suppliers can site in the best location not necessarily near 
demand. The gas grid is extensive and easily accessed. The level of incentive cost applied to gas users should be decreased as a result of any 
increase in the amount of bio gas and the cost to gas consumers would therefore fall as more bio gas is brought in to the grid. No attempt should 
be made to ‘tag’ biogas and sell to identified users through the grid as this leads to reduced market liquidity, risk management problems and 
administrative complexity and inefficiency.

Question: Q16

Given the adjustment of tariffs for inflation as it occurs, we assume the rates of return quoted are real rather than nominal. In this case they seem 
generous to us, particularly at the top end, given that the revenue streams are guaranteed. In our view the principle should be to level the playing 
field between renewable and fossil heat, and no more. Carbon pricing should then provide the incentive to choose one fuel over another.

We are also nervous about inefficiencies introduced by providing the same rate of return to each technology, regardless of carbon abatement cost. 
There is a danger that the incentives to improve the efficiency of technologies will be missed.

Question: Q18
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No.  In principle there is no good reason to discourage co-production to maximise renewable production by efficient use of existing facilities. The 
need to reinvest in dedicated facilities will result in a higher incentive level and hence a higher levy.

Question: Q19

We appreciate that the infrastructure associated with district heating in general may require financial support. However we see this as a district 
heating issue, and do not see any reason for a renewable uplift to take care of this. It is important that the market for biomaterials is distorted as 
little as possible and providing an uplift to district heating would tend to drive bio supplies there, away from, potentially more effective uses.

The danger is that the RHI leads to inefficient district heating schemes going forward rather than more efficient larger schemes outside the district 
heating area..

DisagreeQuestion: Q20

See Q20, we do not support a renewable uplift for district heating as we think this will distort the market for bio materials. We also believe that 
support should be directed in order to obtain the most benefit from money spent, rather than focussed on the least beneficial.

Question: Q21

Yes.  We are very worried about a possible vicious circle where higher levels of support result in greater demand for a limited supply of bio-material 
and merely increase prices of bio material. Next year even higher support levels are required. Some cap or other cost control mechanism needs to 
be in place.

Question: Q22

This seems to be a sensible way to address the issue, but in practice it will be extremely difficult to choose the correct rate for degression in order 
to achieve the desired objective.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

We agree that syngas from renewable materials should be eligible.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

If this policy is introduced then the approach outlined is vital to ensure that new technologies are supported as they arise and that adjustments can 
be made to ensure that the policy is achieving its objectives in the most cost effective manner. However in our view, RHI and associated levy, 
represents a major new UK tax and incentive to be introduced in a very short timeframe but for which little implementation detail is yet available. 
We recommend that the introduction is delayed and phased in with a trial period, with appropriate review, to minimise the perverse or unintended 
consequences.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

The level of the cost of the policy must be kept under review so that it does not escalate unreasonably, due, for instance to huge price rises in 
biomaterials following competition for limited supplies. At the start a cap on any levy should be established. This will help investors evaluate the 
worst case scenario and therefore not unduly prejudice investment in the UK.

Question: Q27

With the sheer number and complexity of measures in the environmental space in the UK, it is inevitable that there will be perverse incentives and 
unintended consequences. We note particularly that distortion between electrical and steam heaters could be introduced by this measure. We also 
believe that any impact assessment must make genuine assessments of impacts on bio material supply/demand and hence costs.

Question: Q29

We do not agree with directing significant funds to “hard to treat” properties. It is important that all funds are directed in an efficient manner to 
obtain the best returns.

Question: Q30

357 John Higgs (individual) Potential generator
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I appreciate and applaud the initiative by DECC to try to reduce our carbon emission from the important sector of space heating using the 
instrument of this RHI initiative   
In order to try to judge the effectiveness of the proposed measures and the level of incentive which might motivate large numbers of householders 
to adopt these measures, I have developed a simple analysis model against which the behaviour of each RHI technology initiative can be assessed.   
I have also looked at other measures that might be alternatives or improvements to the current RHI proposals.
My summary observations are:
1.	The proposed RHI is likely to drive the majority of domestic users to a space heating technology that will actually increase CO2 emissions at a 
high cost to the scheme.
2.	The proposed RHI is likely to have a beneficial effect in respect of solar domestic water heating.
3.	The RHI could be modified to offer useful incentive for direct solar space heating technologies.
4.	Incorporating heat loss reduction measures and technologies offers some of the highest returns on investment and the RHI should be re-
designed to encourage these.
5.	RHI Tariff rates should, in some cases, be size banded to avoid penalising small buildings and over rewarding large property owners.
6.	Provision should be made for dual fuel – fossil / renewable – systems with a legal requirement for fossil fuel use accounting by the claimant.
7.	Mechanisms must be included to prevent Landlords exploiting the subsidies and Tenants suffering the extra fuel charges.
8.	Unnecessary accreditation requirements should be removed where they act as barriers to product and service competition and restrict the 
extent of roll-out. 

I have commented separately on the RHI Consultation using the standard template in order to assist you with your compilation, however, I feel 
there are a number of principles where comment is appropriate which do not coherently fall into the category of any of the set questions.  I 
therefore offer the following free-form comment.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

The scheme does not appear to have been designed with the primary aim of reducing carbon emissions (and reducing our fossil fuel dependence).

The scheme does not adequately address the only real solution, which is to provide incentives and capital finance to greatly reduce the heat loss 
from buildings and maximise their use of solar heating.

All section of the associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary> are relevant to answering this question.

, additional infoQuestion: Q01

Yes, but with the exception of the accreditation component.

Question: Q03

Product and Installer Accreditation
It is sometimes necessary to require accreditation or certification as a condition of grant or license because of public safety or the potential for 
fraud, however, such strictures nearly always result in the reduction of competition, increase in price, and a protectionist attitude.
Such a result has been clearly demonstrated in the premiums charged for alternative energy systems products and by installers, where such 
accreditation has been a condition of receipt of Government grant.   These premiums have the effect of reducing the uptake of the technology and 
the barriers and lack of competition tends to stifle the development of new ideas and techniques and more efficient methods.
The insistence on product and service accreditation should be a last resort if there is no other, more open, way of ensuring an adequate quality of 
product and service.
With the way the RHI is currently proposed at the Small Installations level, there are strong incentives for the users of the scheme to require an 
efficient product and a high standard of installation service, since the “profit” (or loss) made out of the RHI payments will be heavily dependent 
upon the fuel efficiency of the appliance and the overall effectiveness of the installed system and its reliability and maintainability over the full 
term of the payments.
Whilst it is possible that unscrupulous players may seek to enter the market, and some members of the general public will prefer to deal though 
accredited installers with accredited products, there will be others who are confident in their known plumbers or engineering installers or who are 
prepared to trust the recommendations of other users.
It is unnecessary and undesirable to make accreditation of installers and of products a condition of grant.
It is, however, essential that the SAP (or equivalent) assessment of the property, for the purpose of setting the RHI rate, should be carried out by 
someone suitably qualified and subject to whatever strictures are necessary to prevent fraudulent assessment being made.

Disagree, additional infoQuestion: Q04

Not entirely

Eligibility should be based on Effectiveness in achieving the policy aims i.e. on the kg CO2 reduction per £ of RHI money spent by the RHI Scheme.   
There are major questions relating to the APPLICATION of the heat pump technology, furthermore the technologies included in the RHI scheme 
should be wider with more imaginative ways of setting the RHI payments.

See all sections of associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

, additional infoQuestion: Q07

Yes to both assuming that the minimum standards necessary to qualify are not outside the reasonable reach of the majority of households.

RequirementQuestion: Q10
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The RHI initiative should be extended using “before and after” SAP assessment of heat loss ratings on existing housing stock, and an “actual built 
versus min. regs” SAP assessment for new build.  RHI payments should be made against these differential improvements.

See detail in Sections 5 (Solar Heating) and 6 (Heat Loss Reduction) 
in associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

, additional infoQuestion: Q11

AgreeQuestion: Q12

AgreeQuestion: Q13

In principle – Yes   ;   in detail – No

Comments:

The deeming concept is OK;  the technologies are too narrow;  there are major problems with heat pump incentives;   insufficient attention 
appears to have been given to the Effectiveness of the initiative in terms of CO2 savings and the best way to provide properly directed incentives.

Please read all sections of my associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

, additional infoQuestion: Q18

In Small Scale Installation, in addition to blended fuel provisions, I believe it will be necessary to accommodate multiple, mixed (renewable / fossil) 
heat sources in the scheme.  This will require that users account for fossil fuel used on an annual basis.    See details in  Section 7  sub-section 1 
(Mixed Fuel Use)
in associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

Question: Q19

I agree with fixed (inflation proofed) tariffs but with your suggested exception of a periodically reviewed Bio-fuel fuel cost contribution tariff, 
because the price of bio-fuel is likely to alter significantly as scale of production and distribution alters and as pellet production alters from the 
disposal of a waste product to the production of a mainstream product from specifically farmed resources

Question: Q22

It is very difficult to predict the uptake, mix and cost of the RHI scheme, and whether it will actually reduce CO2 emissions and whether it will lead 
to an unacceptable increase in electrical load [see my concerns in the associated report about the ASHP + radiators].    I regard it as essential to 
build in the maximum flexibility to revise the scheme in the light of operating experience.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

For the reasons stated in the Q23 you will need to adapt quickly.  BUT, beware of expecting some major new technology – energy is only available 
from the sun – directly; derived (wind/hydro) or stored (fossil or bio-fuel) – or from nuclear binding forces (fission and fusion).

The likely technologies that will have to be encouraged will be improvements and adaptations of existing technologies.  For example, gas driven air 
sourced heat pumps able efficiently to feed into existing radiator systems; demand side managed dual fuel systems (el.ht. pump / gas boiler) 
switched to utilise opportunity wind generation; much lower cost solar heat collection systems; more reliable, lower cost domestic CHP systems.

I believe that it will soon become apparent that the real focus of the RHI should have been energy use reduction by insulation; waste heat 
recovery; etc. to passive house standard; and the maximisation of direct solar gain utilisation through advanced glazing; solar thermal walls 
(Trombe etc.); inter-seasonal heat storage; etc.

Ref: Sections  5 (Solar Heating) and 6 (Heat Loss reduction Technologies) in associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

Agree, additional infoQuestion: Q24

Increase the size of the market, the level of competition and the incentives for innovation, by removing the requirement for accreditation, whilst 
applying the RHI deemed incentive scheme to solar space heating installations using “before and after” SAP assessments of the value of the 
improvements.

Ref: Sections 8 (Accreditation); 5 (Solar Heating) and 6 (Heat Loss reduction Technologies) in associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

, additional infoQuestion: Q25
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A running analysis of the accumulated average CO2 savings / £ of RHI expenditure should be kept.  If this drops below some minimum acceptable 
level, such as 1.0 kg CO2/ £, then this would trigger an emergency review of the scheme incentive structure.

Ref: Section 2 (Analysis of Incentives and Effectiveness)  in associated report <John Higgs RHI Commentary>

, additional infoQuestion: Q27

Abuse:   Rental sector ; Partial occupation of Properties.

Unintended Consequences :  Negative CO2 saving with some heat pumps systems.

For detail see relevant sub sections of Sections 7 (Comments on RHI Tariffs & Payment) and 3 (Heat Pumps)  in associated report <John Higgs RHI 
Commentary>

, additional infoQuestion: Q29

358 Scottish Renewables Trade Association

Finance

Question: a) Summary

The tax issues related to the renewable heat payments need to be addressed and clarified quickly. Any changes could greatly affect the financial 
models for some installations and could cause difficulties in repaying loans.
It was disappointing that no announcement was made regarding how the scheme will be funded in the 2010 Budget. To give confidence that the 
RHI will be implemented as planned, on the 1st of April, the Government should announce details of how the scheme will be funded at the earliest 
opportunity.
The document is still not clear on the definition of a grant or whether devolved governments can continue to award them. There has also been no 
announcement around the eligibility of schemes that have received grants and whether these will need to be repaid to receive RHI payments to 
comply with state aid rules.

Question: Q01
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By relying on private ventures to provide the upfront capital costs of the equipment, the Government misses out on the opportunity to target low 
income groups who would benefit the most from the scheme. The opportunity to finance installations through low interest loans from national 
banks at minimal levels of interest would help to address any fuel poverty issues arising around the funding of the incentive. It is therefore crucial 
to the success of the scheme that the government establishes a low interest financing scheme such as Pay As You Save.
With the introduction of the FIT and the RHI the existing grant schemes will be wound up. This previously available funding was from an entirely 
different source than the two new schemes developed as part of the Renewable Energy Strategy. This previously available grant funding should be 
pooled to develop a “Green Bank” which could provide low interest loans to fund small scale renewable developments. As this would be a loan 
system it would regenerate allowing access to funds throughout the lifetime of the incentives. A fund of this nature would allow a wider 
demographic of society to benefit from these schemes.
Assignment of RHI payments to a third party must be permitted and made simple to help low income families obtain capital finance. The delegation
 of payments will lower risk for financiers and therefore financing costs/interest rates for the investor.

It is vital that capital finance schemes are developed to help fund the purchase and installation of renewable heat technologies. If suitable schemes
 do not emerge, then the incentive will only be accessible to those with the capital to invest. This will result in low income members of society 
paying for the scheme but not having the opportunity to benefit from the incentive. This would further impact fuel poverty levels and subsequently
 result in a negative backlash against the scheme.
Providing the necessary upfront capital through low interest loans from national banks would give the government the opportunity to specifically 
target those who would benefit the most i.e. those living off the gas grid. It is therefore crucial to the success of the scheme that the government 
establishes a low interest financing scheme such as Pay as You Save.

Assignment of RHI payments to a third party must be permitted and made simple to help low income families obtain capital finance. The delegation
 of payments will lower risk for financiers and therefore financing costs/interest rates for the investor.

Scottish Renewables has serious concerns about the Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) and feels that in its current form it will be the 
biggest barrier to renewable heat uptake. The MCS has been found to be very expensive, bureaucratic and duplicative of many processes already 
carried out by heating installers throughout Scotland. These factors have made it exceedingly difficult for small scale businesses to engage with the 
scheme. This has resulted in a serious shortage of accredited installers to deliver the number of installations required to meet the Government’s 
2020 renewable heat targets.
We believe that accreditation is an essential part of ensuring that installations and equipment are of a high standard. However, it is important that 
any accreditation system introduced recognises and prioritises the existence of unique Scottish Building Regulations; Scottish Government targets 
for renewables; Scottish quality practices, training and skill standards.
MCS product accreditation has a fee of £3800, however due to the time and level of work required to satisfy the conditions the actual cost has 
been found to be closer to £10000 plus the additional annual surveillance and inspection costs. Foreign manufacturers have been apprehensive to 
enter the UK market due to the open-ended nature of the MCS, where the full cost of accreditation is so unclear. UK market sales have typically 
been less than 100 biomass boilers per year, these sale figures coupled with the open-ended nature of MCS has resulted in a lack of accredited 
boilers and thus the high cost faced by consumers wishing to install the technology.
2
Scottish Renewables believes that in order to achieve the required result from the RHI, the regulations for products and installers for installations 
up to 45kW should clearly state:
	
Products – accredited under MCS or an equivalent EU accreditation
	
Installers – accredited under MCS or an equivalent accreditation scheme approved by the Scottish (devolved) Government.

Question: Q02
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Scottish Renewables agrees with the registration process for RHI. The registration and payments process needs to be straight forward with a 
minimal amount of bureaucracy involved. A robust complaints and queries system must be developed to process enquires and grievances in an 
efficient and timely manner. These are imperative for the reputation of the scheme and have largely been the barrier to small scale installations 
engaging with the RO.
The payment period is an area of concern. For domestic installations the annual payment will mean that there is a sustained initial period where 
the householder has to absorb the additional capital cost as well as increased fuel costs before receiving any financial support. This may be a 
discouraging factor when considering installing renewables and may make it financially unfeasible for certain potential investors. Scottish 
Renewables would urge that all payments must be quarterly and will have to be paid in arrears due to the way the monies will be levied.
We agree that Ofgem should have a key responsibility in the overall running and administration of the RHI as they already play a similar role in the 
administration of the Renewables Obligation (RO) and in Feed-in Tariffs. However we feel that administration of the RHI should be performed by 
an organisation (or potentially a combination of organisations) with adequate experience of processing payments and customer information on 
this scale. Ofgem’s administration of the Renewables Obligation has led industry to question whether they are the correct body to carry out this 
function.
The banding payment approach will result in the installation of smaller equipment to fall below the specified thresholds and therefore gain a higher 
level of tariff. These projects will then install a fossil fuel heating system to provide the additional required heat demand. A way round this would 
be to introduce a system around the same design as the income tax process. Where for up to a certain amount of output you receive payment at 
tariff A and any heat produced above this would be paid at tariff B etc (see figure 1).

Figure 1.

Heat band output

Payment rate applied
Under 50 MWh\yr
£80 MWh
50 – 100 MWh\yr
£70 MWh
100 – 200 MWh\yr
£60 MWh
200 -500 MWh\yr
£50 MWh
500 – 1000 MWh\yr
£40 MWh
1000-1500 MWh\yr
£30 MWh
1500 -2000 MWh\yr
£25 MWh
Above 2000 MWh\yr
£15 MWh

Question: Q03
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We believe that accreditation is an essential part of ensuring that installations and equipment are of a high standard. However, it is important that 
any accreditation system introduced recognises and prioritises the existence of unique Scottish Building Regulations; Scottish Government targets 
for renewables; Scottish training and skill standards; and the norms resulting from around 60% of eligible Scottish installers being members of long 
established trade associations (SNIPEF, SELECT, HVCA and the Scottish Building Federation) with rigorous requirements for consumer protection 
and consumer assurance.
The MCS has proved a barrier to entry for installers and a disincentive for EU manufacturers. There are a number of reasons for this:
5
Installers
Cost
Costs for installers to become MCS accredited have clearly been a barrier for small to medium size companies. As of March 2010, only 58 installers 
in Scotland have been accredited to install eligible micro-renewable heating solutions under the scheme. It is recognised that costs for MCS 
accreditation are reducing, but they are still likely to be a barrier for the majority of eligible companies who have less than 10 employees, on whom
 the Scottish Government is relying to deliver the 250,000 (if the domestic sector is to deliver its share of the 11% target) whole house equivalent 
installations needed by 2020. In Scotland 33% of the population are not on the gas grid, this is the equivalent of approximately 800,000 homes. 
Targeting these homes will produce the maximum CO2 emissions savings and significantly address fuel poverty in Scotland.
The numbers of accredited installers, in Scotland, for each renewable heat technology breaks down as so
Heat Pumps 33
Solar Thermal 43
Wood Stoves 8 (not initially included in RHI)
Biomass Boilers 10
Several companies have multiple accreditations and thus this stretches the resources even thinner.
Duplication of effort
Small to medium Scottish companies find the effort to develop the necessary processes for MCS to be time consuming, expensive and duplicative in
 some cases of processes already carried out for trade body membership. Also, the initial and subsequent annual audits of processes and 
installations add a further dimension of effort and cost.
In Scotland, Scottish Building Regulations already implement the Certifier of Construction scheme, whereby an advanced plumber or electrician, 
with appropriate additional training, can certify that a plumbing or heating installation meets all necessary regulations and standards, including 
building, roofing and other disciplines. The Scottish Building Services Engineering sector is enhancing the Certifier of Construction scheme to 
include micro-renewable technologies. The trade bodies for plumbing and electrical engineering in Scotland are enhancing their membership 
requirements to separately recognise installers who have successfully completed micro-renewables training. We believe that the combination of 
these registered installers and the audit of every micro-renewable installation by Certifiers of Construction will deliver an accreditation which will 
meet or exceed proposed MCS requirements for Renewable Heat.
Manufacturers
Cost
MCS product accreditation has a fee of £3800, however with the time and level of work required to satisfy the conditions the actual cost is closer to
 £10000 plus additional annual surveillance and inspection costs. Foreign manufacturers have been apprehensive to enter the UK market due to the
 open-ended nature of the MCS where the full cost of accreditation is so unclear. UK market sales have typically been less than 100 biomass boilers
 per year, these sale figures coupled with the open-ended nature of MCS has resulted in a lack of accredited boilers and thus the high cost faced by 
consumers.
6
Therefore, the regulations for products and installers for installations up to 45kW should clearly state:
	
Products – accredited under MCS or an equivalent EU accreditation e.g. EN303-5 for solid fuel boilers.
	
Installers – accredited under MCS or an equivalent accreditation scheme approved by the Scottish (devolved) Government. In Scotland, training, 
consumer protection and technical standards already meet or exceed MCS requirements – the lowest cost option to recognise this would be to 
delegate installer certification to a scheme approved by the devolved administration.
Where the number of accredited products is too low for an effective market to function we recommend the use of a “transition period” to allow 
projects to continue while MCS equivalent accreditation is sought. This approach will ensure that early adopters of innovative technology are 
supported to the longer term benefit of the industry.
The Government should review the MCS and provide assurances that the required necessary improvements are implemented in order for the 
successful development of the RHI. The governance arrangements of the MCS should be improved including clear terms of reference and a 
constitution. To improve accountability there should be a steering committee including representatives from DECC, installers and consumers. A 
well functioning accreditation scheme should be an asset for industry without providing too onerous a burden.

Scottish Renewables has serious concerns about the Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) and feels that in its current form it will be the 
biggest barrier to renewable heat uptake. The MCS has been found to be very expensive, bureaucratic and duplicative of many processes already 
carried out by heating installers throughout Scotland. These factors have made it exceedingly difficult for small scale businesses to engage with the 
scheme. This has resulted in a serious shortage of accredited installers to deliver the number of installations required to meet the Government’s 
2020 renewable heat targets.
We believe that accreditation is an essential part of ensuring that installations and equipment are of a high standard. However, it is important that 
any accreditation system introduced recognises and prioritises the existence of unique Scottish Building Regulations; Scottish Government targets 
for renewables; Scottish quality practices, training and skill standards.
MCS product accreditation has a fee of £3800, however due to the time and level of work required to satisfy the conditions the actual cost has 
been found to be closer to £10000 plus the additional annual surveillance and inspection costs. Foreign manufacturers have been apprehensive to 
enter the UK market due to the open-ended nature of the MCS, where the full cost of accreditation is so unclear. UK market sales have typically 
been less than 100 biomass boilers per year, these sale figures coupled with the open-ended nature of MCS has resulted in a lack of accredited 

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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boilers and thus the high cost faced by consumers wishing to install the technology.
2
Scottish Renewables believes that in order to achieve the required result from the RHI, the regulations for products and installers for installations 
up to 45kW should clearly state:
	
Products – accredited under MCS or an equivalent EU accreditation
	
Installers – accredited under MCS or an equivalent accreditation scheme approved by the Scottish (devolved) Government.

See answer to Question 4. Accreditation is essential to ensure quality and to gain/maintain consumer confidence. MCS is an established scheme 
and operates UK wide. However, it is more appropriate for larger companies and is not suited to all installers or projects. If MCS is extended 
beyond the current limit then accreditation should give eligibility for the scheme. However this should not be the sole option for a project to gain 
accreditation, equivalent schemes should also be eligible as well as accreditation under the same guidelines used for the RO. It is also questionable 
whether MCS is valid above 45kW as this would no longer be considered a “micro” installation. When installing at larger capacities, design teams 
are likely to have been employed to ensure that the installation is fit for purpose which negates the need for many of the criteria addressed by 
MCS.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

Any scheme for certification or accreditation of training providers and installers that meets the conditions laid down in Article 3 / Annex IV of the 
Renewable Energy Directive 2009/28/EC should be agreed as equivalent to MCS. Again, the determination of whether scheme meets the 
conditions of Article 3 / Annex IV should be delegated to the devolved administration.
Any product that has achieved certification as part of an EU accreditation scheme such as EN303-5 for solid wood fuel boilers should be eligible to 
receive RHI payments.

Question: Q06
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Scottish Renewables feel that the development of heat loads should be encouraged. This will be particularly prominent for Biomass Electricity 
projects and in phased housing developments. The RHI will potentially see developers install equipment capable of providing a larger heat demand 
than is initially required, due to the prospect of nearby site development and thus an increased demand. Ensuring that, if this capacity is put to use, 
it is suitably rewarded including any increased infrastructure required to deliver the heat will be very important. Supporting this appropriately will 
encourage best practice and maximise the benefit of the resource. In cases such as this all the heat output would have to be metered.
There needs to be flexibility in eligibility to ensure that a renewable heat source can be used for a development of suitable use either as district 
heating or other types of heat use.
Example 1 - A brownfield site redevelopment is planned with a biomass plant at the centre of renewable energy production - electricity will be sold 
to the grid with heat being made available to the site. The development is covered by a master plan (which has outline planning permission) which 
envisages mixed development in a series of phases. The biomass plant will be in Phase 1 with some light industrial units, including an aquaculture 
unit, which could create heat load. However it should be noted that the nature of the heat load is unpredictable. Further phases include a hotel 
and housing development with the possibility of district heating being supplied from the biomass plant. However there is uncertainty at this stage 
on the timing of future development, the precise nature of that development (all individual elements need to secure full planning permission) with 
a range of external factors influencing investment decisions. Therefore the scale and quality of heat requirement cannot be judged at the time of 
the biomass plant construction.
Example 2 – A biomass plant has been fully consented and has secured early grid connection on a site in rural Scotland. The project is located in a 
forest location which is allocated in the local authority's development plan for appropriate industrial development. The presence of the wood 
energy plant, which will export electricity to the grid, is also intended to attract other suitable economic activity which can utilise the available 
heat. Interest in locating adjacent to the energy plant has been expressed by a horticulture business and a business wishing to produce (dried) 
wood chips to supply the local heat market. However neither of these activities will locate, or decide on scale, until the energy plant is established 
and so heat load is unpredictable at this stage.
It is imperative that the RHI accommodates situations of this type so that maximum resource efficiency can be achieved and all sustainable 
development opportunities are secured.
In scenarios where high grade steam is being utilised from a renewable source there will be an opportunity to utilise the condensate exiting the 
system. Its will be imperative that if this additional heat source is put to use it is rewarded appropriately as this will maximise the heat output and 
the overall efficiency of the system.
The role of absorption chillers and commercially well designed cooling loads for GSHP should be considered. The EU target is for renewable energy 
and they are considering a renewable heating and cooling directive. It is correct to exclude cooling from domestic installations.
8
We agree that open fires should be excluded from the scheme due to their low efficiency, but we believe that wood-pellet burning stoves should 
be included as long as all the following 3 criteria are met:-
(1)
The stove conforms to the national standard for efficiency which is BS EN 14785. This standard imposes a minimum efficiency pass level of 70%.
AND
(2)
The stove is registered as a DEFRA exempted appliance under the Clean Air Act 1993. This currently represents the best legislative measure in the 
UK for ensuring low emissions from small wood-burning appliances.
AND
(3)
The stove is operated with wood-fuel that conforms to a national quality standard, such as the HETAS Solid Biomass Assurance Scheme. This can 
easily be verified by requiring the appliance owner to produce copies of their fuel invoices at the time of the proposed annual RHI claim. The 
adoption of this criterion has the merit of supporting existing Government initiatives, such as the UK Renewable Energy Strategy, and also of 
accelerating the supply of high-quality wood-pellets onto the UK market. It would also facilitate the annual check-up of comparing the actual 
energy produced by the stove against the deemed performance level.
The adoption of all the above criteria would, we believe, result in the promotion of the best performing wood-pellet stoves and wood-pellet fuels 
currently available on the market and this should have a small and manageable impact on air quality, and actually improve local air quality when 
replacing open fires, oil or coal heating appliances.
Moreover, we reject the argument put forward by DECC that “these present practical difficulties as it is extremely difficult to monitor how much 
they are used (they are usually a secondary source of heat the use of which will be optional)”.
This argument is also true for other technologies which are planned to be supported. A solar thermal system, for example, is also a secondary 
source of heat as the existing (usually fossil-fuelled) boiler is always retained to generate hot water in the winter. To what extent any technology is 
deemed to be optional depends on the value perceived by the user. If the technology is valued, then it will be operated. Wood pellet stoves offer 
many features – such as thermostatic control, timer control and automatic ignition – not available with wood-log stoves and therefore they more 
closely resemble wood-pellet boilers which are intended to be supported under the RHI scheme.
We also reject the argument put forward by DECC that “To what extent they are used with renewable fuel rather than, for instance, coal”. While 
this argument may be valid for multi-fuel stoves, which offer different grate positions for wood-logs and coal, it is certainly not valid for wood-
pellet stoves which are designed to operate on exclusively wood-pellet fuels. The same objection could be raised for wood-pellet boilers which are 
a technology proposed to be supported under the RHI scheme.
With regards to the argument promoted by DECC that the cost of administering the RHI scheme for stoves would be large, we disagree and believe 
that the cost of administering the RHI scheme would be low as we support the proposal to use a deemed basis for “small schemes”. We suggest 
the following figures as typical for the annual energy produced by a nominal 5kW wood-pellet stove;-
•
Approx 4,000 kWh/year for a wood-pellet stove. It is not unreasonable to expect longer operating hours in comparison with a wood-log stove due 
to the additional features offered by wood-pellet stoves such as automatic ignition, automatic feed and an on-board fuel hopper. 9
By adopting wood-pellet stoves into the RHI scheme, the scheme would gain greater credibility with the UK public since for most existing houses, 
and especially where outside space is at a premium or the roof is not pointing south, a wood-pellet stove may be the only practical, automatic, 
renewable energy option for refurbishing the property. Excluding wood-pellet stoves from the RHI scheme effectively disenfranchises such 
householders from taking part in the decentralised, locally produced green energy shift which the Government is seeking to create. This would also 
financially impacted businesses in the wood-pellet stove market.

Question: Q07
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Straight vegetable oil can be used for domestic heating systems. Due to the viscosity additional heating is required but once initiated this can be 
done as part of the operation. This would be 100% renewable rather than having a percentage of fossil fuel based alcohol in its make up. The 
option to incorporate this should also be included in the same way as FAME until sustainability criteria are fully developed. Due to sustainability 
issues regarding use of virgin material the incentive should only be paid to those who’s feedstock complies with the sustainability criteria specified 
in the Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation (RTFO). Aligning policies on this issue may make implementation more straight forward.

Question: Q08

Scottish Renewables feel that the emission standards should be aligned with those in the Clean Air Act so that there is continuity between 
regulation, rather than having conflicting levels.
Scottish Renewables agrees with standards being imposed for implementation in smoke control areas. However these controls will not be 
necessary in rural locations where these systems will not pose any threat to air quality levels. By complying with these standards the Renewable 
Advisory Board (RAB) estimate that it will add 20% to the capital expenses of projects which will have a negative impact on the feasibility of many 
projects.
It is also felt that anyone coming online between the 15th of July 2009 and the release of the final RHI documentation should still be entitled to the 
full incentive regardless of meeting the final agreed standard for emissions.

Question: Q09

Scottish Renewables is fully supportive of the use of energy efficiency measures to lower energy demand and maximise the output from our energy 
resources. However we feel that adding an extra criterion in order to be eligible to receive the RHI would act as an unnecessary additional barrier. 
Using the deeming process will result in adopters being rewarded for energy efficiency
10
and allow installers to specify what heat load would be if a minimum standard of energy efficiency was installed. Scottish Renewables feels this will 
give suitable encouragement for the technology owner to get to the energy efficiency level supported as part of the scheme.
As the scheme and understanding develops over the course of the incentive it may be feasible to introduce minimum energy efficiency criteria as 
part of the eligibility criteria.
We believe that it is essential that the level of incentive applicable to a project can be determined quickly and easily. This data should be readily 
available to the customer. If the installer is required to carry out this calculation then the incentive level may vary between competing installers. 
This would provide an incentive for installers to incorrectly estimate heat load to generate a better return. This is clearly undesirable and so it is 
important that an independent individual/body is involved to provide an impartial analysis.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

Scottish Renewables is fully supportive of the use of energy efficiency measures to lower energy demand and maximise the output from our energy 
resources. However we feel that adding an extra criterion in order to be eligible to receive the RHI would act as an unnecessary additional barrier. 
Using the deeming process will result in adopters being rewarded for energy efficiency
10
and allow installers to specify what heat load would be if a minimum standard of energy efficiency was installed. Scottish Renewables feels this will 
give suitable encouragement for the technology owner to get to the energy efficiency level supported as part of the scheme.
As the scheme and understanding develops over the course of the incentive it may be feasible to introduce minimum energy efficiency criteria as 
part of the eligibility criteria.
We believe that it is essential that the level of incentive applicable to a project can be determined quickly and easily. This data should be readily 
available to the customer. If the installer is required to carry out this calculation then the incentive level may vary between competing installers. 
This would provide an incentive for installers to incorrectly estimate heat load to generate a better return. This is clearly undesirable and so it is 
important that an independent individual/body is involved to provide an impartial analysis.

Question: Q11

Scottish Renewables feels that the level around what should be deemed is correct in respect to the proposed level for biomass. However we feel 
that the capacities should be aligned for all technologies so that it does not favour one technology over another.

Question: Q12

Although these systems are not entirely accurate we feel that currently the SAP, SBEM and EPC’s are the best methods available to assess building 
heat demand. However these methodologies do not account for regional climatic differences. Scottish Renewables feels that climatic zones should 
be developed then a multiplier allocated to each zone to take into account the regional variations. This would give a more accurate interpretation 
for the specific heat needs of different parts of the UK.
As an ongoing measure, analysis should be carried out to compare the results of deeming calculations with actual measured heat demand for a 
range of different building types with different patterns of occupancy. This would help determine whether the proposed methodology is sound, 
which assessment tools are most appropriate for deeming calculations and whether any modifications to the assessment tools are required.

Question: Q13

Scottish Renewables agrees that the risk of metering resulting in a perverse incentive to over-generate is low.
Metering of air to air heating systems are largely inaccurate and could result in some disproportionate payments.
At the scale for which metering is required, the cost of metering and monitoring will be a very small fraction of the overall cost. This is viewed as an 
acceptable cost in terms of the overall scheme.

Question: Q14
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The proposal to drop from 2 or 1.5 ROCs to a lone ROC to gain the RHI is inhibitive as the power element has a greater financial value than the heat 
element. Due to this developers will be inclined to hold on to uplifted ROC and not utilise the heat element. A thorough study of this issue with 
market testing is required in order to encourage best practice.
Under the current RO regime the rate of return for a project steps up to a financable level when the heat output allows the plant to satisfy the 
good quality CHP (GQCHP) criteria (and the additional 0.5 ROC uplift is applied) however beyond this point there is no incentive for the project to 
supply any more heat. Under the RHI there is a direct linear relationship between heat output and rate of return, however a project will not be 
financable until a significant and potentially unrealistic level of heat is being exported. This is illustrated in figure 2 below.

There are considerable practical and financial barriers to finding outlets for large quantities of heat, which means that plant of these scales are 
more likely to be able to export heat at the levels of the GQCHP threshold (approximately 20 MWth) than at the levels where the rates of return 
under the RHI catch up (where thermal output would be similar to electrical output).
Clearly some projects would be worse off under the RHI than they are currently under the RO, and may not go ahead at all if this prevents them 
from reaching investor’s hurdle rates. The proposed transition period between the RHI and the RO leads to a limited window of time where certain 
projects will be viable.
For smaller scale CHP plant, the ratio of heat to power is likely to be higher such that these plants might be better off under the RHI. However given 
the higher cost of smaller scale plant biomass CHP, the RHI mechanism is unlikely to substantially increase the number of installations.

, additional infoQuestion: Q15

The 200kW threshold is not practical. The FiT favours plant sizes up to 500kW electrical output, these would typically produce 350-400kW of heat. 
The band should therefore be increased to 400kW to align with the FiT.

Question: Q16

Pre-heat solar thermal systems of capacity greater than 100kW cost approximately £900/m2 for new development installations and approximately 
£1100/m2 when installed in retro fit situations.
Plate heat exchanger solar thermal systems above 100kW capacity cost approximately £1150/m2 to install in new developments and 
approximately £1500/m2 to install in retro fit situations.

Question: Q17
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We welcome the rate of return of 12% this should allow significant numbers of projects to become attractive to both private individuals and 
commercial organisations. However, the 6% rate of return for Solar Thermal will be insufficient for finance. Although this is a well understood 
technology the difficulties securing capital finance will mean that this opportunity will only be available to a small fraction of society. As part of the 
first review process practical analysis must be carried out to ensure that the incentive is being paid based on actual system efficiencies rather than 
theoretical values.
The tariff structure will cause some specific problems, most notably the reduction in the tariff for biomass from 6.5 to 1.6-2.5p/kWh at 500kW. The 
reduction in the incentive level of up to 75% indicates that the current scenario assumes that there is a step change in cost at 500kW. We do not 
agree that this cost reduction exists. This will artificially cause projects to reduce the size of boiler installations. The difference in CAPEX between a 
400kW and 600kW biomass boiler is roughly proportional to the output of the system.
13
As an example, a key market for biomass boilers is in new build secondary schools. Many secondary schools have heating loads in excess of 500kW. 
For example Wood Energy have installed an 840kW boiler at Walbottle school near Newcastle, we assume that the intent of the scheme would be 
to reward all sizes of school with the same level of incentive not just the ones with boilers of less than 500kW.
To prevent this from becoming a trend we request that an additional band for biomass boilers in the range of 500kW to 1MW be created. This 
additional band would prevent smaller biomass boilers being installed and would thus improve the carbon dioxide emissions savings of the scheme.
We also suggest that a separate band is created for on farm material only biogas plants. These plants are not as commercially viable as centralised 
waste facilities due to the lack of gate fees for received material. The high capital cost of the equipment and the high cost of energy crop feedstock 
mean these plants are not currently being built. The FiT payments failed to take into account cost associated with energy crops. We suggest that 
the banded farm material only biogas tariff is introduced at the <45kW level and a gate fee waste tariff is also introduced but at a lower level due 
to the gate fee. We urge DECC to model both options to get the same rate of return. The farm only model would have a feedstock cost in the 
region of £30/tonne for energy crops whereas the commercial waste biogas plant would have an income of £30-40 per tonne from gate fees.
The heat required to process the AD material should also be eligible for RHI otherwise an incentive will exist to use fossil fuel or other renewable 
energy sources to heat the digesters to allow the biogas to be used elsewhere.
The incentive of 4p per kWh for biomethane to grid is significantly lower than required to support the costs of the infrastructure necessary to 
produce, upgrade and inject biogas to the national grid. In Germany biomethane to grid receives between 7 – 8p per kWh. This level of support 
would encourage developments over 4MW but would still mean that projects below this level would generally not be economically feasible.

Scottish Renewables believes the tariff structure will cause some specific problems, most notably the reduction in the tariff for biomass from 6.5 to 
1.6-2.5p/kWh at 500kW. The reduction in the incentive level of up to 75% indicates that the current scenario assumes that there is a step change in 
cost at 500kW. We do not agree that this cost reduction exists and feel the incentive paid for this level of installation will fail to meet the specified 
12% rate of return. This will result in installers putting undersized boilers in to fall below the 500kW threshold and then installing a fossil fuel 
system to provide the remainder of the heat requirement. This is obviously not the desired outcome of the incentive. We therefore strongly urge 
the development of a biomass band from 500kW to 1MW.
We also suggest that a separate band is created for on farm material only biogas plants. These plants are not as commercially viable as centralised 
waste facilities due to the lack of gate fees for received material. The high capital cost of the equipment and the high cost of energy crop feedstock 
mean these plants are not currently being built. The Feed-in Tariff payments failed to take into account cost associated with energy crops. We 
suggest that the banded farm material only biogas tariff is introduced at the <45kW level.
The incentive of 4p per kWh for biomethane to grid is significantly lower than required to support the costs of the infrastructure necessary to 
produce, upgrade and inject biogas to the national grid. In Germany biomethane to grid receives between 7 – 8p per kWh. This level of support 
would encourage developments over 4MW but would still mean that projects below this level would generally not be economically feasible.

Question: Q18

Yes we agree with the approach towards mixed fuels and the use of a dedicated boiler for renewables fuel with the exception of EfW. Scottish 
Renewables feels aligning the situation with the RO process will make the process more straight forward but feel that if this proved to be 
unsuccessful that it should be included in the first review of the scheme.

Question: Q19

The district heating payment should be calculated at the level for the individual dwellings served. An additional uplift should be paid for hard to 
treat properties to account for the increased costs and logistical difficulties involved in developing the network.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Setting a minimum number of heat outputs in order to be eligible for the uplift will not encourage the use of waste heat from electricity production 
or small scale CHP. These schemes are typically the most energy efficient solutions.
The payment should be calculated at the level for the individual dwellings served. The economically efficient solution (individual or DH) would then 
be built. Connecting heat loads needs to be encouraged to maximise the efficiency of these systems.
Often a developer will bring forward the major element of the CHP (the electricity generation) and then connect heat loads in subsequent years. 
There needs to be a way for encouraging development around these generators to be eligible for the RHI applicable at the time of build. E.g. – 
Build CHP in 2011, 500 housing added in 2012, 300 in 2013. CHP gets ROCS in 2011 then gets RHI on 500 homes in 2012 at the 2012 rate and gets 
300 home RHI at 2013 rate in 2013.

Question: Q21

Yes we agree that the tariffs should be fully fixed as this is essential when procuring funding. Biomass needs to be treated in the same manner as 
other renewable heat sources otherwise it will distort the market. Currently consumers deal with price fluctuations in gas and oil and so at a fixed 
rate of support for biomass this would be no different.

Question: Q22
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AgreeQuestion: Q23

Where new products are available it may be necessary to introduce an interim tariff at more frequent intervals than the reviews.

Question: Q24

Addressing the shortage of accredited equipment and installers should make the market more competitive and drive down the cost of these 
installations. A thorough review of European accreditation schemes and the adoption of emerging schemes quickly will further address the issue. 
Accepting European certifications of equipment will also address the bureaucracy faced by many equipment manufacturers in entering the UK 
market.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Emergency reviews should be available if the policy can be seen to have drastically varied from the intended out come. Annual targets for installed 
capacity should be defined at the outset of the scheme and a review should be called if the actual outcome substantial varies from the specified 
target.

Question: Q27

Biomass projects which have been installed before this date could suffer a potential backlash in terms of abnormal rises in fuel costs which could 
not have been predicted before the RHI came into existence. For this reason we feel that installations installed before the cut off date and below 
45kW should receive a level of fuel payment to protect early domestic adopters.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Getting installers to do the SAP assessment could provide an incentive for installers to incorrectly estimate heat load to generate a better return. 
Clients should procure their own SAP or EPC to avoid installers skewing assessments in order to win projects

Question: Q29

There is no such thing as a typical district heating network.
The example below illustrates the difference in levels of income resulting from paying the incentive based on the output of the boiler or by paying 
the incentive on the number of dwellings served.
Scheme 1:
For a 20 home project, a 93kW boiler was selected which cost £200k.
The current mechanism would give:
93kW x 2400FLHE x 6.5p = £14,508 pa of RHI
IF calculated on each property:
20kW x 20 x 2400hrs x 9.5p = £91,200 pa of RHI
Without uplift and an acceptance of the commercial reality that not everyone connects on day 1 then there will be little development of DHS in the 
UK.

Question: Q30

359 Andrew Tolfts (individual) Other

In general the RHI is a well designed and very necessary initiative whose aim I fully support. It is essential if we are to have any chance of reaching 
the 2020 targets for renewable heat.. However I do have some specific concerns which are included in my response to specific questions.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

For biomass, with which I am professionally involved, the payment of the incentive to the boiler owner may lead to a bumpy ride for the supply 
capability. If as desired more wood fuel is to come from woodlands (2m t/yr extra from England’s woods) then the price will have to increase. If not 
the small, hard to access, low quality marginal woods where this extra fuel is growing will be left unmanaged. Woodland owners are well used to 
shutting the gate to their woods unless the price is right. Whilst I expect the market place price for woodfuel to rise in the longer term there is a 
need for continued incentives to develop the supply capacity in the medium term to ensure that timber is available to meet increasing demand. I 
am aware that this will be outside the RHI but wanted to bring it to your attention.

Question: Q01

I am not qualified to comment on financial legislation and regulation but would urge that DECC:
•	work closely with building societies and banks (particularly those which the Government has a controlling or substantial equity stake in) to ensure 
that extensions to standard mortgages are made available for the purpose of installing renewable technologies for both power and heat.
•	have an active publicity scheme to tell the UK public about the available incentives.

Question: Q02
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I have a couple of issues here;
•	too much prominence is given to the MCS, see response under Q4, and 
•	The payment of the RHI to the owner of the equipment may result in a lack of uptake from some institutions, particularly in the early stages of the 
scheme. A real life example is a new hospital that has been built including a biomass boiler for baseload heat. The RHI payment will go to the PFI 
operating company as the owner of the boiler, yet the fuel will be bought by the NHS Trust. The Trust will be significantly out of pocket compared 
to the situation where they owned and operated the boiler. This has threatened their ability to source the wood chip from local forestry 
management. In this instance the boiler owners have agreed in principal to share the benefits of the RHI with the Trust to enable a local fuel 
sourcing strategy to be developed. In instances like this there is an argument for a sharing of the RHI between the boiler owner and operator and it 
should be considered if this is practical or desirable. In the longer term, Once the RHI is established, the organisation commissioning a PFI project 
could specify a renewable heat source and the RHI would be included in the costings for the project so this is perhaps a problem of just the 
transitional phase.

Question: Q03

I disagree with the approach taken in using the MCS as the gateway to the RHI My reasons for this are:
•	as currently operated I see the MCS as effectively a cartel which creates a high barrier to entry for new participants in the market. As such it is 
anticompetitive and restricts the range of good appliances available in the UK.
•	The list of approved appliances has been criticised as being out of date and the process prevents new equipment from being made available in the 
UK in a timely manner
•	The requirement to have installations made only by an MCS approved installer effectively disqualifies ‘do-it-yourself’ installation which is quite 
within reach of reasonably capable homeowners. A good example of this is solar water heating where self-installation kits are available. It would 
also mitigate against community self help groups who will be forced to use an accredited installer rather than training their own people. Examples 
of this sort of action are found in the transition towns movement.

An alternative would be to streamline the approval of equipment under the MCS and move away from the commercially driven fee scales of the 
certification bodies. Equipment accreditation should be a service provided by DECC (or OFGEM) for the benefit of all.

As far as making sure installations are properly made there should be provision for post-installation inspection rather than insisting on the use of an 
approved installer. This would allow many more companies and individuals to install microgeneration equipment – very necessary if the targeted 
installation rates are to be achieved – with a simple inspection of a few hours duration to verify each installation is done properly. This would not 
exclude accreditation of companies in the way that it is presently done but add another way to achieve compliance with the requirements of the 
RHI.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

DisagreeQuestion: Q05
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The inclusion of GSHP and ASHP is questionable, at least at present as they rely on mains electricity to operate. A large rise in adoption of heat 
pumps will cause an increase in electricity consumption. Currently marginal electricity is provided by gas fuelled or coal power stations which 
obviously lead to an increase in CO2 emissions. Because the heat pumps will cause an increase in marginal power generation they should not be 
treated as using power with ‘grid average’ CO2 emissions. In this case, once transmission losses are taken into account the benefits of using heat 
pumps is going to be much less than commonly claimed and indeed might be insignificant. Consideration should be given to deferring inclusion of 
heat pumps (and particularly ASHP which can be used as air conditioners) until the power supply id decarbonised to a much greater degree than at 
present with emissions cut by say ¾ from 1992 levels. Failing that the carbon saving attributed to heat pumps should take account of the impact of 
electricity generation at the margin rather than the overall carbon intensity of electricity generation. Transmission losses should also be factored 
into the carbon savings attributed to heat pumps.

I have reservations about your total exclusion of wood burning stoves and would recommend that this is revised. I accept that there are very real 
difficulties in monitoring the usage of stoves particularly where they are a secondary ‘lifestyle’ installation and do not provide the main source of 
heat. These sorts of installations should not be included in the RHI. However pellet stove and log stoves that are not multifuel stoves should be 
included in the scope of the RHI. There are many less-well-off households in rural areas where wood burning stoves are the main or only source of 
heating. Where a system is designed to run with the wood burning stove as the main or only heating source it should be included in the RHI. For 
example, if a wood burning stove is used for heating and the gas boiler provides only hot water then the RHI entitlement can be calculated by the 
same deeming methodology as for other small installations. By excluding wood stoves you risk excluding some of the poorest sections of the 
community. For example housing associations are considering wood as a heating source when undertaking low carbon refits of houses. A case in 
point is the Town & Country Housing Group:

Woodfuel for the future with Town & Country Housing Group
In January 2010 TCHG were awarded 100% funding by the Technology Strategy Board to deliver a cutting edge low carbon ‘Retrofit for the Future’ 
project demonstration on an existing typical 3 bed house, which amongst other things incorporates a high efficiency log stove to demonstrate the 
technology’s potential. This has been in consultation with the resident of the house, Dawn Stanford. The log stove will have a back boiler and 
integrate with a thermal store, the existing gas boiler, and a solar hot water panel all managed by an innovative energy management system. The 
fabric of the house will achieve a very high standard of thermal insulation and indoor air quality will be high. Once the house has been upgraded 
everything will be monitored to ascertain the benefits and as a learning exercise also using feedback from the resident. The scheme is expected to 
reduce carbon emissions by 80% and the gas boiler will change from being the only source of heating to being an occasional back up for the 
renewable systems.

This project is part of the ‘Vision for Sherwood’ initiative to help improve the lives for everyone on the Sherwood estate in Tunbridge Wells. Central 
to the action being undertaken for Sherwood is the imminent purchase in early 2010 of a large area of greenbelt (approx 80 acres) including 20 
acres of ancient woodland adjoining the estate (which also has a lake). This has potential for coppicing for wood fuel and community learning 
about nature with the help of the High Weald Project.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Yes, but there may still be legitimate concerns from local planning authorities where pollution levels are already high. In general there should be 
regular reviews of the appropriate emissions levels as technology improves and the cost effectiveness of filters for particulates improves. NOx is 
harder to deal with as to some extent it is dependent on fuel quality. For example. where wood chip made from logs containing bark is used NOx 
emissions will inevitably be higher than if chip without bark was used.

AgreeQuestion: Q09

Yes, I do support the approach outlined. Deeming provides an incentive to improve energy performance and reduce consumption without placing 
extra barriers (such as additional capital requirements) at the start of a project.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

AgreeQuestion: Q12

It seems that this is the best available method at the moment, though not perfect. It should be monitored to compare the actual performance of a 
number of buildings with the deemed amount. With existing properties the assessment should be done with the assumption that reasonable levels 
of energy efficiency measures have been taken. These could be increased as the RHI is revised in later years.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

Metering is the only practical option for large installations. Our experience with heat metering with biomass boilers shows that efficiencies vary 
significantly with operational factors. Heat metering could be used as a driver to mange boilers actively and increase overall efficiency.

Question: Q14
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I agree with the levels of support set out for boilers under 500kW. Significant support is necessary as the price of wood chip is likely to rise as less 
accessible resources are used. 

For boilers over 500kW up to around 1500kW the incentive has been set too low. These boilers are operated in a similar way to smaller boilers and 
are designed for delivery in vehicles of around 30 cubic meters capacity due to access or other constraints. This limits the potential for cost 
reduction on fuel supply which is the largest cost component (approx 85%) over the boilers lifetime. Therefore the RHI should reflect the lower 
capital cost/kW of larger boilers but recognise their similar operating costs to smaller units. I suggest that a rate of 4p/kWh should be paid for 
boilers of 500-1500kW.

I do not know if a similar rate is required for CHP plants.

Question: Q15

Yes, as this offers opportunities to attain scale of operation for biomass heating which will reduce operational costs. The extra capital cost of 
installing district heating should be recognised.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Agreed but I am unconvinced about including bio-fuel in these arrangements. If biofuel is included there should be regular reviews due to the rapid 
technical developments in this field.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

The first review is rather early and there may not be enough evidence to make sound conclusions about the scheme’s operation.

Question: Q26

AgreeQuestion: Q28

360 Andy Frew (individual) Consultancy

I have worked for about 20 years doing cost benefit analysis for 
domestic energy systems, including efficiency studies, SAP, carbon 
emissions etc.  I am currently on a secondment from this work but would 
like to comment on your very interesting and positive RHI plans.

In Northern Ireland over 73% of homes depend on kerosene for heating, so 
RHI is of great interest.

In Ireland we are already facing very high penetrations of wind energy, 
and I have been looking at how this can be economically used for space 
heating at times, improving the economics of the grid, and supplementing 
biofuel supplies.

I usually work with a large housing landlord that has now removed all of 
its district heating schemes, primarly due to payment problems.  New 
'Smart' heat metering systems can remedy these problems, providing 
affordable 'Pay As You Go' heating for homes.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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Yes I can see three issues: Pay As You Go heat metering and smart metering to address fuel poverty rather than using deemed outputs, Wind 
energy and heating, and building regulations standards,  The RHI will be very expensive for consumers unless these issues are seriously addressed.

Comments:  
Pay As You Go systems compatable with heat metering are very effective in addressing fuel poverty.  Heat metering should be introduced 
universally alongside Smart Metering, as it is generally more economic to share the output of a larger low carbon heating plant than to build one 
for every small heat user.    Each electricity supplier should be obliged to provide a heat metering service in their licence area.  This can support 
innovation. e.g. Using CHP fuel cells and solar energy for space heating.

Using wind energy as an occassional substitute heating fuel has major advantages, displacing fossil imports, smoothing out the wind output for 
general use on the grid, and increasing the amount of wind energy that can be economicall connected.  Heat can be cheaply stored, unlike 
electricity, so that excess nighttime wind energy can be used.  This application of wind energy can extend fossil and particularly local biomass fuel 
supplies, but is currently discriminated against under current electricty pricing and fuel taxation regimes.

Building Regulation can future proof buildings.  Insisting on the installation of particular areas of low temperature heat emitters relative to heat 
losses will support the use of low carbon heat sources such as heat pumps and condensing boilers.  New buildings should have a district heating 
terminal installed on the exterior near the street, even before district heating is installed.

Question: Q01

Wind energy for heating use should be included in some way, as a fractional input of this can be provided for most homes at very low cost, with 
substantial benefits for the electricity system, carbon reduction, and consumers.

Question: Q07

Bioliquids are ideal for use in PAYGO systems. e.g. Using smart metering data channels to measure oil volumes or the amount of wind energy used 
as a substitute heating fuel for domestic oil heating systems.

Question: Q08

Bioliquids and wind energy will be cleaner for home heating.

Question: Q09

Deeming on its own will be inefficient if conservation is not also incentivised. e.g. Most solid walled homes do not have wall insulation.

Question: Q10

Set a higher insulation standards to qualify for RHI for newbuild, as installation costs are already marginalised/ lower.  Set the ratio of supported 
output to heat loss in advance to avoid oversizing.

Question: Q11

There should be heat metering incentive options available for all scales of installation. e.g. Space constraints in apartment blocks and terrace 
homes will often make a central boiler and metered heat the best option, especially when bulk fuel costs and maintenance are taken into account.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

Pay a base payment on a deemed basis and an additional one based on metered renewable heat/ zero carbon electricity used for heating.

Question: Q14

Providing a universal heat metering/ PAYGO service throughout the UK is likely to be a very cost efficient incentive, as this is a major obstacle for 
schemes of all sizes.  Breaking the link between paying for fossil fuel and getting heat will lever in a lot of investment in low carbon equipment over 
time. e.g. Smaller CHP sets, woodchip boilers.

Question: Q15

The benefits of ASHP/ large solar will be maximised with large space heating emitter areas.

Question: Q17

Without rational accompanying measures costs will be high.

Question: Q18

The uplift should relate to well insulated pipes installed in the ground.

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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yes - A simple scheme is preferable. E.g. A subsidy for installing larger well insulated pipes in the ground.

Question: Q21

yes - Bankers may prefer this.

Question: Q22

A universal scheme of smart heat metering should incentivise better systems. e.g. More efficient solar systems that also provide an occassional 
contribution to space heating.  The heat metering could be as much about validating the technologies for future support as rewarding generation.

Question: Q25

Supporing a universal scheme of Pay As You Go heat metering will support shared heating networks of all sizes.  

Publishing heat cost indices for different technologies can give investors the confidence to finance networks and give consumers the confidence to 
connect. i.e. Both parties could contract to link their future charges to these public indices.

Question: Q30

361 National Energy Foundation. NGO

Thank you for the invitation to respond to the consultation. We are pleased to attach a short
response welcoming the overall policy and focusing on three key areas of refinement:
• the importance of including early adopters pre July 2009 who have previously installed
renewable heat generation to be able to benefit from the new Renewable Heat Incentive,
• a technology neutral level of return on investment (ROI) so that recipients can then make
an judgement on what technology provides the greatest carbon savings in a given situation
rather than being driven by centrally-set differences in ROI,
• a simplified structure for deeming which also does not over-reward occupancy of large
detached houses.
The National Energy Foundation empowers individuals, communities and organisations to take
action to reduce their carbon emissions through energy efficiency and use of sustainable energy
sources to counter climate change. We warmly welcome the fact that the UK will be the first
country providing both individuals and communities with financial incentives to overcome the
current financial barriers they face in installing renewable heat technologies.
The National Energy Foundation (NEF) is an independent UK-based charity that has been
working to encourage the more sustainable use and supply of energy for 20 years. Over this
period we have developed a number of initiatives designed to increase public awareness of
sustainable energy, including the Energy Efficiency Accreditation Scheme which has now been
developed into the Carbon Trust Standard (which we now operate on behalf of the Carbon Trust),
the National Home Energy Rating Scheme, launched in 1992 and now operated by our trading
subsidiary, and the Energy Saving Trust's network of Energy Efficiency Advice Centres (which we
helped them establish in 1993 and managed for a number of years). Since 1995, we have also
worked to encourage the uptake of appropriate renewable energy technologies, through a number
of initiatives, as well as in support of the fledgling trades.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

Including early adopters (Qu 7 & 18):
The introduction of RHI is aimed at simplifying the incentives for installers of renewable heat
technologies at the household and small to medium sized community facility level. It, therefore,
seems to be counter-productive for DECC’s long-term aim of encouraging pioneers of the low
carbon economy to preclude the relatively small number of installations pre-dating 15th July 2009.
Those installing renewable heat technologies pre-2009 almost without exception are individuals
and companies who were willing to put themselves at a financial disadvantage relative to their
peers by adopting renewable heat technologies at the early stages of the technology cost curves.
To compound this inequality by excluding the pioneers from benefiting from the RHI that these
same peers can enjoy at the lower end of the cost curve seems to be based on ill-founded logic in
assuming that these same individuals will act as future pioneers despite the fact they will have
seen that the Government has chosen to put them at a financial disadvantage relative to the later
adopters.

The additional financial “burden” of including existing renewable heat generation installed before
15th July 2009 would not be “material” in the overall costs over 20 years of the RHI programme
and yet would send a clear message from the UK Government that early adopters who were
willing to put themselves at a financial disadvantage are likely to be exploited again in future by
Government policy.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

22 June 2010 Page 613 of 1348



Simplified structure for deeming (Qu 13)
Having been advising a wide range of individuals, communities and businesses on how to make
the best use of FIT we have seen that keeping the messages simple has been a key part of
ensuring take up. We therefore urge DECC to ensure that the key RHI deemed rates can be
summarised in a single one page look up table along the lies of “Table of generation tariff to 2020”
in the response to the FIT consultation (page 47).
To this end we suggest the simplification steps should include:
• Reducing the house types down to 4 categories: Flat, Bungalow, Terraced and Semi &
Detached.
• Setting the maximum scaling to 3 bedrooms or above with the additional benefit that
occupancy of large dwellings is not incentivised.
• Using SAP and SBEM as a starting point for the look up table but to set up an independent
review panel that will adjust the look up table rates from those starting points for deemed
rates to ensure that the aim of a technology neutral ROI and the driver to install the
technologies delivering the greatest carbon savings is achieved in practice.
The technical team at NEF would be delighted to lead or to provide input into the design of
the simplified look up table. This would allow DECC access to our in-depth understanding
of renewable heat technologies and our extensive experience of the behavioural response
to central and local government incentives to drive installation of renewable technologies
and energy efficiency measures.

In summary, NEF is strongly supportive of the proposed RHI and believe that it is a major step
forward for both the UK and internationally to ensure that carbon emissions from generation and
use of heat energy are tackled on an equal footing to tackling emissions relating to electricity. We
further believe that the 3 suggestions for refinement of the RHI will enhance rapid and effective
uptake of this new policy.

DisagreeQuestion: Q13

Technology neutral level of return on investment (Qu 18 & 7)
In our work with individuals, communities and small businesses we have already seen that the
introduction of FIT ahead of RHI has skewed decisions on which technologies are being installed
to those that can benefit from FIT revenue, rather than being based on carbon savings. For
example, we have seen decision makers across all sectors switching their decision from solar
thermal technology to solar PV technology in the last month. Therefore, we already have
evidence that the financial return provides a much stronger driver than considerations of carbon
savings at the final point of decision in selecting renewable technologies. We appreciate that this
switch away from renewable heat is a short-term unintended consequence which you are working
to rectify with RHI.
However, this also provides very clear evidence that if one technology is singled out for a lower
ROI under RHI then other renewable heat technologies will be taken up in preference even if the
carbon savings are lower. We ask DECC to consider whether they are intending to give the
market a signal to move away from using solar thermal technologies by setting the ROI at half that
of other renewable heat technologies.
We would propose setting the same ROI for all the technologies to ensure that the most
appropriate technology to deliver the best carbon savings in the given local situation. We
appreciate that this may mean lowering the ROI from 12% to say 10-11% across all technologies.
We believe that this will be effective in delivering higher carbon savings. We also propose that
with the lower capital costs that this would ensure that the RHI was applicable to all sections of
society.

Question: Q18

362 Buccleuch BioEnergy Ltd Supplier

22 June 2010 Page 614 of 1348



Buccleuch BioEnergy Ltd (BBL) is pleased to have the opportunity to respond to the UK
Government’s consultation on the Renewable Heat Incentive financial support scheme.
BBL is a specialist supplier and installer of industrial and commercial scale biomass boiler
systems.
Our company is the exclusive UK distributor for KOHLBACH, a market leading Austrian
boiler manufacturer with nearly 50 years experience pioneering the development of biomass
boiler systems. Their range of boilers extends from low temperature hot water to steam,
steam CHP, thermal oil CHP and from 400kW (thermal) to 18,000kW (thermal).
Buccleuch Bioenergy assists clients from the earliest planning stages and offers a complete
range of services, including:
• System design and specification
• Equipment procurement
• Installation
• Commissioning
• Plant maintenance
• Arrangement of energy supply contracts
As part of the Buccleuch Group, a property company with extensive woodland management
expertise and a unique network of strategic partners, we can also arrange secure long term
biomass fuel supply contracts.
Our client portfolio includes high profile entities from both the public and private sectors,
including Queen Margaret University, Aboyne Academy, the Gleneagles Hotel and the
Aviemore North district heating system. For further information please review our Case
Studies.

Question: b) GeneralResponse

see Q5

DisagreeQuestion: Q04
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We support that installations must be carried out by competent and trained engineers to
ensure that a fully functional, durable and high quality product is delivered to the client.
However, we do not believe that installers have to be certified under the Microgeneration
Certification Scheme (MCS) to achieve this and that this should not be a condition for RHI
eligibility.
We would suggest that pre-existing biomass boiler installation companies, particularly
ones like BBL, who are specialist suppliers of a specific technology provider, should be
allowed to use their case studies and existing installations as references and proof that
they are competent to deliver against contract requirements.
Whilst we expect the majority of our installations will be above the 500kW proposed
threshold for MCS registration for biomass, we are occasionally asked to install boilers
under 400kW – sometimes for an internal market. It would be a ridiculous situation if we
were able to install large scale CHP equipment but unable to install a small boiler into one
of our own properties without first undertaking an onerous and expensive accreditation
scheme.
We would suggest that if a large scale installer is registered under Ofgem then it is
automatically accredited to also install small/medium scale boilers.
We believe that MCS is redundant in many situations. Biomass boiler installations are
often part of a tender process and eventually form part of a larger main contract with the
client. The biomass boiler supply, installation and commissioning normally is governed
and controlled under a separate sub-contract. Within the contract there are very clear
performance requirements and milestones to be met before payments are made and
practical completion is achieved. Normally there is a defects liability period of at least 12
months where a proportion of the contract sum is withheld from the supplier to ensure
that rectification works are carried out to the satisfaction of the main contractor and/or
the client. We would assert that this system is far superior than the proposed MCS
certification in achieving the desired outcome.
In addition, we are the exclusive licence holders to supply and install KOHLBACH biomass
boiler systems in the UK. During installation and commissioning of these systems, we
would normally expect onsite assistance from Kohlbach engineers and technicians and
benefit from their experience in >2000 biomass installations across Europe. Do the
proposals mean that KOHLBACH are required to achieve MCS certification to install their
own equipment? We suggest that in these cases mandatory registration in the MCS is an
expensive and unnecessary formality.
With regards to providing assurance as to quality, durability, and energy generation
performance, all Kohlbach equipment is certified to carry the CE marking which
demonstrates compliance to a wide array of European (includes the UK) build and
performance standards. There should be no further requirement beyond this.
Equally, in the small/medium scale installations, standards already exist, such as EN-303-
5, which provides assurance that the boiler manufacturer has achieved certain levels of
build and performance. Again, there should be no further requirement beyond this.
We require a better understanding of what will be required under the Ofgem registration
and accreditation process before we can offer further comments on the approach for RHI
eligibility.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

We note that on the bottom of page 28 the consultation mentions that “MCS and
equivalent European standards provide a suitable set of standards for certifying installers
and equipment.” It would be helpful to know exactly which standards are being referred
to.
In addition, on page 29 it mentions that “RHI will require that beneficiaries use only MCS
certified (or equivalent) installers and equipment”. Again it would be helpful to know
exactly what is regarded as equivalent to MCS certification.

As detailed above, recognition should be given to past installation experience supported
by performance data on efficiency, equipment availability, output and client references if
required. Also recognition of equipment already certified to carry the CE mark and
certified to EN-303-5.

Question: Q06

Yes and we would support cooling (absorption chilling) eligibility when produced as part
of CHP.

AgreeQuestion: Q07
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No – we would suggest that instead of “re-inventing the wheel” that there are industry
standards that are currently used by European biomass boiler manufacturers and that it
would be very beneficial if the UK was able to adopt similar measurement criteria and
protocols. For instance, the consultation suggests measurements in g/GJ whereas
European emission reports tend to measure in mg/Nm³. Whilst the UK is free to impose
higher standards, a commonality in assessment methods would provide significant help to
installers in providing the necessary information from the manufacturer to the planning,
environmental health and environmental protection organisations.
Comments:
Kohlbach biomass boilers meet the emission standards TA-Luft (German Air Standards and
Austrian National Standards). These standards are set according to boiler size and range
from:
0.4 – 2 MW Dust 150 mg/Nm³, 250 CO mg/Nm³, NOX 300 – 250 mg/Nm³, HC 50mg/Nm³;
>2 – 5MW Dust 50 mg/Nm³, 250 CO mg/Nm³, NOX 300 – 250 mg/Nm³, HC 50mg/Nm³;
>5-10MW Dust 50 mg/Nm³, 100 CO mg/Nm³, NOX 250 mg/Nm³, HC 50mg/Nm³;
>10MW Dust 50 mg/Nm³, 100 CO mg/Nm³, NOX 200 mg/Nm³, HC 50mg/Nm³;
These limits are based on 13 % of excess oxygen in the flue gas flow.
We would suggest that installations larger than 10MW should require a continuous
emission monitoring to guarantee and check air quality standards.
The above limits allow installations below 2MW to still be affordable without the need for
expensive (dry or wet) filtration. However, we recognise that installations in urban areas
may require additional filtration.
In Europe, the issue of PM does not seem to be so critical and sizes are not specified or
required at the moment. Consequently no recommendations or references to standards
can be made.
However, whatever decisions are made on the level of emission limits on dust then high
filtration technology exists to cope e.g. Electrostatic-filter, Ceramic or Wet Filters,
although such technology has a significant additional capital cost.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

There are 2 questions above. Yes - we believe the tariff structure should encourage
energy efficiency; and No – we do not believe that minimum standards should be required
as a condition of RHI support.

We would be concerned that this might complicate the management process and slow the
initial take up of RHI. In addition, this could form a barrier to those in fuel poverty or
unable to afford energy efficiency measures from benefiting from the RHI scheme. This is
of particular concern for those in rural areas in traditional stone built houses where
energy efficiency standards are difficult to achieve but where renewable heat installation
could have significant benefits to them and the rural economy in which they work.

DeemingQuestion: Q10

We would agree that a “deemed” system is useful and allows domestic customers to take
part in the RHI without having to install heat meters. However, there are large residential
properties beyond the “deemed” structure but below the large installation size that could
be disadvantaged. Therefore, if a property invests in the cost of a heat meter, then this
should be used to calculate the RHI entitlement.
In addition, because of the step change in banding from 500kW and above, there could be
occasions where inappropriately sized biomass boilers are installed. A lower capacity
boiler may be installed (<500kW) with a larger fossil fuel top-up boiler to compensate.
If RHI payments were calculated on heat produced and measured through a heat meter
attached to the biomass boiler (or other renewable heat generation equipment) then this
would ensure that appropriately sized boilers are installed rather than equipment sized
and installed to chase the grant.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

A simplified version for both home and commercial buildings is beneficial. However, it
would be counterproductive to put a full SAP or SBEM investigation in place unless it will
be funded or paid back from the government, particularly for home owners who are
willing to invest in renewable technologies.

AgreeQuestion: Q13
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We would agree that risks are low, particularly with biomass, because to produce heat
there is still an input cost of the wood fuel and opex costs which should discourage
anyone from over-generating to claim the incentive.
Metering is appropriate for all levels of measuring entitlement to RHI and annual usage
can be audited or compared against comparable installations, buildings, previous year’s
readings etc.

Question: Q14

Following from Q1: the RHI should have a wider range of bands. Limiting “large scale” to
>500kW could encourage inappropriate equipment installation. We would suggest that
banding should be:
<45kW – to deal with the domestic market and at rates suggested.
>45kW – 500kW – for small to medium scale installations at rates suggested.
>500kW – 3MW - for medium to large scale installations at 3.5p/kWhr.
>3MW – 10MW+ - for large scale installations at 2.5p/kWhr to be comparable to 0.5
ROC’s.
We suggest an uplift in tariffs for the larger installation to help provide an incentive for
the infrastructure costs that these schemes are likely to incur, such as district heating
networks.
However, we question whether banding is more appropriate on output and suggest that
banding might be more targeted regardless of boiler sizing. For instance a smaller boiler
working as a base load boiler will be running more efficiently than a large boiler designed
to hit occasional peak loads. Eg: 200kW base load boiler running for 8000hrs/annum has
the potential to produce 1,600,000kWhrs as opposed to a boiler twice the size running at
full capacity only 45% of the time (1,440,000kWhrs).

Question: Q15

A revision of the tariff structure is required. There is a large step change >500kW which is
not appropriate and will be discussed in further detail later.

We agree that the RHI tariffs should be set to cover the expected cost difference between
renewable and conventional heat in terms of the upfront capital costs, fuel and other
operating expenditure costs.
Comments on tariff levels have been given in Q15 above. However, we note that for large
biomass installations the range of suggested tariffs (1.6p – 2.5p) reflects the costs of
installation and a similar level for CHP heat provided under the Renewable Obligation
(ROC). Our understanding is that under ROC biomass electrical production attracts 1.5
ROC’s and good quality CHP attracts 2ROCS. ROC’s historically have been around 4.5p -
5p/kWhr. Therefore, a similar level for the RHI would be 2.25p – 2.5p/kWhr.
A tariff lifetime of 15 years for biomass is reasonable.

Question: Q18

yes - BBL already operate base load systems which have been designed for the biomass
(renewable energy) boiler to be the lead boiler and to provide >85% of the annual heat
load. A fossil fuel boiler(s) is installed to assist the biomass boiler at times of peak loading,
scheduled maintenance and to act as a full back-up system. It is normal to have separate
heat metering to ensure that the fossil fuel boiler is not overused.

Question: Q19
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It is not clear how district heating (DH) is treated within the RHI support scheme. In many
cases DH schemes offer the greatest “wins” in terms of carbon savings but the high
upfront capital costs associated with the infrastructure and phased development are
barriers to investors going forward with this option.

Renewable District Heating (DH) has a lower Carbon footprint then individual installations
and a greater uptake in DH systems will be required to unlock the full potential of the RHI
and reduce GHG emissions to Government targets.
DH systems should reduce heating costs to the users and provide long term
stability/security for fuel/heating costs.
Retro-fit of existing fossil fuel systems should be encouraged to switch as the DH
infrastructure is already in place. Retrofit and existing installations with a potential to
expand should be allowed to apply for (perhaps) a reduced RHI banding tariff.
New DH schemes should be eligible for an uplift in the RHI. On the continent, DH
infrastructure costs have been heavily subsidised by central government. These
governments (eg Austria) have regarded the infrastructure as a national infrastructure
cost similar to the UK government (post-WWII) in terms of the gas, water and electricity
grid structure.
The Copenhagen DH system is often used as an example of what is physically possible to
install but we would suggest also looking at Lienz (http://www.buccleuchbioenergy.
com/index.php?page=case-studies) where there is a retro-fit DH system
servicing >4000 customers on a network >50kms.
This approach to DH systems is critical to the uptake and expansion of DH networks. There
are considerable upfront costs in installing the DH pipework around a development site
when the roads infrastructure is built. Developers are, in effect, burying money with no
return for a long period of time. In phased development projects, it may be 10 years
before the last customer is joined to the network and the system is working to full
capacity. It may be that the biomass boiler has to be upgraded in size during the
construction programme to cope with the additional load as demand increases over the
years. It could be argued that only government is able to underwrite this type of long term
investment.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

We would agree that all DH should be eligible whether it is for joining up a few small heat
users or for a few large heat users. In either case the benefits of DH systems as opposed to
separate fossil fuel boilers are still relevant.

Question: Q21

yes - BBL agrees that RHI tariffs should be fixed (+ inflation) for the duration of entitlement.
In addition, we would agree that this includes the fuel part of the tariffs but with the
following caveat. We would suggest that the latest biomass electricity-only plants recently
announced to be installed around the UK coastline have the potential to significantly
affect the biomass supply chain if any or all of them come to fruition.
The estimated wood fuel requirement of these plants is estimated as around 30m tonnes
per annum. GB wood production is currently around 8m tonnes with an additional 3m
tonnes of sawmill co-product, all of which is currently utilised. Therefore, the >30m tonne
requirement is additional tonnage that will have to come from imports1.
Whilst the policy and efficiency of having large scale centralised biomass electricity-only
power stations relying on imported biomass from Europe, north and south America as
opposed to smaller scale biomass CHP installations utilising locally sourced biomass is
open to debate, the effect on the local supply chains in the proximity of one of these large
scale plants could be massive. If, for any reason, the imported fuel is not available, the
buying power of the large scale plants could severely affect the market place and
jeopardise biomass fuel flows to smaller operators.
1:
Reference: Wood Fibre availability and demand in Britain 2007 to 2025 by John Clegg Consulting Ltd – April 2010.

Question: Q22

BBL agrees that degression is not appropriate for biomass technology. Biomass already
operates within a competitive international market (although uptake in the UK has been
slow). Normally, each biomass project is bespoke in some aspect and the form of
mechanical and electrical engineering does not provide for any economies of scale.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24
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BBL would refer back to our answer in Q22 – where biomass fuel demand may outstrip
supply and threaten the viability of the installed plants.

Question: Q27

BBL would suggest that there are pioneering organisations and installations that have
undergone the development, installation and operating costs and who deserve some form
of support under RHI going forward. (eg Albyn Housing Society – Aviemore DH scheme).
These organisations have in effect subsidised the training of many architects, engineers,
designers and other companies previously unfamiliar with biomass boilers and DH
systems for no return. They have provided a live test bed where mistakes have been made
and (hard) lessons learned. They have provided valuable sales and marketing services for
the government on the concept and delivery of its renewables and carbon savings policies.
Consequently, we believe that they should be eligible for RHI (albeit after taking into
account of any capital grants already received.)

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Typical networks: we would suggest that this would tend to limit the vision of what DH
networks can provide. As mentioned earlier, continental systems have been built to
supply 50 – 100kms. All networks should be considered whether a few small heat users or
large networks of many low, medium or high heat users.
Uplift could be banded according to the heat supply and size of network. We refer to our
answer in Q15 and the suggestion that banding might be more appropriate based on
output (delivered heat) rather than boiler sizing.

Question: Q30

363 Wookey (individual) Existing generator

Upfront financing, deeming

Question: a) Summary
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The intention behind the RHI (to increase the use of renewable energy for heat) is laudable, but the implementation as suggested is badly flawed, 
and I do not believe it should be implemented without major changes. Other people and bodies, all highly green-minded, have also criticised the 
scheme. It should be clear that when many involved in 'Green building' and renewable energy agree that the proposal is seriously flawed, then it 
should be clear that something is wrong with
the scheme design. 

The structure of the incentives, based on energy use, not emissions, simply produces substitution of incentivised forms of heating for existing 
forms, but as designed, in many cases this will result in
_increased_ CO2 emissions (ASHP+radiators, UK generation mix). Paying people to make their emissions _worse_ makes no sense. 

The incentives must be such that CO2 emissions, and preferably energy use, are reduced. A requirement for significant energy efficiency measures 
(such as wall insulation) before being eleigible for RHI could work here - currently there is no incentive at all to reduce overall energy consumption 
before installing a system, and the most inefficient houses get the most money.

Also I don't believe it is equitable that log/pellet boilers, suitable only for larger homes/buildings, are incentivised whilst smaller woodburners 
suitable for very many homes, are not. Despite the difficulties of measurement something more equitable must be devised.

Finally I feel that solar thermal, the most cost-effective technology after woodburners, is treated very unfairly, and hopelessly disavantaged by the 
MCS requirements. Solar thermal is very cheap if
DIYed, and produces zero about zero emissions. This proposal will completely destroy the thriving DIY installation sector, and thus double or triple 
the cost of solar thermal installations at a stroke.

The whole MCS program is misguided in the way it pushes up installation costs (installer and manufacturer certification costs), prevents innovative 
solutions being installed (not certified) and
prevents highly cost-effective DIY solutions (not elegible for RHI and FIT). Control of installation compliance should be done via the existing building 
control mechanisms, not by a whole new set of
infrastructure. This would allow normal market mechanisms to operate in terms of which equipment is installed, and which installers are used. BC 
can specify legal minimum standards to ensure safety and basic effectiveness. Good Energy's 'HOTROCS' scheme shows how incentive payments 
for renewable heat can be managed without excluding DIY installs -that scheme has low overhead costs and works very well. RHI should copy that 
model. 

Background: 

I am a researcher and householder with a keen interest in this area, and expertise in solar thermal system design and energy monitoring systems. I 
am in the process of upgrading my 1960s house to a good energy efficiency standard (solar thermal DHW, woodburner, condensing gas boiler, very 
good insulation, more efficient brown goods, solar PV), whilst also developing better monitoring and control systems.

A carbon tax that simply taxed fossil fuel emissions and left the market to decide what measures people took to improve their houses would be 
much fairer, more flexible and more efficient. Combined with hardship protections and improvement loan schemes like HEMS it should
be highly effective. The RHI, whilst on the one hand being an excellent step in the right direction, is also is over-prescriptive, and badly targetted. 
Without adjustment I feel it will be of limited
value in actually reducing emissions, although it will clearly result in an increase in the installation of renewable systems, but it's own definition. 

There will be a limited amount of money available to spend on CO2 emissions reduction and energy efficiency - it is very important that money is 
spent on cost-effective actions and equipment, which is why I feel the scheme needs significant adjustments to actually target that
equipment.

Question: Q01

It is vitally important that finance is used in cost-effective ways. If most RHI money were to go on relatively well-off people fitting pellet boilers or 
ASHP systems, without corresponding insulation measures then that would give a very high carbon reduction costs - indeed the carbon reduction 
could easily be negative. That would be very poor use of capital. Those providing finance need to see that the
scheme makes sense otherwise support could evaporate.

Question: Q02

There must be a way to register effective RH systems other than it being done by MCS installer. The system used by HOTROCS (system diagrams+ 
photos) works well, or a route via building control could also work. This could be restricted to systems < 3kW for solar thermal, or 10kW for 
woodburners. Without this all DIY-installed systems become ineligible and this is very significant for cheaper systems such as Solar thermal and 
woodburners, both of which can be installed for < £1000 DIY. MCS installs of solar thermal are invariably over £3000, which is 2-3 times as much. 
Solar thermal needs to be cheap to be cost-effective, as the power ouput (and thus savings) are at relatively low levels.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

22 June 2010 Page 621 of 1348



The MCS requirement prevents innovative solutions such as plate heat-exchanger thermosiphons (solar thermal), which maximise the period of the 
year during which the boiler can be turned off. The plate heat exchanger is not MCS certified and no-one is going to get it certified as it is a 
commodity component for a different application (combi boilers). The MCS scheme will simply hinder innovations of this type. There have been 
many improvements in systems by DIYers and small installers over the last few years (such as the navi-vent, the move to 10mm piping, and tank 
stratification measures). The technology is not mature enough to set everything in stone by the
addition of an expensive and intrusive approvals process for all components and systems and installers. _Much_ more is lost than gained.

And what is the 'or equivalent' in this case? In the existing FITs scheme there is no alternative to MCS for PV installs, despite the existence of the 
G83 regs for connection safety and the fact that all
output is metered with an approved meter so the MCS requirement adds nothing but costs (£3000 or so on each solar PV install). There must be an 
alternative route to having the existence of a functioning system accepted.

The propsal that MCS is required below 45kW, but above that people can work it out themeselves is entirely backwards. The costs of MCS are not 
significant on larger schemes, but they can be 70% of the costs on smaller (domestic) schemes. Why mandate it on otherwise cheap installs, but 
not on very large, expensive installs?

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

MCS should never be an absolute requirement, but above 45kW whether it is or not is probably not very important.

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

Solar Keymark, SPF testing, Fraunhofer testing (for solar thermal equipment). But this is the wrong question: any solar thermal system that can be 
shown to generate useful hot water or woodburner that
makes the room hot should be eligible. This was true of the HOTROCS scheme. People are not going to be installing systems that simply don't work, 
and the obsession with certification is counterproductive,
especially where innovative systems are being installed.

Question: Q06

Whilst agreeing that woodburners are problematic in terms of monitoring, I do not beleive that their exclusion can be justified. Woodburners are 
probably the single most cost-effective and widely-installable renewable heat measure available. Any house with a chimney can have one fitted, 
and it's not expensive (ours was £650 for a DIY install).

You say that you wish the RHI to be available to all, including lower-income households, but by excluding woodburners, whilst allowing log batch 
boilers and pellet-boilers (which need much more space to be
installed and only come in larger power outputs for larger buildings), you are enormously biasing the biomass aspect towards the well-off. 

Yes you would have to rely on self-certification of use to some degree, but the benefits are well worth it (the installation and use of very cost-
effective CO2 reduction technology). You could deal with the potential use of fossil fuels' problem by not covering multi-fuel stoves, only 
woodburners. Open fires could be excluded on the grounds that they are hopelessly inefficient, sometimes negatively efficient.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Given that woodburners should be included and not many manage better then 80% efficiency I think the minimum standard should be set to 
include a reasonable number of the better stoves. Anything that passes the UK test (BS EN13240) with somewhere around 78-80% or better should
be acceptable. I'm not sure how that relates to the above particulate numbers.

Question: Q09

Yes, I think minimum efficiency standards are vital, otherwise nothing in the RHI actually reduces overall energy use. I don't see any reason why the 
minimum loft insulation level shouldn't be set at the current building regs level of 270mm. To get to that level is very cheap so why set the  
standard lower?

The deeming concept works well in this regard.

Question: Q10

Clearly this is important but I have no particular suggestions.

Question: Q11
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Deeming rather than using metering makes sense for small installations, and to avoid the over-generation inventive. However, by calculating the 
return on current heat demand for the building it
provides an incentive not to invest in efficiency/insulation measures before installing equipment and being assessed. This will result in oversized 
equipment if efficiency measures are taken later (after installation), which is likely as the scheme incentivises this too.

Also, I do not agree with the only route to assement being via MCS installers. There must be a route for DIYers to be deemed without excessive 
cost. For small solar thermal or biomass installations
simple evidence of the installation type, equipment size and constructions type/size would be sufficient, perhaps using SAP/RDSAP as a basis for 
reporting.

DisagreeQuestion: Q12

You must beware of the limitations of SAP 2005, which can be highly innacurate for some building types, and is limited in the types of solar thermal 
system countennanced. Hopefully SAP 2009 will be better 
in these areas. It should be possible for DIYers to simply fill in the SAP or RDSAP spreadsheet rather than have to pay £250 for an official 
assessment.

AgreeQuestion: Q13
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No.  I don't believe it is right to set the rate-of-return for solar
thermal at half that for other technologies. The characterisation of
it as being more expensive is not correct: it is in fact one of the
cheaper technologies under consideration (per tonne of CO2-reduction).
Typical biomass boiler systems are £7000-£10000, and GSHP even more
expensive, so in simple cost terms per site they are significantly
more expensive. Solar thermal provides much more significant
CO2-emissions reductions than some of the other supported technolgoies
(heat pumps), and thus should not be disadavantaged. 

As proposed no distinction is made between entirely carbon-free heat
generation (soar thermal) carbon-neutral heat generation (biomass) and
carbon-intensive heat generation (heat pumps). This difference must be
reflected in the return rates, which should at least approximate CO2
emission reductions. Heat pumps are not 'renewable energy' under the
current grid generating regime, unless powered by a local renewable
generator, and it is wrong to treat them on an equal footing with
solar thermal, biogas and biomass equipment.

The tariff structure should be adjusted significantly to reflect the
'renewableness' of the various technologies. As the Grid supply
becomes less CO2-intensive the tariff could be adjusted to reflect
this change, but it is vital that emissions-reductions are the focus,
not simply installation costs.

I also believe the 12% rate to be possibly too high. The 9%-10% or so
used for the FITs still seems apropriate here, giving a payback of
around 10 years, which many people find an acceptable threshold.

Half or more of the cost of a solar thermal install is in the 
installation labour, which is why cost-effectiveness demands that DIY 
installs remain eligible for RHI. Equally you should be taking a
typical domestic 1.5-2kW install cost as £3000 when done commercially
(£1000-1500 when done DIY).  Thus to get a 12% rate of return the
annual payment should be in the region of £360. Which in fact is what
you are proposing, but you must be assuming install costs of £6000 or
so, which is grossly inflated (I agree there are plenty of installers
charging these sorts of rates, but they are not justifiable - the
industry is sadly plagued with MCS-accredited ex-double-glazing
salesmen (see Which report on solar thermal installers published
2010-04-24).

For the same reasons of encouraging cost-effective equipment,
woodburners should be included in the RHI. I agree there is an issue
of usage measurement but that must simply be dealt with.
Self-certification, spot checks, gas/oil usage, and annual servicing
(chimney sweeping) are all opportunities to check, and ultimately
_any_ technology could simply not be used after installation. A
relatively low tariff rate reflecting these issues and the low install
costs would make sense, but leaving them out altogether is simply not
right, and provides perverse incentives (towards very expensive
boilers) as well as a bias away from smaller households (where
insulation + woodburner + solar thermal makes an excellent system).

Question: Q18

Seems reasonable, to offset the extra costs of network instaltion.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes (parta), No (partb)

Sensible point. Certainty of fixed prices is attractive to consumers. An alowance for Fuel prices is worthwhile for biomass-based systems.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23
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AgreeQuestion: Q24

As I have said above, an important one is 'encourage DIY'. DIY solar
thermal is highly cost-effective. Innovations also come from this
group. The use of 10mm pipe and internal melt-proof air vents was
pioneered by DIYer sand small installers, not the big installers.
Plate heat exchanger thermosiphons allowing easy retro-fitting of
solar thermal to existing cyclinders (and up to 90% DHW production)
has also been pioneered by DIYers (and Willis Engineering with their
solarsiphon).

The existing proposals will make DIY entirely uneconomic, which will
greatly increase solar thermal install prices, not reduce them. Admin
and asessment costs must remain low, which the complete install cost
is £1000-£1500. It is vital that a cost-effective path to RHI
eligibility remains for DIY (non-MCS) installations.

As for doing space-heating as well as DHW ('combisystems' in European
terminology), this is problemtatic in the UK due to our high latitude
and cloudy maritime winters making for very little winter solar DHW
excess available. There is potential for some (~10%) contribution in
the shoulder seasons. This can be accomodated with a thermal store
fairly easily but needs steep/vertical panels and a large solar area,
and careful system design and installation. Existing UK houses tend
tobe very short of space for the large stores needed too. Summer
overheating is a big problem. Combisystems are possible in the UK, but
need stratified store developments.

For the RHI to help develop this area I think metering would be needed
to find out how much space-heating contribution was made. That could
then be at the expense of (deemed) DHW. it is a worthy goal but it's
difficult to achieve.

Question: Q25

All sensible.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Excluding all existing solar thermal installations is likely to result
in may installations being de-comissioned and re-commisioned in order
to qualify. The incentives are sufficient to make this the sensible
course of action. This is a waste of resources and some support for
existing 'pioneer' installations would prevent a lot of bad feeling as
well as the above re-installations. Exactly the same problem arose
with the FITand exisiting PV and Hydro installs.

Clearly existing installs have been made without the RHI incentive
(and sometimes LCBP money), so support is not 'necessary', but some
kind of support for existing installs is clearly equitable. The best
thing to do would be to provide the normal rate but only for the
remaining period as if the 20 years countdown started when it was
installed, so a 5yr old system only get 15 years.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Yes.  The treatment of heat pumps with no regard to CO2-emissions reductions
or requirement for major refurbishment prior to fitting/sizing will
reuslt in lots of ASHPs with radiators which will have worse
fossil-fuel consumption and emissions than gas-fired boilers. This
area must be tightened up.

Question: Q29

364 Carbon Trust NGO

CHP;

Question: a) Summary
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We have not investigated the leasing and finance legislation in detail in terms of how they might apply to the RHI.  However, we do have the 
following observations in relation to this topic: 

1) Certain types of biomass heating equipment can be configured to be mobile plant – e.g. as part of a fully containerised system (see ref: Page 34 
of the Carbon Trust publication: “Biomass Heating – a practical guide for potential users”).  There are parallels with more conventional, mobile 
plant-hire situations where heating plant can be hired or leased out to users on a temporary basis to provide for increases in capacity or production 
at a site – which may not be long-lived.  In such a situation, will it be possible under the current proposals for any business that had set itself up as 
such a mobile plant hire specialist to claim the RHI?  Given that such plant may be unused for periods and will be used across a diverse range of 
applications, how will deeming apply here (as most biomass mobile/containerised plant will, of necessity be relatively small)?

2) Would the current proposals allow for conventional Hire Purchase/Conditional Sale models of financing?

Question: Q02

We highlight the following points for consideration:

-The MCS (or an EN 45011 accredited equivalent) is currently proposed to be extended to biomass systems up to 300kW and is generally not aimed 
at larger size systems.   The MCS or an equivalent scheme will need to be open for suppliers of larger plant

-Under the proposed registration and claim process, reliance is placed on the certified installer to confirm that the installed plant is correctly 
commissioned and operational, since only proof of installation is required to trigger payment.  Whilst we expect that consumers (having made a 
substantial investment in the piece of plant) would be incentivised to ensure correct operation; “teething troubles” can ensue post-installation.  
Such “teething troubles” can range in severity from the very serious (plant fails to operate at all – requiring rectification works) to the less serious 
but nonetheless unsatisfactory (plant operates below specified efficiency) and could result in RHI being claimed and paid even though the system is 
not (fully) functioning.

Referring here specifically to biomass heating systems (but with potential relevance to other types of technology) and based on observations from 
the Carbon Trust’s Biomass Heat Accelerator (www.carbontrust.co.uk/biomass), we make the following observations:

1)	The complexities of the plant, mismatches in consumer specification and expectation and the relative immaturity of the equipment supply and 
installation base in the UK means that the above mentioned “teething troubles” can endure for quite significant amounts of time post-installation 
and, in extreme cases, may never be fully resolved due to contractual disputes or a sheer unwillingness on behalf of the various contractors 
involved in a project to take responsibility for mistakes made and rectify them. 
2)	Since, as currently proposed, many systems’ performance is not monitored at all (or if it is, then customers are not analysing the monitoring data 
as long as heat is still being produced), it is possible for systems to operate for extended periods at levels of output far below that expected or 
possible.  This can be due, typically, to:
a.	Errors made by system specifier/installer/designer during either design or installation and commissioning
b.	Operator misuse/abuse of the system
c.	Incorrect fuel use
3)	The unit is not run as frequently as expected, for instance because of problems with fuel supply, or because the building is left unoccupied for a 
period (the case of a biomass boiler in a second or holiday home is one example, a business reducing output or production is another).

Clearly the above issues will not be a concern for plants of a size which are proposed to be metered for RHI payments as without valid output data 
there will be no payment), but there could be a very significant number of biomass installations falling under the deeming methodology for RHI 
payment – we believe that under the current proposals it might be possible for sites to receive their annual payments whilst the plant is not 
actually operating at all or satisfactorily), despite having been confirmed as “installed” by the certified installer.

Whilst it may not be feasible in terms of sector-skills capacity constraints and in the interests of not causing a “bottleneck” of delayed installations, 
we believe that the process would be made considerably more robust by the requirement to have an independent expert review of the 
commissioning process and a “run-hours” review to ensure that the item being certified for use is fully and correctly operational – RHI payments 
being conditional upon receipt of a verified report.  An alternative may be for both customer and installer to perform a set of commissioning 
checks and witness tests; the content of which is independently prepared and both sign off on this – introducing a commissioning rigour to trigger 
the start of RHI payments.

Question: Q03

Yes – we strongly believe that a robust and independent product and installer certification scheme is used for RHI eligibility.  However, as stated in 
our response to question 3, we believe that accreditation for suppliers of biomass systems above 300kW in size is not accommodated for under the 
current MCS or proposed extensions thereof.  We suggest that a review is undertaken to ascertain whether MCS is suitable for application to the 
installers and manufacturers of much larger plant (e.g. >1MW and complex steam-raising plant), as we believe there is still a need for robust 
accreditation for installations larger than 300kW.

Question: Q05
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The Carbon Trust manages the Energy Technology List (ETL) on behalf of the Department of Energy and Climate Change.  This list (link) contains a 
number of biomass-fired heating appliances of different scales and types.  We are aware that the list is used by many (including some capital grant 
schemes) as a de facto quality-standard and there have been suggestions from some in the sector that this be formalised/harmonised with the 
MCS.  However, we feel that it is important to state that this is probably not a suitable option since, whilst many of the items listed on the ETL will 
be of high-quality in terms of manufacturing quality, safety and reliability; the ETL does not specifically address these issues – which are important 
to the MCS (or equivalent).

Question: Q06

Broadly speaking, we are in agreement with the proposed eligibility of energy sources, technologies and sites as laid out in the proposal.

We feel however, that the heat output of certain technologies that is used for absorption chilling should qualify for the RHI.  Whilst we note that 
heat output used for cooling in tri-generation will be eligible for support it may be that this technology configuration (heat and cooling only) has 
been omitted.  

Whilst the use of heat from renewable sources for absorption chilling is uncommon in the UK, there are some examples of where it is in use (see 
the boxed-out case study on page 29 of the Carbon Trust publication: “Biomass Heating – a practical guide for potential users”).  We are also aware 
of a biomass project in development (~1MW) where about half the heat output will be used for absorption chilling.  The project is unlikely to go 
ahead without the RHI being payable on the cooling fraction.

This is particularly relevant for biomass technology as it is a despatchable technology – i.e. its output can be varied.  However, from a technical 
point of view, it is best for this technology to operate on a near-continuous basis near its maximum rated output.  Such an operation mode will also 
ensure best financial returns on capital employed.  As many heat loads are quite variable (e.g. only during the day Monday-Friday and with little 
usage in the summer), the levels of overall utilisation can be correspondingly low.  If the RHI were available to heat output being used for 
absorption chilling, this may incentivise greater utilisation levels – this in turn improving the financial performance of projects and encouraging 
wider uptake.  

Such situations are particularly relevant for process heat scenarios: production patterns often dictate that heat is used in relatively short bursts of 
time (e.g. dairy operations) but there is usually a requirement in such situations for chilling of some form e.g. for product at night – which could tie 
in well to ensure that the biomass system is well utilised.

AgreeQuestion: Q07

Broadly speaking, we are in agreement with proposed emissions standards for biomass boilers below 20MWth. 

In our experience, we would concur that setting the limit at 20g/GJ for PM and 50g/GJ for nitrogen would unreasonably restrict the number of 
systems able to meet these standards; these levels can probably be met with the use of additional, advanced abatement equipment but these add 
significantly to overall capex (at least 10%) may inhibit performance in some ways and the levels above are unnecessarily low for the whole of the 
UK. 

However, research commissioned by the Carbon Trust in to the potential effects of future biomass system deployment in London indicates that an 
alternative approach may be warranted in densely populated urban areas/areas with highly challenged air quality.

Our research used a base scenario where biomass deployment levels in London in 2020 were assumed to be broadly consistent with the UK having 
achieved its RES target of ~6% of all heat energy being sourced from biomass, given the relative proportion of the UK’s heat demand already 
consumed by the UK.  The model used several runs performed at increasing emission rates for PM and NOx.   

It indicated that whilst the overall, additional impact of a RES-target number of biomass systems on air quality in London would be generally small 
(even at the higher emission rates proposed in the RHI consultation) the air quality in many parts of London is so close to compliance limits already 
that even small additions could compromise these air quality targets..

AgreeQuestion: Q09

We strongly agree that the RHI should be structured in a way that encourages the uptake of energy efficiency measures.  We would also agree that 
ideally this could be achieved by requiring potential recipients to have taken certain minimum energy efficiency steps as a condition of RHI 
support.  However, the administration and auditing of such a requirement could be highly complex and difficult.  Therefore, the proposed 
methodology for encouraging energy efficiency (i.e. “deeming”) is probably the most sensible approach.

DeemingQuestion: Q10
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We would agree that at the large scale/in process heating, where the RHI proposes metering, the risk of overgeneration is generally low but there 
may still be some residual risks of this, e.g. in situations where fuel is available at very low or even negative cost (such as sawmills, furniture 
manufacturers etc.).  

A possible approach to mitigate this risk could be to mandate that meter data be transmitted directly to Ofgem (this can be done relatively simply 
via data telemetry) and that data is analysed and interpreted by them.  Data returns would need to be compared to expected annual outputs 
(which could have been submitted as part of the registration process above).  The analysis of these data could adopt similar techniques to those 
used by the gas/electricity industry to detect fraud by looking at data patterns.  A review of energy bills for the prior two years could be used to 
‘benchmark’ heat usage before switching to biomass to help look for irregular patterns.

As part of the Biomass Heat Accelerator we have conducted a detailed monitoring programme of 19 biomass boilers using remote data reading 
which could be emulated for the RHI.  Whilst remote monitoring of heat data can work well it has some technical issues which need to be taken in 
to consideration if it is to be used

Whilst we recognise the logic and rationale of the proposed approach to metering and deeming in the consultation we have the following 
comments to make:

1)	Given the complexities and difficulties involved, deeming is a sensible approach to minimising the generation (and subsequent waste) of excess 
heat 
2)	However, for the reasons outlined in our response to Q3, we believe that metering is still desirable to ensure that deemed payments are not 
made where systems are not actually functioning fully and should be used as a complement to deeming; although a cut-in scale of say 100kW could 
be applied for mandatory metering to qualify for RHI.
3)	From experience with biomass equipment we know that the capital costs of heat metering (a few hundred to a few thousand pounds) are 
relatively modest compared with the cost of the boiler plant itself (tens to hundreds of thousands of pounds).  The costs of heat meter installation 
are likely to be negligible in a new installation. 
The availability and costs of periodic meter calibration, meter reading, and audit would are a consideration but, at around £1000 every three years, 
are also modest in comparison to the potential annual RHI benefits of even relatively small plant. 

4)	The typical costs of heat meters are outlined below:

Application	Plant Rating /kWth	Typical Capex/ £/kW 	Total Capital Cost/£	Metering Cost/£	Ratio of metering to plant capital costs
				Capital	Install-ation 	
School	100	750	£75,000	£500	£500	1.3%
Leisure Centre	500	475	£237,500	£1500	£2000	1.5%
Plant Nursery	3000	300	£900,000	£4000	£6000	1.1%

On the basis of these data, it would seem possible to require metering of heat output down to as low as 100kW as a means of providing an 
auditable data record whilst avoiding excessive payments which could result from making total payments on a “deemed approach” as proposed.

Conventional industry practice would be to specify meters of Class 3 (under BS EN1434-6:1997) for measurement of residential use, but for 
commercial and/or light industrial use, it is necessary to use at least a Class 2 meter.

We also believe that it is possible to enable remote reading of metered data by Ofgem at relatively modest cost such that a degree of audit could 
be carried out without the need for extensive site visits.

With regard to the practicalities of deeming, we believe that the current proposals are reasonable for domestic properties given their relative 
homogeneity. However, the ability of even the most complex dynamic thermal simulation modelling tools to accurately predict the actual thermal 
requirements of non-domestic buildings is questionable. In a series of detailed Carbon Trust case studies drawn from our low-carbon buildings 
accelerators, thermal models have consistently been unable to predict the actual heat requirements of a diverse mix of commercial building types. 

The range of error varied from under 10% to over 50% with the models both under- and over-predicting. Therefore using outputs from sBEM (a 
“simplified” tool) as a basis for deeming for the RHI could result in very significant variances between deemed and actual levels of heat demand for 
certain types of application.

Given the inherent variability of such models, the use of EPCs as another method of determining deeming levels could also be problematic.  For 
existing buildings it is likely to be better to assess deeming levels using the Display Energy Certificate (DEC) which is based on the amount of energy 
that is actually used within the building. 

We believe that consideration needs to be given to the metering of steam because there are numerous steam-raising applications that could be in 
a good position to switch to using biomass heat as a fuel and thus would be interested in taking advantage of the RHI..  Whilst we recognise that 
direct steam metering is notoriously unreliable with regard to wetness and level of superheat, boiler feed water can be accurately measured and 
this, in conjunction with boiler pressure measurements, can effectively produce a reasonably accurate calculation of energy output.

We also believe that consideration needs to be given to how direct warm air heaters, a common application for biomass systems, would be 
measured/deemed.  Direct measurement of energy output is probably the preferred method given the variability of biomass fuel; this could be 
calculated from inlet and outlet duct temperature and air flow rate. 

Given the inherent difficulties involved in metering heat outputs and the potential that exists for fraud, we welcome the proposed work with the 
National Measurement Office.

Question: Q12
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See Q12.

Question: Q13

See Q12.

Question: Q14

The Carbon Trust has developed a model that allows comparison of the carbon savings and economics of different energy uses of biogas from AD.  
The model inputs, outputs and assumptions are described in our publication Technology Update on Biogas from Anaerobic Digestion CTC773.

We believe that, where there is sufficient local heat demand, use of biogas for heat only is an option that should be supported by the RHI.  The 
Carbon Trust model shows that for a site where a suitable local heat load is available, this is an attractive financial option as the capital cost for a 
boiler to burn the biogas is lower than a CHP unit, and the overall carbon savings only about 10% lower than those from a CHP unit with 35% 
electrical efficiency. 

The heat incentive at >200kW could be aligned with the biomethane injection tariff of 4p/kWh. 

CHP using biogas from AD

The Carbon Trust model shows the importance of considering the parasitic loads for running the AD plant and gas clean up.  For example for the 
25,000tpa food waste plant described in our response to Q18: 16,577 MWh of biogas is produced, but the net electricity output is 4,746MWh 
(29%) and maximum heat output is 4,779Mwh (29%) once all the parasitic loads have been taken in to account.

The high heat demand required to run the plant means that the heat:power output ratio is rather different to a solid biomass CHP system; different 
incentives may therefore be required.

If the rules described on page 67 apply to biogas CHP (which currently receives 2 ROCs, and assuming an RHI for the heat of 4p/kWh as suggested 
above) then it is clear from the CT model that the plant owner should choose to receive double ROCs rather than the RHI.  This seems unfortunate 
as it does not provide an incentive to make use of the heat output which may simply be wasted.

Heat used in AD

P30 of the consultation states that “we do not propose to support any heat that is produced from anaerobic digestion purely for the purpose of 
keeping the plant in operation.”  However it is not clear from this what the situation would be for a biomethane producer who has the option 
either to use gas from the grid or biogas to provide heat to run their AD plant.  It is possible that the operator would heat the plant using gas from 
the grid so as to maximise the amount of biomethane eligible for RHI.  This would clearly depend on the price of natural gas but wholesale this is 
likely to be less than 4p/kWh (proposed tariff).  It is suggested that it should be made clear that the RHI is only paid for net heat or biomethane 
generation (taking in to account that needed to heat the plant.

Question: Q15

See Q15.

Question: Q16
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From our experience with biomass heating projects at a wide range of scales, it is apparent that there is a huge degree of variability in their costs 
and relative cost-effectiveness.  It is fair to say, however, that projects generally tend to become more cost effective at larger scales.  

This means that if RHI levels are introduced at the upper end of the scale proposed for projects >500kW (i.e. 2.5p/kWh), there is the possibility that 
certain projects will be compensated significantly above the 12% target return rate.

We believe that providing a greater number of bands for size ranges of biomass technologies than is proposed at present (with associated varying 
levels of support; gradually decreasing for bands covering larger installation sizes) could help to avoid this problem.

Establishing the levels of RHI for these different bands is a complex task given the inherent variabilities in biomass systems’ costs.  The Carbon Trust 
has access to cost data from a wide variety of existing biomass projects and those in development which we would be happy to discuss in detail 
with DECC with a view to identifying the optimal RHI levels and associated bandings. 

It is important to point out two key observations from our work in the past 9 months on the Biomass Heat Accelerator, in which we have been 
working with almost 900 prospective locations:

a.	Because significantly higher levels of RHI were theoretically available for systems below the 500kW threshold, some projects optimised system 
designs around this cut-off (i.e. specifying smaller systems than they might otherwise have done to take advantage of the sub-500kW RHI).  It is 
common, and indeed best design practice to use a biomass boiler in conjunction with hot water storage and fossil fuel auxiliary boiler(s) such that 
only part of the site’s annual heat load is met from biomass – though generally biomass would provide the main source of heat.  Whilst there is 
such a sharp change in the RHI levels at the 500kW threshold, design decisions will inevitably optimise for financial returns rather than for optimal 
renewable heat production (see pages 43-47 of the Carbon Trust publication: “Biomass Heating – a practical guide for potential users” for a more 
detailed understanding of this issue).
b.	As described in a) above, biomass/fossil fuel “hybrid” systems are in fact best design practice – making best use of the biomass boiler element 
from both a technical and economic viewpoint.  We hope that such a design philosophy will be encouraged under the RHI (in fact, designing a 
biomass system to meet 100% of load is deleterious to both financial and technical performance).  We were slightly concerned, therefore, to read 
the following response to a question posed on this topic to the RFI enquiry email address:

“…the proposed RHI tariffs are based on the renewable technology providing 100% of the hot water and space heating as a replacement for the 
existing fossil fuel heating system so we will need to consider further the use of backup fossil fuel systems”.

Biogas for heat – parity with FIT

P40 of the consultation states “we have calculated the proposed tariff for biomethane injection on the basis of parity with the Feed-in Tariffs”. 
 
However figures from the Carbon Trust’s biogas model (see our response to Q16) suggest that electricity generation at a FIT of 9p/kWh gives 
slightly better returns to the plant owner than biomethane at 4p/kWh. However, differences in modelling methodology/assumptions could 
account for this. 

	Calculated IRR for plant
Biomethane to grid (RHI 4p/kWh)	11.1%
Electricity generation only (FIT 9p/kWh)	12.3%

(The model case is a 25,000tpa food waste plant with £40/tonne gate fee, 2p/kWh gas price, 5p/kWh electricity price)

Question: Q18

The RHI is to be based on heat output delivered.  There are types of appliance where it is not possible for the regulator to determine whether the 
heat had been produced from a renewable fuel source.  For example, a dual fuel biomass/oil boiler could operate for long periods on oil, but claim 
RHI on the heat produced.  It would be very difficult to determine which fuel had been used to produce the measured heat.  As above, historic fuel 
bills could be submitted as a requirement for the RHI and checked against post-biomass installation bills. 
	
Many biomass boilers use electricity, oil or gas for ignition. The quantity of electricity used is likely to be trivial (due to the fact that it is always 
expensive), but there must be a very real risk of abuse of oil or gas start-up burners, especially as up-rating these can be relatively easy.  In light of 
this, we would concur that the RHI should only be available to dedicated biomass boilers.

Question: Q19

We agree with this approach due to the uncertainties outlined in the consultation document over equipment prices and uptake rates.  However, 
we believe that reviews should seek to use the RHI to exert a downward pressure on equipment prices as experience from similar financial 
incentive schemes in other countries would indicate that high incentives can have an inflationary effect on equipment prices.

AgreeQuestion: Q23
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We believe that DECC should retain the ability to introduce degression for the RHI subject to the first review period as degression is an effective, 
systematic way to encourage technology cost reductions.

Other potential ways to achieve this are to: 
	Identify and disseminate design and implementation best practice, leading to lower cost installations
	Encourage a wider range and number of players to enter the market for renewable heat equipment provision to stimulate competition and thus 
price competitiveness.

Question: Q25

We agree with this approach; most systems installed historically have benefited in some way from public support (e.g. a capital grant) already thus 
to make them eligible for the RHI would over-reward them.

AgreeQuestion: Q28

365 Carla Denyer (individual) Potential generator

The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies for 
biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem 
destruction, communities, soils and freshwater.

The environmental impacts outside the UK have to be considered.  It is no more acceptable to sponsor rainforest destruction overseas than it is 
acceptable to sponsor humanitarian wrongs like torture or child labour.

Question: Q01

Not all bioenergy should be eligible for subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use and plans are already mostly unsustainable; creating yet another 
demand will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people.

The only types of bioenergy that should be eligible are well-designed energy from waste plant (for municipal waste, waste cooking oil, 
manufacturing, construction and forestry waste, etc.), using CHP where possible.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

There should be no subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Biomass and biodiesel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK.

Following industry lobbying, the government now proposes much laxer standards for emissions than planned. This will cause more air pollution 
and serious health impacts.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.  Energy efficiency measures can be ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE more cost effective than 
additional generating capacity, especially given the current Government movement towards new nuclear power.

Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.  A carrot and stick 
approach is surely the best.  In addition, HIGH minimum standards MUST be applied to landlords, especially of student lets, where the tenants have 
little control over their homes to make changes themselves.  Student houses frequently have no loft insulation, drafty single glazed windows and 
poor quality curtains and carpets that retain little heat.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

Can the dates that they take effect be brought forward?

Question: Q11

Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which makes no sense in terms of addressing climate change. Solar heating 
offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass.

Payments should depend on climate impacts. This means higher support for passive solar – but no support for bioliquids.

Question: Q18

See above – biofuel use is not sustainable, whether on its own or blended with heating oil.

Question: Q19
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If done with sustainable energy sources.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes the tariffs should be fixed, to encourage investments without the associated risk of speculation.

No, the tariffs should not include bio-energy, for reasons given above.

Question: Q22

Investment in academic and industry research, e.g. through the EPSCRC’s SUPERGEN research programmes.

Question: Q25

367 Highland Alternative Energy Ltd Consultancy

finance

Question: a) Summary
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HAEL is Scotland’s most accredited installer of Micro Renewables, all 5 Technology’s. We represent 35 employees and operate out of two bases 
Nairn and Stornoway. Further information on our work can be found on our website www.haelgroup.com
Firstly, many thanks for the opportunity to respond on what is an important issue for HAEL and the Scottish renewable energy market.
I trust that you find our comments helpful in this consultation process, at all times we aim to be constructive, and representative of the installer 
community.

Executive Summary
HAEL strongly supports the principle of the Renewable Heat Incentive. The development of the renewable heat sector is not just essential in order 
to meet the 2020 targets but is also fundamental in the countries effort to improve fuel security, it is also important to development, growth and 
sustainability of small businesses such as HAEL
Although fully supportive of the scheme HAEL feels there is a number of key concerns that must be addressed in order for the successful 
implementation of the RHI. Primarily support to business such as HAEL to train and develop staff in these new technologies. To date HAEL has 
received no support and has expended many tens of thousands of pounds, and there is a long way to go before we have a fully trained workforce.
HAEL has also got several innovative methods to deploy the proposed technology’s, no support is available without significant release of equity in 
the business, which is not desirable.
Already we as a business have seen increased interest in renewables as a result of the RHI consultation and the likelihood of the scheme going live 
within 12months.
However with the withdrawal of the Interest free loan, we have seen many of our potential customers ‘walking away’ as initial capital for investing 
is no longer available to customers with ‘new build’ properties.
A readily accessible No Interest, or LOW Interest, LOAN FUND should be a priority in the RHI scheme
Our experience in the past four years in growing a new business in an emerging market, installing some 300+ systems has also made us realize that 
Installer and equipment competence is an Essential part of the scheme. Whilst we like all others struggled to achieve MCS accreditation,(5 times, 
for 5 different technologies), we now feel it is vitally important that this is maintained as a foundation block for the scheme. Our standards have 
improved, our quality has improved, our knowledge has improved, the protection to customers has improved. Current the trades industry is not 
operating at a satisfactory level to deliver and maintain this new technology. However the cost of gaining and maintaining the MCS accreditation is 
prohibitive.
Maintaining the strict standards set out by BRE MCS must be maintained for successful deployment of the RHI scheme.
Maintaining the testing and proving of reliable equipment must be maintained for successful deployment of the RHI scheme.

Capital Finance
It is vital that capital finance schemes are developed to help fund the purchase and installation of renewable heat technologies. If suitable schemes 
do not emerge, then the incentive will only be accessible to those with the capital to invest. 
Providing the necessary upfront capital through no/low interest loans from national banks would give the government the opportunity to 
specifically target those who would benefit the most
Assignment of RHI payments to a third party must be permitted within the scheme e.g. Social Housing landlords, Property developers, Landlords.

Accreditation 
HAEL is very supportive the Microgeneration Certification Scheme (MCS) and feels that in its current form it will be the biggest success to the 
delivery and success of the RHI scheme. 
However the MCS has been found to be very expensive. The current quality of service delivery throughout most of the Trades falls short of an 
acceptable quality to deliver a successful scheme. It is as a result of this, that these factors have made it exceedingly difficult for small scale 
businesses to engage with the scheme. Currently there is a distinct lack of work , HAEL with a modest amount of support could increase its output 
by several multiples. This will resulted in delivery of  the number of installations required to meet the Government’s 2020 renewable heat targets.
We believe that accreditation is an essential part of ensuring that installations and equipment are of a high standard. However, it is important that 
any accreditation system introduced recognises and prioritises the existence of unique Scottish Building Regulations; Scottish Government targets 
for renewables; Scottish quality practices, training and skill standards. 
The current training and skill standards of apprenticeship are not adequate to meet the industry needs w.r.t RHI technology’s.
MCS product accreditation has a fee of £3800, however due to the time and level of work required to satisfy the conditions the actual cost has 
been found to be closer to £10000 plus the additional annual surveillance and inspection costs. 
It is apparent that Foreign manufacturers have been apprehensive to enter the UK market due to the open-ended nature of the MCS, where the 
full cost of accreditation is so unclear. UK market sales have typically been less than 100 biomass boilers per year, these sale figures coupled with 
the open-ended nature of MCS has resulted in a lack of accredited boilers and thus the high cost faced by consumers wishing to install the 
technology. However the other technology’s have not suffered from this lack of foresight that the Biomass suppliers have created. RHI should 
investigate the inadequacy of the Biomass steering groups that have allowed this to happen.
HAEL believes that in order to achieve the required result from the RHI, the regulations for products and installers for installations up to 45kW 
should clearly state:
	 Products – accredited under MCS or an equivalent EU accreditation, however that alternative accreditation should be Audited by MCS
	 Installers – accredited under MCS or an equivalent accreditation scheme 
Heat Loads 
HAEL feels very strongly that the RHI should actively encourage the development hybrid solutions in achieving the required heat load. (This issue 
applies to retrofit more than new build) Small fossil fuel ‘Additional’ heat units should not be excluded. In the event that they are excluded clients 
will be forced into solutions that are not cost effective not environmentally friendly, e.g. Electric immersion heaters. The RHI may then be curtailed 
to reflect the percentage Heat /DHW delivered by the renewable element of the package.
Future building standards should specify 3 phase supplies, then there is no issue wrt heat pump sizing
The UK has predominantly got single phase supplies, this limits the available technology to 12-16kw. It can be very cost effective to supplement this 
to a factor of 20% of the heat load with a high efficiency oil or gas boiler (+90% efficient)
Tariff Bands
HAEL believes the tariff structure will cause some specific problems.
Most notably the step change in tariff at >45kw, HAEL recommend that a sliding scale or stepped scale is applied. Or a tariff for the first 45kw, a 

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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reduced tariff for the next 45kw etc. This will be very important in the retro fit market,
A further example is the reduction in the tariff for biomass from 6.5 to 1.6-2.5p/kWh at 500kW. The reduction in the incentive level of up to 75% 
indicates that the current scenario assumes that there is a step change in cost at 500kW. 
We believe that this may  result in specifier’s putting undersized boilers in to fall below the threshold and then installing a additional unit at a later 
date when system not adequate to provide required heat load.
This is obviously not the desired outcome of the incentive. We therefore strongly urge the development of stepped sizing scheme that smoothes 
the transition

High Specification building standards- new build

The scheme as proposed would result in a RHI payment reduction to any client that builds a new house that has a higher performance than the 
Building Regs. This we feel is wrong and if a considered approach was thought through these clients should be recognised for ELIMINATING the 
need for expensive energy.
e.g  A current Building Reg house will result in a heat loss of approx 40w/m2. A passive house will have an energy footprint approx a third of that.

HAEL recommend that a tariff for energy displaced through high performance buildings be encouraged

The tax issues related to the renewable heat payments need to be addressed and clarified quickly. Any changes could greatly affect the financial 
models for some installations and could cause difficulties in repaying loans.
It was disappointing that no announcement was made regarding how the scheme will be funded in the 2010 Budget. To give confidence that the 
RHI will be implemented as planned, on the 1st of April, the Government should announce details of how the scheme will be funded at the earliest 
opportunity.
The document is still not clear on the definition of a grant or whether devolved governments can continue to award them. There has also been no 
announcement around the eligibility of schemes that have received grants and whether these will need to be repaid to receive RHI payments to 
comply with state aid rules.
Clarity on the transition from the current Grant and Loan schemes is required and proposed dates of termination of existing schemes, or 
notification of first come first served
Clarity on Loan support is vital .

Question: Q01

By relying on private ventures to provide the upfront capital costs of the equipment, the Government misses out on the opportunity to target low 
income groups who would benefit the most from the scheme. The opportunity to finance installations through low interest loans from national 
banks at minimal levels of interest would help to address any fuel poverty issues arising around the funding of the incentive. It is therefore crucial 
to the success of the scheme that the government establishes a low interest financing scheme such as Pay As You Save.
With the introduction of the FIT and the RHI the existing grant schemes will be wound up. This previously available funding was from an entirely 
different source than the two new schemes developed as part of the Renewable Energy Strategy. It is important that existing schemes are 
underwritten until a fixed point in time
Business Loan support mechanisms’ should be developed ot a suggested figure of £500k per business, a similar scheme to the existing business 
support scheme would be desirable.
Assignment of RHI payments to a third party must be permitted and made simple to help low income families obtain capital finance. The 
delegation of payments will lower risk for financiers and therefore financing costs/interest rates for the investor.

Question: Q02

HAEL agrees with the registration process for RHI. The registration and payments process needs to be straight forward with a minimal amount of 
bureaucracy involved.  HAEL have completed the FIT process of registration, it works well and swiftly.
A robust complaints and queries system must be developed to process enquires and grievances in an efficient and timely manner. These are 
imperative for the reputation of the scheme and have largely been the barrier to small scale installations engaging with the RO. Membership of 
MCS and REAL are a likely rout to success on satisfying this requirement.
The payment period is an area of concern. For domestic installations the annual payment will mean that there is a sustained initial period where 
the householder has to absorb the additional capital cost as well as increased fuel costs before receiving any financial support. This may be a 
discouraging factor when considering installing renewables and may make it financially unfeasible for certain potential investors. HAEL would urge 
that all payments must be monthly/quarterly.
We agree that Ofgem should have a key responsibility in the overall running and administration of the RHI as they already play a similar role in the 
administration of the Renewables Obligation (RO) and in Feed-in Tariffs. 
However we feel that administration of the RHI should be performed by an organisation (or potentially a combination of organisations) with 
adequate experience of processing payments and customer information on this scale e.g. the Utilities through their existing billing mechanism’s. 
The banding payment approach will result in the installation of smaller equipment to fall below the specified thresholds and therefore gain a higher 
level of tariff. These projects may then install a fossil fuel heating system to provide the additional required heat demand. A way round this would 
be to introduce a system around the same design as the income tax process. Where for up to a certain amount of output you receive payment at 
tariff A and any heat produced above this would be paid at tariff B etc (see figure 1).
ASHP
<45kw 		7.5p/kwhr
46-99kw 		6.0p/kwhr
Reducing with capacity
Schemes up to 1.5MW should be considered

AgreeQuestion: Q03
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YES, We believe that accreditation is an essential part of ensuring that installations and equipment are of a high standard. 
We however believe that this threshold should be increased to 100kW
However, it is important that any accreditation system introduced recognises and prioritises the existence of unique Scottish Building Regulations; 
Scottish Government targets for renewables; Scottish training and skill standards; and the norms resulting from around 60% of eligible Scottish 
installers being members of long established trade associations (SNIPEF, SELECT, HVCA and the Scottish Building Federation) with rigorous 
requirements for consumer protection and consumer assurance.

However the current quality of training provided by these bodies and the further Education establishments is not adequate to support the scheme 
requirements. 
The MCS has proved a barrier to entry for installers and a disincentive for EU manufacturers. There are a number of reasons for this:
Installers 
HAEL is the most accredited company in Scotland.  Costs for installers to become MCS accredited has been high. 
The Scottish Government is relying to deliver the 250,000 (if the domestic sector is to deliver its share of the 11% target) whole house equivalent 
installations needed by 2020.  Over a ten year period this equates to 25,000 installations per year
With appropriate growth support HAEL could relatively achieve 500-1000 units per year. This would mean that 25 such equivalent companies are 
required, each with an approximate turn over of circa £10m and 100 employees. Whilst some fear that this is a major barrier to success, HAEL 
believe that adequate growth support to Scottish based businesses can deliver success, local employment, home developed skills and Government 
targets.
In Scotland 33% of the population are not on the gas grid, this is the equivalent of approximately 800,000 homes. Targeting these homes will 
produce the maximum CO2 emissions savings and significantly address fuel poverty in Scotland.
The numbers of accredited installers, in Scotland, for each renewable heat technology breaks down as so
HAEL currently has 5 accreditations.
The effort required to achieve accreditation exceeds the requirements of any of the current trade bodies. Trade body MCS accreditation would 
require significant development to ensure customers are not let down.
 Also, the initial and subsequent annual audits of processes and installations add a further dimension of effort and cost. This should be reduced to 3-
5 year audit requirements
In Scotland, Scottish Building Regulations are in the process of implementing the Certifier of Construction scheme, whereby an advanced plumber 
or electrician, with appropriate additional training, can certify that a plumbing or heating installation meets all necessary regulations and 
standards, including building, roofing and other disciplines. 
The Scottish Building Services Engineering sector is enhancing the Certifier of Construction scheme to include micro-renewable technologies. The 
trade bodies for plumbing and electrical engineering in Scotland are enhancing their membership requirements to separately recognise installers 
who have successfully completed micro-renewables training. HAEL do not believe, (that the current skill sets available, as trades training in the past 
20 years has been so poor)  that the combination of these registered installers and the audit of every micro-renewable installation by Certifiers of 
Construction will deliver an accreditation which will meet or exceed proposed MCS requirements for Renewable Heat.
HAEL welcomes the Certifier of Construction schemes and the Desire for SNIPEF and HVCA to become accreditation bodies, but the fact is the 
quality of competent existing trade staff is lacking. HAEL has several Advanced Plumbers and Electricians who only after several years of experience 
are becoming Competent renewable technology trades staff.
Manufacturers 
MCS product accreditation is very important to be maintained. The performance and quality of equipment will be a key success factor in the RHI.
If equipment does not meet the requirements of MCS examination, it should not have a place in the RHI.

HAEL recommend that the capacity range of kit should be expanded to include larger kit requiring to meet the MCS requirements. Only larger 
schemes ENGINEERED by competent M&E engineers should be exempt

The Government should review the MCS and provide assurances that the required necessary improvements are implemented in order for the 
successful development of the RHI. 
The governance arrangements of the MCS should be improved including clear terms of reference and a constitution. To improve accountability 
there should be a steering committee including representatives from DECC, installers and consumers. A well functioning accreditation scheme 
should be an asset for industry without providing too onerous a burden.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

YES See answer to Question 4. Accreditation is essential to ensure quality and to gain/maintain consumer confidence. MCS is an established 
scheme and operates UK wide

AgreeQuestion: Q05
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HAEL feels that there needs to be flexibility in eligibility to ensure that a renewable heat source can be used for a development. 
The role of absorption chillers and commercially designed cooling  for GSHP should be considered. The EU target is for renewable energy and they 
are considering a renewable heating and cooling directive.
The role of whole house ventilation and heat recovery should be given consideration
The role of ‘passive house’ technologies should be given some thought 
The role of intelligent storage materials should be given some thought
Innovation in ‘clever’ systems should be given some thought…’use less energy’
High performance equipment should be encouraged
Total heat and DHW usage vs actual energy utilised should be considered
We agree that open fires and simple stoves should be excluded from the scheme. HAEL agrees the argument put forward by DECC that “these 
present practical difficulties as it is extremely difficult to monitor how much they are used (they are usually a secondary source of heat the use of 
which will be optional)”. 
HAEL would however recommend that ‘closed stove’ systems could be considered as an additional Heat source for systems such as heat pumps, 
capped at a practical limit of 4000-800kwhrs per year.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

HAEL feel that the emission standards should be aligned with those in the Clean Air Act so that there is continuity between regulation, rather than 
having conflicting levels.
HAEL agrees with standards being imposed for implementation in smoke control areas

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

HAEL is fully supportive of the use of energy efficiency measures to lower energy demand and maximise the output from our energy resources. 
Using the deeming process, (based on a building standard requirement) will result in adopters being rewarded for energy efficiency. Reducing 
calculated deeming due to additional measures of energy efficiency could be a barrier. This needs some careful and constructive consideration.

Question: Q10

See answer to question 10

Question: Q11

HAEL feels that the level around what should be deemed is correct, however increasing to 100kw would seem more appropriate to capture small 
hotels, guest housed, estate buildings etc.

Question: Q12

Although these systems are not entirely accurate we feel that currently the SAP, SBEM and EPC’s are the best current methods available to assess 
building heat demand. 
However these methodologies do not account for regional climatic differences. HAEL feels that climatic zones should be developed then a 
multiplier allocated to each zone to take into account the regional variations. This would give a more accurate interpretation for the specific heat 
needs of different parts of the UK. HAEL also feels that further development on the basis of calculation is required. Low cost access to improved 
calculators should be made available to Installers
As an ongoing measure, analysis should be carried out to compare the results of deeming calculations with actual measured heat demand for a 
range of different building types with different patterns of occupancy. This would help determine whether the proposed methodology is sound, 
which assessment tools are most appropriate for deeming calculations and whether any modifications to the assessment tools are required.

AgreeQuestion: Q13

HAEL agrees that the risk of metering resulting in a perverse incentive to over- generate is low.
Metering of air to air heating systems are largely inaccurate and could result in some disproportionate payments.
At the scale for which metering is required, the cost of metering and monitoring will be a very small fraction of the overall cost. This is viewed as an 
acceptable cost in terms of the overall scheme.
See HAEL comments on increasing level of Deemed output, this will result in removing many non-engineered solutions  out of the metering 
requirement

Question: Q14

We welcome the rate of return of 12% this should allow significant numbers of projects to become attractive to both private individuals and 
commercial organisations. 
However, the 6% rate of return for Solar Thermal will be less attractive. 
Solar thermal should be encouraged a complimentary technology to Heat pumps, whilst they are in many cases a partial solution, HAEL envisages 
innovative combinations of Solar thermal and heat pumps , and intelligent materials that will result in very attractive low energy solutions

Question: Q18

The use of alternative fuel for Additional heat’ will result in specifying smaller primary units. See earlier comments

Question: Q19
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Yes we agree that the tariffs should be fully fixed.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

Where new products are available it may be necessary to introduce an interim tariff at more frequent intervals than the reviews.

Question: Q24

Addressing the shortage of accredited equipment and installers will make little difference in delivered cost. Encouraging the use of Solar Thermal to 
support Heating and DHW will make technology more cost effective.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Emergency reviews should be available if the policy can be seen to have drastically varied from the intended out come. Annual targets for installed 
capacity should be defined at the outset of the scheme and a review should be called if the actual outcome substantial varies from the specified 
target.

Question: Q27

Systems should be allowed to be adopted by MCS approved installers. Recommissioning, calculations , maintenance should be a requirement of 
adoption.

Question: Q28

Audit of deeming will be essential. Introduction of further 3rd party will be a further unnecessary cost, step, requirement of the process.

Question: Q29

368 Transition Tunbridge Wells NGO

exclusion of tenants

Question: a) Summary
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Comments: We are concerned about the eligibility of bioenergy and about the contradiction between the commitment to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and the definition of all biomass as ‘carbon neutral’. The impact on air quality and the UK’s legal commitments to reduce particulate and 
nitrogen oxide emissions need to be taken into account. Also the scheme does not give much - if any - impetus to the need to reduce the levels of 
energy used to heat British homes and commercial building. It seems to assume that simply switching to ‘renewable’ heat is the answer.

It is difficult to determine from the consultation document whether renewable heat (RH), such as that from solar thermal systems or biomass 
boilers, would be eligible under the RHI for applications not specifically linked to buildings.  Examples here are:

A) Heating for swimming pools.  At the DECC workshop held in London on 26th February, Jo Greasley, Head of RHI, when asked this question, 
advised that this was not intended to be an eligible use yet it clearly falls within the description of water heating at Page 29.

B) Heating for process purposes.  The consultation document specifically excludes RH for kilns and hot air yet, to a question from the floor at that 
workshop concerning RH from an anaerobic digester for food processing, the answer given was that this application would be eligible.

 C) Other heating applications.  Dairy farmers have to sterilize the milking equipment in their milking parlours, normally twice per day, and they do 
this with hot water.  This clearly falls within the description of water heating, and could even be described as heating for process purposes, but, 
given the responses described above, it is not clear whether this would be an eligible application or not.

In the case of swimming pools, if the reason for their exclusion is that inclusion might be seen as incentivising a luxury application, then a 
distinction should be made between private use and community use here.  Access to a pool for children serves important educational and sporting 
objectives and should not be classed as a luxury.  The adoption of renewable heating would also clearly add to the educational benefits.

Recommendation 1 	Publish an eligibility list for non-building linked applications together with a rationale for inclusion/exclusion;

Recommendation 2	Include swimming pools for schools as eligible applications and, possibly, other public places as well;

Recommendation 3	Include water heating for dairy milking parlours as eligible applications.

These would have to be metered applications for all sizes (much in the way that process heating, biomethane and district heating is proposed to be 
treated in the consultation document – Page 43).  For swimming pools and parlour water heating, it is probably feasible to develop methodologies 
to assess an annual cap.

Question: Q01

NO

Question: Q02

Comments: A) It excludes tenants as it only refers to homeowners. Tenants who have permission from their landlords, eg housing associations, 
should be able to participate. Social housing tenants may wish to install renewable technologies well before their landlords consider installing them 
and should be encouraged to do so.

B) Many people have had solar thermal installed on their house roofs for 20 years or more without needing any maintenance or repair, therefore 
providing evidence of such may be onerous and expensive.

C) It is proposed that repair or maintenance should only be carried out by approved/qualified persons on smaller systems without stating what the 
approval authority is or what qualifications are being considered here.  Routine maintenance of some technologies, such as biomass boilers, does 
not require the same level of skill as for a gas boiler – not least because the safety implications are a lot less.  Often such maintenance simply 
comes down to cleaning of the furnace and gas paths.  Mandating third party input here, or requiring qualifications where these are not needed, 
will add unnecessary cost.

Recommendation 4	Make any requirements for regulating maintenance fit for purpose.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

Comments: Self-installed products should be eligible, provided they are inspected by an accredited certifier for a minimal sum.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

AgreeQuestion: Q05
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Comments: (1) Renewable Cooling equipment should be included, not only dual heating/cooling equipment; it is likely we will need cooling as well 
as heating equipment under conditions resulting from global warming. 

(2) The RHI should be extended to equipment installed on or before 15 July 2009. Owners who implemented renewable energy-saving measures 
before this date should be rewarded. 

(3) Refurbishment, repair or conversion of all equipment should also create RHI entitlement, In the context of climate change and energy scarcity 
we should be encouraging repair rather than renewal of equipment. 

(4) Wood burning stoves, solar air heaters, and other similar applications should be included in the RHI. In order to overcome the difficulty of 
measuring how far renewable fuel such as wood is being used instead of e.g. coal, and the administrative costs of monitoring, it is proposed that an 
incentive be given by way of a one-off payment on production of the receipt and proof of installation, for the purchase and installation of any such 
appliance.
(5) The proposed rules and tariffs in the RHI would direct the vast majority of subsidies towards bioenergy, including biodiesel and imported 
woodchips and wood pellets, rather than to solar thermal or other types of energy. Bioenergy may well be cheap – but the climate impacts of 
biodiesel and uncontrolled large-scale biomass expansion are likely to be worse than those of the fossil fuels they replace. The impacts of liquid 
biofuel production on forests and biodiversity, on communities in the global South, on food prices and food sovereignty are already severe. They 
will be replicated and greatly worsened by the new trade in woodchips and wood pellets, which will require ever more monoculture tree 
plantations and increased logging of natural forests. (6) Government consultants have shown that current policies will increase biomass use outside 
domestic homes from a current 450 MW to a minimum of 3.5 GW but possibly as much as 22 GW and that the bulk of the demand will be met 
from imports. They project that UK production of woody biomass could be as much as 3.5 million tonnes per year by 2020, whereas announced 
plans for solid biomass electricity power stations alone indicate an annual consumption of around 27 million tonnes. Renewable heat use of 
biomass would be in addition to this demand for electricity generation.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Comments: In Germany, subsidies have led to 1,800 palm oil CHP plants being built. Demand for palm oil is the most significant cause of rainforest 
loss in Malaysia and Indonesia. For bioliquids, the EU’s Renewable Energy Directive will apply. This contains certain environmental standards which 
are widely regarded as inadequate and impossible to enforce. As of February 2010, the European Commission is considering whether to make EU 
standards even less effective, for example by ruling that oil palm plantations are
forests and that there is no deforestation if natural forests are cut down for palm oil. Human rights and land rights are entirely ignored.

With regards to solid biomass and biogas, the government refers to the possibility of future EU standards. However, the European Commission has 
made it clear that there are unlikely to be any. This means that even illegally logged wood and wood from plantations established at the expense of 
old-growth forests can be subsidised as ‘renewable energy’.
On the other hand, no credible certification scheme (including the FSC) exists or has been proposed which is able to preclude serious 
environmental and social harm. Companies will be asked to complete questionnaires to say for example whether forests or grasslands have been 
destroyed for biomass, but the responses will not be published and will not affect their eligibility for subsidies.

No existing standards take account of whether the overall demand is sustainable at a global level, nor whether an energy policy which relies 
increasingly on land and forests in other countries, particularly in the global South, is acceptable. Industry lobbyists for suppliers of biomass and 
bioliquids and bioenergy heat systems are already pressing DECC to water down their position on sustainability, claming that fears about shortages 
of supply, competition with other more legitimate land uses, and damage to eco-systems are over-played, and will stifle the market.

DisagreeQuestion: Q08

Comments:  The government acknowledges that a large number of people in the UK die early as a direct result of air pollution caused by biomass 
burning. In a parliamentary reply on 10th December 2009, DEFRA Minister Jim Fitzpatrick reported a study which showed that in 2020, up to 
1,750,000 life years will be lost in the UK due to emissions caused by bioenergy expansion. The Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 
has already significantly watered down proposed guidelines to restrict air emissions from biomass burning which is eligible for subsidies under the 
RHI, following pressure from industry.

DisagreeQuestion: Q09

Yes to both

Question: Q10

Comments: Demand high standards in new buildings as a precondition of them benefiting from the RHI.

Question: Q11
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Comments: It is not clear how cooking is to be treated for applications up to 45kW.  It is classed as an eligible use for RH yet cannot be deemed 
under SAP/SBEM/EPC.

Recommendation 5	Clarify treatment of cooking as an eligible application.

For metered applications, it is proposed that there should be no outlet valves after the heat meter to limit risk of fraud through waste.  This is 
unlikely to be feasible.  Wet heating systems will have drain valves at low points in their pipework to facilitate full draindown.  Some may have 
many of these.  Waste of heat at such valves is amplified by the accompanying waste of water.  Possible options to mitigate fraud here are (i) 
metering of system filling points (but meter bypass is a weakness here), (ii) wire sealing all such valves (akin to seals on gas and electricity meters) 
with certified installers only being able to replace such seals (but complete valve removal is a weakness here), and (iii) providing positive incentives 
for whistleblowing. 

Recommendation 6	Review approach to proposed outlet valve restriction.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Not enough knowledge to comment.

No OpinionQuestion: Q13

Whilst handling of mixed (eligible and non-eligible) fuels is fairly fully addressed, handling of mixed eligible and non-eligible heat sources on the 
same installation is less clear.  This is particularly applicable to deemed applications but could be an issue with a metered one.  In a deemed 
application, it will still be possible that fossil fired boilers are retained as a backup to a new biomass installation.  An example of a metered 
application where difficulties might occur is where a mix of eligible and non-eligible boilers feed heat into one DH scheme.  Since metering is to 
apply to useful heat only (Pages 29 & 30), this implies that metering on DH schemes is at the points of heat offtake (but the statement on Page 46 
that the tariffs apply to installations serving district heating networks seems to conflict with this, implying that heat losses in the DH network are 
classed as useful heat).

Recommendation 7	Develop handling of mixed (eligible and non-eligible) heat sources further.

Question: Q14

92% of all biodiesel feedstock currently used in the UK is imported. The single most important feedstock is soya. Soya plantations are being rapidly 
expanded in countries including Brazil, Argentina and Paraguay and are linked to largescale deforestation and thus faster climate change (soya 
being the main driver of Amazon deforestation); to pesticide poisoning; the displacement of growing numbers of rural communities; the 
destruction of indigenous peoples’ livelihoods; and to increased hunger. Palm oil currently accounts for 12% of biodiesel, but that proportion is 
expected to grow. If pure plant oil were to be subsidised under the RHI (as it is for renewable electricity already) then palm oil imports would 
attract the most funding because palm oil is the cheapest vegetable oil.

Most UK companies speak about woodchips and wood pellets from eastern Europe, Scandinavia and North America. Beetle-infested wood is likely 
to be imported despite the risk of introducing new infestations which could decimate trees in the UK. US plantations which currently meet much of 
the US demand for pulp and paper will in future produce
biomass for Europe, leading to more tree plantations for pulp and paper in South America and elsewhere. There is growing competition from North 
American and European biomass power stations for the same feedstock and it is clear that future imports will increasingly come from Asia, Latin 
America and Africa. In West Papua, there are reports of large concessions being granted by the Indonesian government for tree plantations for 
wood pellets and wood chips for export, the Brazilian government is considering major expansion of eucalyptus plantations in view of the growing 
demand, and in Guyana, a UK company is establishing monoculture bamboo plantations apparently for UK bioenergy.

Question: Q15

Biogas can be made from waste, including sewage – however there is a high risk of large-scale land conversion for monocultures specifically for 
biogas. Maize monocultures for biogas are a major cause of biodiversity losses in Germany.

Question: Q16

For bioenergy installations and air pumps (which are relevant on a small and medium scale only), the RHI will cover not only the cost difference 
between renewable energy and fossil fuel heating systems, but also compensation for any inconvenience of installing new systems and a 12% rate 
of return on investment. For solar thermal panels, however, the RHI will only cover the cost difference, plus a 6% rate of return. The lower subsidy 
rate for solar thermal panels means that those are likely to be installed at lower rates than biodiesel or woodchip boilers – DECC confirms that 
uptake is likely to depend on the rate of return. Solar thermal and heat pumps are far less environmentally damaging than using bioliquids and 
biomass for heating. Higher levels of support are needed for the cleaner technologies.

Question: Q18

See reply to Q8 for first question. Yes to second question. Not enough knowledge to comment on last question

Question: Q19

AgreeQuestion: Q20
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Yes to the first part of question 1, i.e. that an uplift should be available to all eligible district heating networks.

Comments: It is understood that discrete installations on a site will not be treated in aggregate for the purposes of tariff banding.  This will have a 
deterrent effect on adoption of DH installations.   Higher standards of reliability are likely to be applicable with system sizes such as those that 
might include DH compared with standalone domestic systems.  Higher reliability leads to designs with multiple boilers instead of one and these 
may even be distributed for further resilience.  This has the effect of inflating the defined system size with the resulting lessening of the tariff level 
entitlement.  This, combined with the added costs and heat losses for DH, will deter uptake of this technology.  Consideration should be given to 
increasing the installation size thresholds for each tariff level where DH is adopted as an alternative to an uplift.

Recommendation 8	Consider setting wider tariff bands for DH systems.

The logic in setting a minimum threshold of the number of customers (10 is proposed) as a condition of being eligible for DH uplift is not clear.  
Neither is it clear what the term ‘customer’ is meant to cover.  Is it intended to cover each heat offtake from the DH pipework?  For an industrial 
site, or an estate like a National Trust property, these may all be the same owning entity.  Is each offtake a ‘customer’?

Whilst the treatment of eligibility for uplift is addressed for the cases where an eligible boiler is fitted simultaneously with the DH network and 
where an existing network is extended, no mention is made of the circumstance where a network is put in place and connected to an eligible boiler 
some time after the boiler was installed (as may happen if one is linking up discrete systems for greater resilience.

Recommendation 9	Develop handling of DH systems further.

Question: Q21

Yes to first question.

Comments: ‘Grandfathering’ would make it even more difficult for bioenergy subsidies to be reviewed in future.

Limitation of payment of RHI monies to the installation owner will constrain the prospects of raising finance for such installations or increase the 
costs of the same.  This, in turn, will result in take up of RHI opportunities being disproportionately weighted towards the wealthier in the 
community.  Given that the costs of the RHI are intended to be met by users of fossil fuels, this constraint will have two effects – to slow the take 
up of RH opportunities overall and enhance the perception, and the reality, that it will be the wealthier that benefit, paid for by the poorer.  RHI 
monies should be assignable in whole or in part (as determined by owners) to lenders.  The reason why assignment in part is necessary is that not 
all the components in the tariffs are related to capital costs (and therefore finance related).  If this requires amendment to the Energy Act 2008, so 
be it.

Recommendation 10	Make RHI payments assignable in whole or in part to lenders.

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Not enough knowledge to comment.

Question: Q25

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Not enough knowledge to comment

Question: Q27
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No 
Comments:  The RHI should be extended to equipment installed on or before 15 July 2009. Owners who implemented renewable energy-saving 
measures before this date should be rewarded. If they are excluded, they could be tempted to install new equipment (at a cost to the environment 
of its production, transportation etc) instead of continuing with their existing installations, in order to benefit from the RHI.
It has been suggested that entitlement to RHI payments should be made retrospective to all installations, not just those installed since 15th July 
2009.  DECC has asked for evidence to justify such a suggestion.  There is one area where such early adopters will be positively disadvantaged and 
faced actual increased costs arising from the introduction of the RHI (as opposed to loss of opportunity value).  This is the fact that the RHI 
represents a major market intervention, as indeed it has to be if it is to achieve 1.7million installations by 2020.  This market intervention will 
increase demands for biomass fuels dramatically and will result in increased costs for these early adopters.

E4tech was commissioned by DECC to produce a report entitled ‘Biomass prices in the heat and electricity sectors in the UK’  
which suggests that pellet prices will be the same in 2020 as they are today.  The commissioning of any report which projects such commodity 
prices that far into the future is not a propitious use of taxpayers’ money.  It should be noted that E4tech itself describes such projections as being 
subject to ‘considerable uncertainty’ on the potential for the supply of biomass feedstock (Page 3).  This, combined with DECC’s own comments 
that “we are distorting the market” & “we don’t have crystal balls in Whitehall” (Stephen de Souza on 26th February 2010), indicates that the 
prospect that early adopters are disadvantaged by this initiative strongly suggests that the situation should be monitored and remedied if this is the 
case.

Recommendation 11	The position of early adopters should be part of each review of the RHI and remedial measures should be adopted if such 
adopters are found to be disadvantaged.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

See answer to Q28 above. Installations pre-15 July 2009 should be included. 

Limitation of payment of RHI monies to the installation owner will constrain the prospects of raising finance for such installations or increase the 
costs of the same.  This, in turn, will result in take up of RHI opportunities being disproportionately weighted towards the wealthier in the 
community.  Given that the costs of the RHI are intended to be met by users of fossil fuels, this constraint will have two effects – to slow the take 
up of RH opportunities overall and enhance the perception, and the reality, that it will be the wealthier that benefit, paid for by the poorer.  RHI 
monies should be assignable in whole or in part (as determined by owners) to lenders.  The reason why assignment in part is necessary is that not 
all the components in the tariffs are related to capital costs (and therefore finance related).  If this requires amendment to the Energy Act 2008, so 
be it.

Recommendation 12 Make RHI payments assignable in whole or in part to lenders.

Question: Q29

Not enough knowledge to comment

Question: Q30

369 Northwest Climate Change Partnership OGD / Statutory Agenc

Yes

Comments: 
The Northwest Climate Change Partnership (NWCCP) welcomes the RHI. Renewable heat has an important role to play in reducing carbon 
emissions and in addressing fuel poverty.  Given that the scheme covers very different sizes of technology from small scale (domestic) through to 
large scale, we believe that the range of technologies to be supported by the RHI is strong.  When considering the administration of the scheme it 
will be important to be kept simple, particularly at the smaller (domestic) scales. Certainty is required for developers and consumers to invest in 
renewable technologies and hence greater clarity is required in a number of areas.

•	The NWCCP is aware that DECC will be seeking State Aid exemption for RHI and we would stress that this is probably the most essential element 
of the scheme. Third party financing and business models will not develop unless the RHI is exempt. We also believe that selective capital 
assistance in addition to the RHI will still be required to steer and demonstrate renewable heating technology. The crucial need to strategically 
accelerate the roll-out of renewables through access to grant-giving mechanisms must not be precluded or diminished by the new scheme. 
•	Mandatory requirements are essential to ensure that minimum standards of energy efficiency are met as a precondition to engagement in the 
RHI. 
•	Greater detail is required to highlight how property sale and transfer of payments would work for the domestic sector. 
•	The issues of fuel storage on site should be addressed. There are also significant regulatory issues with regards large-scale fuel storage. 
•	The Northwest wood-based sector has expressed concerns about the effect of the RHI on wood fibre supply and price which is reinforced in the 
latest ConFor/UK Forest Products Association / Wood Panel Industries Federation Report . A more thorough analysis is required to address the 
national picture with regards to wood-fibre supply
•	The scheme cut-off at 45kW seems disproportionate considering that the next level goes up to 500.

Question: Q01
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•	Additional finance/lease options should be made available. They should also include capital investment options as part of the RHI in order to 
make it easier to adopt technologies (e.g. a part pre-capitalisation for technologies installed under the scheme)
•	The proposed tariff levels for larger installations may not encourage the levels of investment anticipated.
•	Issues of grandfathering with respect to biomass need to be resolved.

Question: Q02

No

Comments:
•	Potential cash flow problems on larger projects may make monthly payments for larger installations more attractive. Clarity should be given to 
when in the year payments will happen. For the fuel poor, more frequent payments (rather than annual) will be more suitable
•	Clarity is needed to link RHI with other initiatives such as PAYS and FITs to identify how they will work together.

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

No 

Comments:
The NWCCP judges that the MCS is an appropriate means of ensuring access to high quality installers. In light of a recent assessment into the skills 
required for a low-carbon Northwest region , NWCCP is concerned that there are not enough qualified and experienced installers despite the best 
efforts to push forward the MCS. We believe that this will be a particular issue in off gas grid areas. Work in rural Cheshire has found that most 
heating oil engineers were unaware of the RHI. We would suggest that appropriate training programmes are required to convert OFTEC and Gas 
Safe heating engineers serving such areas to HETAS standards. The current HETAS training is too costly, lengthy and only delivered centrally by 
Surefire.

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

No

Comments:

Heat Pump and Solar Thermal Field Trials - The Northwest of England, with the Energy Saving Trust and other national partners, are currently 
engaged in heat pump field trials. The data from these trials is currently being collated and full results are expected by June 2010. Energy Saving 
Trust are engaged with DECC on this issue and intend to share the findings once results are analysed. NWCCP would encourage DECC to 
incorporate the findings of these field trials into as appropriate to poor performance of heat pumps, increased carbon emissions (from the 
incumbent system) and higher fuel bills. 
Renewable Cooling - Although the broad range of technologies which are to be included is welcomed, NWCCP is concerned that renewable cooling 
is to be excluded.  The rationale proposed in this regard does provide clear reasoning, keeping the RHI focused upon provision of secure and 
affordable warmth, however we believe there is potential to explore renewable cooling further.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

Yes

Comments:

It is essential that RHI incorporates a mandatory requirement to ensure that minimum standards of energy efficiency are met as a precondition to 
engagement in the RHI. Renewable heat must be progressed hand-in-hand with energy efficiency measures in order to meet the UK’s carbon 
reduction targets for the domestic sector.

RequirementQuestion: Q10
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No

Comments:
There are a variety of different technologies for generating biogas and the proposed Table of Tariffs does not differentiate between these 
technologies. Since they have very different cost bases, they should have different levels for the RHI and currently the larger level tariffs may not 
be enough.
The banding arrangements and level of support must not mask the underlying cost effectiveness of each technology relative to the others. To do so 
will lead to higher costs for consumers. To ensure that in calculating the difference between upfront capital and on going costs between renewable 
and conventional heat, the ‘renewable cost’ could be calculated on the basis of the deemed circumstances of that cost being incurred being 
optimal for the technology concerned (e.g. ground source heat pumps being installed very expensively in dense living accommodation, where 
district heating is the optimal cost effective solution). Another option could be to index link the tariff level against mains gas prices. 
Also additional bands for biomass boilers are required above the 500 kW to ensure that boilers are not sized to meet the best financial conditions 
rather than heat output.  Biomass is a limited resource, hence it will be important for the Government support mechanisms (e.g. ROCs, FITs and 
RHI) to consider and perhaps encourage the optimum emissions savings possible.  
For wet feedstocks, although CHP from AD produces the largest GHG emissions savings, the savings are similar for all the options considered.  
However, NWCCP believes that further investigation is required on the option for upgrading the biogas to biomethane and injecting into the gas 
grid given the additional benefits it may offer.

In particular, theNWCCP is aware that DECC will be seeking State Aid exemption for RHI and we would stress that this is probably the most 
essential element of the scheme. Third party financing and business models will not develop unless the RHI is exempt. We also believe that 
selective capital assistance in addition to the RHI will still be required to steer and demonstrate renewable heating technology. The crucial need to 
strategically accelerate the roll-out of renewables through access to grant-giving mechanisms must not be precluded or diminished by the new 
scheme.

Question: Q18

No

Comments:
The NWCCP believes that there is insufficient detail provided to enable us to be confident in this proposed approach to mixed fuels.  For example, 
further clarification is needed on how the proposed approach will be managed for the differing waste streams, for example commercial and 
industrial waste.  Interaction with the EU ETS also requires further investigation and clarification.  
Further, NWCCP notes that a flexible solution is often needed to manage risks associated with disruption of fuel supplies, and we are not confident 
that this proposal allows sufficient flexibility.  We do however note that the measurement of organic content is becoming easier and that this will 
ease accounting difficulties.  
For clarity and consistency, could the same rules as apply to the Renewables Obligation be applied?

Question: Q19

Yes

Comments:
The NWCCP believes that provision of an uplift for renewable district heating schemes is vital if the UK is to meet its emissions reduction targets. 
The upfront infrastructure costs for district heating can be a significant and hence an uplift to help with the costs of this infrastructure will be 
important.

AgreeQuestion: Q20

Yes

Comments:
An uplift should be available to all eligible district heating schemes to provide firm market assurances and to increase the financial viability of 
developing such schemes to unlock investment. Relevant planning incentives are likely to be required.

Question: Q21

No

Comments:
The NWCCP advocates an element of flexibility in the scheme, but supports the view that it is also essential that the system is relatively simple and 
provides investment certainty to the market. 
A fixed price could result in overestimation of the costs as investors seek to protect themselves. Therefore, a solution involving an element of the 
tariff fluctuating is clearly preferred, perhaps using a fuel price index adjustment in the tariff. 
The NWCCP would also like more clarity on how the scheme will work where more than one technology is installed into a property.

Question: Q22
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Yes

Comments:
The NWCCP believes that this is a sensible approach to innovative and emerging technologies as the objective is to avoid unintentionally excluding 
options. It will be important to have an in-built RHI review timetable so that innovation is encouraged and new technologies can be given 
additional support where appropriate. Aligned with this is the need to ensure that the eligible technologies are defined sufficiently well to 
engender investor confidence.

AgreeQuestion: Q24

Yes

Comments:
The NWCCP supports the proposed approach to reviews, particularly given the need to encourage further innovation.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

The NWCCP believes this is a sensible approach to take. Without this mechanism, projects would be discouraged from being developed until April 
2011. It is important for Government to set the principle that early movers will not lose out when policy catches up and begins to provide 
incentives.  In particular we welcome the opportunity for existing users to apply for the RHI as this sends a clean signal that early adopters are not 
being penalised, although we question the setting of a cut off date for installation and would rather see applications judged on their individual 
merits, as there is a risk that viable installations which predate July 2009 may be decommissioned and then re-commissioned in order to benefit for 
the tariffs. 
We also understand the reasons for excluding manually fed room heating stoves from the RHI, but believe that an opportunity is being missed in 
delivering low cost, low carbon heating particularly in hard to heat homes and to households in fuel poverty. We suggest that some evidence 
gathering should be undertaken to determine whether a small capital incentive for simple highly efficient, low emission stoves would give a good 
£/tonne CO2 return.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

Yes

Comments:
•	Metering is a key risk and an issue that needs to be actively resolved prior to finalisation of the RHI.
•	With regard to wood fibre supply, we have concerns on the wider impacts this could have, or example on the paper and panel sector.  We feel 
this should be investigated to guard against loss of jobs in these sectors.
•	We believe greater clarity is required on how it is deemed that different technologies have been successfully integrated in order that abuses of 
the system can be avoided. Crucially, there is a high risk that systems will be installed alongside fossil fuel systems but not used, such as a heat 
pump being installed solely in order to benefit from the high rate of return that it offers.
•	There is a need for in-depth advice provision to prevent miss-selling of the RHI and to ensure consumers are fully informed of requirements 
before investing to ensure eligibility.
•	The RHI does not incentivise efficient running of the installation.
•	An assessment of the grid network is resilience to full adoption of RHI is required.

Question: Q29

370 Geoff Carter (individual) Potential generator

THE HOUSEHOLDER SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO REGISTER IF DESIRED FOR DOMESTIC INSTALLATIONS

DisagreeQuestion: Q03

THE HOUSEHOLDER SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO INSTALL THEMSELVES FOR SUBSEQUENT INSPECTION AND APPROVAL BY AN MCS REGISTERED 
COMPANY, BUT PREVENTING A COMPETENT HOUSEHOLDER FROM DOING THEIR OWN INSTALLATION IS DISCOURAGING PEOPLE FROM TAKING 
UP THE SCHEME.
(HOW CAN A HOUSEHOLDER BE ALLOWED TO BUILD THEIR OWN BUILDING EXTENSION FOR INSPECTION BY BUILDING CONTROL BUT NOT BE 
ALLOWED TO FIT THEIR OWN SOLAR HOT WATER PANELS!!!!!!)

DisagreeQuestion: Q04

THIS ADDS TO CONSTRUCTION HEALTH AND SAFETY PROBLEMS BY IMPOSING ON CONSTRUCTION PROFFESSIONALS THE REQUIREMENT TO HAVE 
AMATEUR MCS COMPANIES WORKING ON LARGE CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS FOR WHICH THEIR SKILL AND EXPERIENCE BASE IS INADEQUATE

DisagreeQuestion: Q05

AgreeQuestion: Q08

AgreeQuestion: Q12
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AgreeQuestion: Q13

TARIFFS ARE GENERALLY HIGHER THAN THEY SHOULD BE IN MY OPINION

Question: Q18

I THINK TARIFFS SHOULD BE THE SAME FOR ALL INSTANCES OF ANY INSTALLATION TYPE IN ANY GIVEN YEAR IRRESPECTIVE OF INSTALLATION DATE.
KEEP IT SIMPLE!

Question: Q22

AgreeQuestion: Q23

YES, ALLOW DIY INSTALLATIONS WITH SUBSEQUENT MCS INSPECTION AND SIGN OFF TO CONTAIN THE COSTS.  I WHO AM VERY APPROPRIATLY  
QUALIFIED AND SKILLED COULD INSTALL A SOLAR SYSTEM FOR MYSELF/SISTER/FATHER FOR LESS THAN HALF THE PRICE OF AN MCS INSTALLER.

Question: Q25

EXISTING INSTALLATIONS SHOULD BE INSPECTED BY AN MCS INSTALLER AND APPROVED IN EXACTLY THE SAME WAY AS ANY NEW INSTALLATION. 
THE TARIFFS ARE SO HIGH THAT IT WOULD SAVE MY EMPLOYER MONEY BY REMOVING THEIR EXISTING WOOD BOILER INSTALLATIONS AND 
REFITTING THE SAME BOILERS 3 MONTHS LATER JUST TO QUALIFY.

DisagreeQuestion: Q28

KEEP THE TARIFFS SIMPLE, ONE TARIFF PER TECHNOLOGY PER YEAR

Question: Q29

371 National Insulation Association Trade Association

The National Insulation Association (NIA) represents the UK’s home insulation industry, including installers and manufacturers of products including 
cavity wall and solid wall insulation, loft insulation and draught proofing.  The use of insulation is the most practical and cost effective means of 
reducing the UK’s energy use and emissions.  

Summary

The NIA supports Government’s move towards a low carbon economy and the RHI will help to achieve this.  However, any policy to promote 
renewable energy must ensure that the energy used is used as efficiently and effectively as possible.  To this end it is essential that the installation 
of renewable heating measures is accompanied by insulation measures and that ideally the insulation measures are installed before the 
renewables.

The Home Energy Management Strategy published by Government in March set out very ambitious targets for insulation including insulating all 
cavity walls and lofts where practical by 2015 and offering 7m eco upgrades (which will involve a major increase in solid wall insulation) by 2020.  
The RHI provides a significant opportunity and must be used to support the achievement of these aims.  

The RHI as currently proposed could seriously undermine the achievement of the Government’s climate change, fuel poverty and energy efficiency 
objectives and it is essential that this is addressed to maximise opportunities and avoid the RHI policy being called into disrepute.

Our response sets out how the installation of insulation measures can be effectively integrated within the RHI.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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To ensure that the policy supports and does not undermine the overarching policy aim of reducing carbon emissions is critical that energy 
efficiency measures and specifically insulation is integrated within the RHI scheme.

The current proposal to use deeming is extremely weak and if insulation is not effectively integrated within the scheme the following unintended 
consequences could arise:

•	Undermines the basic energy hierarchy of reducing demand first and only then generating to the heat requirements.
•	Sends the wrong signals to the public about the importance of insulation at a time when wider Government energy policy requires a major 
increase in the uptake of insulation measures.
•	Misses an essential trigger point for the uptake of insulation measures – over time these properties will have to be insulated to meet the climate 
change objectives and it will be more expensive to go back to treat these properties later + carbon savings will have been delayed. 
•	The capital cost of a heat pump installed in a typical home which has solid walls and no insulation is around £3,000 more expensive than for an 
insulated property.  
•	Encourage oversizing of heat generation which will result in inefficient operation and the wasteful use of heat.
•	Where gas space heating is being replaced the running costs in an under insulated home could increase having a negative impact on fuel poverty 
and resulting in dissatisfied customers which would undermine the technology and RHI itself.

The most straightforward way of addressing this issue and ensuring that insulation  measures are installed alongside the renewable heating is to 
mandate energy efficiency standards in buildings that receive the RHI.  However, as the consultation rejects this we would propose that the 
following changes are made to the scheme. 

Homes Requiring ‘Low Cost’ Insulation Measures (cavity wall and loft insulation and draught proofing)  
 
A technology suitability and SAP assessment would be undertaken to determine the appropriate renewable technology and energy performance of 
the home and energy efficiency measures required.  As this assessment would need to be undertaken anyway to determine the deemed heat 
demand of the home it would not be an additional requirement.
  
If low cost insulation measures are required but not undertaken at the time of the renewable installation, the RHI payment would be made in the 
form of a voucher that can be redeemed against the cost of installing the insulation measures (where needed) within one year.  

In terms of the operation of the scheme, it is proposed that Ofgem would issue the voucher to the householder, the householder would arrange 
for an insulation installer to undertake the work and pay or part pay for this with the voucher and the installer would submit  the voucher to Ofgem 
to receive their payment.  The voucher would be valid for 12 months and then expire giving plenty of time to undertake the work.

By administering the voucher scheme through Ofgem the risk of abuse or fraud would be minimised.    

In terms of loft insulation, the 125mm limit that is proposed is not sensible.  The current building regulations require 270mm of loft insulation.  The 
limit should be increased to 200mm.

Homes Requiring ‘High Cost’ Insulation Measures (solid wall insulation, floor insulation etc)

A technology suitability and SAP assessment would be undertaken to determine the appropriate renewable technology and energy performance of 
the home and energy efficiency measures required.  As this assessment would need to be undertaken anyway to determine the deemed heat 
demand of the home it would not be an additional requirement.

Mechanisms would be incorporated in the programme to help offset the cost of the higher cost insulation measures that householders would be 
required to undertake.
The RHI payment would be calculated on and paid based on the deemed heat demand before insulation measures are installed, the householder 
would be required to install the insulation measures required within a set period of time for example 6 months and the heating renewables would 
be sized to the insulated property.

The reduced cost of installation by correctly sizing the renewable heating, together with the increased tariff payment would contribute towards 
offsetting the cost of installing the insulation measures as would savings on energy bills once the measures were installed.  In addition, 
householders could also be gven access to energy efficiency schemes and subsidies such as CERT and CESP.

If the insulation measures are not installed within the set time period for example 6 months RHI payments would cease until it is with no 
retrospective payments made later.

We recognise that requiring energy efficiency measures to be installed before the RHI payment can begin might prove a barrier to take up and this 
has been reflected in our proposals above.

We strongly believe that by adopting these proposals Government can achieve the dual aims of increasing the uptake of renewables and energy 
efficiency/insulation measures whilst increasing houholder satisfaction.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

372 Northumbrian Water Ltd Private Company
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The water industry will generate the majority of its biomethane from the anaerobic digestion of sewage sludge. Biomethane so derived should 
benefit from the same incentive rate as all other “biomethanes” when directly injected into the gas grid. The water industry’s costs in producing 
such biomethane are in line with other producers and our customers should see the same benefit from the direct injection of biomethane as other 
investors in such technology.
Further when seeking to define “biomass”, and consequently what may fuel a system the waste heat from which will benefit from the RHI, sewage 
sludge should not be precluded from inclusion within the definition.

Question: Q01

With regard to maintenance, the proposal that payments may be at risk if equipment is not repaired in a fixed time, what represents an 
appropriate repair time?  Water companies have a large asset base many of which are critical to the continuous supply of wholesome water to our 
customers.  Our regulator will penalise us should we fail to meet the required standards of service to our customers and so and so we must ensure 
that higher priority assets are repaired before assets of lesser priority.  This means that an allowance must be made for regulated companies where 
staff resources are not available due to higher priority work commitments.
If allowance is not made then, according to what will be proposed as a penalty, we may be required to increase the number of technical staff 
available, negating the benefit of the incentive itself.

Question: Q03

The requirement of the use of MCS qualified installers is acceptable so long as this requirement does not significantly increase the cost of 
installation e.g. if this requirement alters the supply and demand balance.
Another way could be to require that an MCS accredited person should inspect the installation before accreditation under RHI is given in a similar 
way that electrical installations have to be inspected by a suitably qualified person.

Question: Q04

One criterion for eligibility of equipment is that it must be new equipment i.e. installed after 15th July 2009.  Refurbishment or conversion to 
existing systems will not make the system eligible.  

It is likely to be the case that existing systems that have potential heat availability but for economic reasons is not utilised could offer a relatively 
cheap source of heat.

What is meant by installed date? Is this the date that the equipment was built or the date that equipment was commissioned?

It is proposed that there will be no support for heat that is produced from AD purely to keep the process going.  This needs to be made more 
specific to account for advanced AD systems that use a thermal hydrolysis stage to increase biogas production i.e. to increase the energy efficiency 
of the system.  An example of such a system is one that utilises the CAMBI process which allows more energy to be extracted from sewage sludge.

In the CAMBI advanced AD system, hot gases from the CHP engine is used to generate steam which is then used to raise the sludge temperature in 
the thermal Hydrolysis reactor to 150C which is a required precursor to allow the breakdown of bacterial cell structure before the sludge is 
released into the AD process.  The heat therefore is not used to keep the process in operation i.e. to keep the bugs alive but is used to increase 
overall energy generation efficiency.

We would therefore assume that the heat used in the thermal hydrolysis process would be eligible for RHI support.

Question: Q07

A minimum level of energy efficiency improvements should be made to be eligible for RHI support as the taxpayer will get more CO2 reduction for 
his/her money.  On the other hand, if this is insisted on then householders may not be able to afford to gain the RHI benefit.
Another solution is to grade RHI support according to the efficiency rating of the house although this would increase complexity and administration 
of the RHI.

Question: Q10

We agree with the metering point proposal.

AgreeQuestion: Q12

Generally, for ‘in process’ applications, heat generation is automatically governed by the demand of the heat load and so we agree that the risk of 
over generation of heat due to the perverse incentive introduced by metering would be low.

Question: Q14

In the absence of other proposals, the proposed approach to tariff setting appears acceptable

Question: Q18

The use of separate dedicated boilers for each fuel source is an additional expense (also an additional carbon emission for manufacture) and so 
should be avoided where possible.  For example, in a system where the fuel can be either biogas or natural gas then it may be cheaper to supply 
two input pipes to a single boiler, each with a meter so that the proportion of each can be calculated.

Question: Q19
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We would agree that a fixed level of support will make the RHI easier and cheaper to administer and would provide more certainty and simplicity 
to project investment appraisal.

Question: Q22

We agree that degression should not be considered initially.  However, if degression is introduced then the new tariffs must be supplied at a 
published date so that investors have sufficient time and information for investment appraisal to be properly assessed.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

We agree that innovative technologies should be encouraged where it is clear that it would eventually be a better technology than current 
mainstream technologies i.e. more efficient or cheaper.

DisagreeQuestion: Q24

We agree with the review timings proposed as this would simplify assessment of any changes made to a single time.

AgreeQuestion: Q26

Where possible, the criteria for an emergency reviews should be similar to those used in the RO.

Question: Q27

373 Oxford Renewables Installer

Heat pumps

Question: a) Summary

We object most strongly to the inclusion of Heat Pumps, whether ground, air or water within the RHI.  

Heat Pumps are not in any sense a renewable energy technology.  They produce at least as much CO2 in their operation as the equivalent heat 
produced by the burning of fossil fuel.  This is very simply because they use a great deal of electricity to extract heat from the medium, and 
electricity is itself a highly inefficient energy type, being very wasteful to generate from fossil fuels.

Heat Pumps will increase the overall demand for electricity at a time when it is urgent that the demand be reduced.  They are of no benefit to the 
threat of climate change whatsoever and should not be included on any list of green technologies.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

We believe that there needs to be clarification over the currently existing grant schemes and whether they affect the end-users eligibility for the 
RHI payments.

Would an installation that had received grant funding but was fully compliant with the RHI then be able to claim the RHI payments?

Presumably the grants would have to be repaid but would the repayment come from the initial RHI payments, or would the owner have to repay it 
themselves before being allowed to claim the RHI?

Question: Q28

374 Future Biogas Existing generator

We believe that heat captured from the operation of an AD plant’s generating equipment that is used to increase the effectiveness of the process 
should be supported by RHI.  It is incongruous that heat used to dry wood chips for combustion is covered whilst the heat to help the efficient of an 
AD plant is not. Both processes are equally essential for the operation of the respective plants. In addition the response from ADBA highlights 
several other cases where CHP heat could and should be used in AD plants but where clarity is required.

We also disagree strongly with the proposal to exclude heat used for cooling from the RHI; this seems utterly at odds with the goal of energy 
efficiency mentioned elsewhere in the consultation document. Absorption chillers are a proven method of using waste heat and their use can help 
maximise the useful energy extracted from a plant. However, there are significant infrastructure costs associated with the installation of absorption 
chillers (these can be twice the price of an conventional chilling installation). Power savings alone will not justify this additional investment.

DisagreeQuestion: Q07

We support ABDA’s views on this matter. 

We support the proposal that Biomethane injection be metered and believe this is the best approach for biomethane generation.

Question: Q12

22 June 2010 Page 649 of 1348



We agree that 5.5p/kWh is a sensible level of support for the on-site use of biogas. However we believe that the 200kW cap will unnecessarily 
reduce the potential to beneficially use heat generated by anaerobic digestion plants in factories and homes.  

There should be no limit on the practical heat that can be used from an AD plant if the main goal of the RHI is to reduce green house gas emissions. 

We therefore support ADBA’s proposal of a lower band to apply to heat use above 200kW of 4p/kWhr to encourage developers of biogas plants to 
export as much useful heat as possible.

Question: Q16

In line with ADBA and REA we believe that the proposed 4p/kWh for biomethane injection is not sufficient to encourage the creation of this 
industry. 

This level, purportedly set with reference to FIT partity is flawed for several reasons. Not the least of these is the fact that FIT tariffs were set too 
low to stimulate an on-farm, energy crop AD industry. 

In addition the infrastructure and operating costs for biomethane upgrade are substantially higher than the use of biomethane in CHP. Biogas 
upgrade technology is also less well proven at large commercial scales so brings with it a level of risk which investors consequently demand higher 
returns to support. 

To cover these additional costs – £500k per facility - we support ADBA’s suggested tariff of 9p/kWh for injection for smaller plants (under 1MW 
thermal input to grid) and of 6p/kWh for larger plants. (based on ABDA modelling). We also support ABDA’s suggestion that the two tariffs are liked 
to production, such that all plants receive 9p/kWh for the first 13000MWh of production and any additional production is supported at 6p/kWh

We also support ADBA’s suggested premium of 2p/kWh of heat for plants using only farm slurry and energy crops.

To compensate for the risk of creating this new sector, we also support ABDA’s suggestion that there be a short term uplift in the RHI for 
biomenthane injection.

Question: Q18

As a company, we support any initiatives that help maximise the beneficial use of all the heat generated from AD plants. The greater the number of 
avenues of government support, the more open investors will be in supporting new plants and increasing the UK’s renewable energy base.

Question: Q20

We agree that RHI should remain at a fixed level (with inflation correction) for the lifetime of a project’s entitlement. The industry experienced 
significant delays raising funds under the ROC scheme when grandfathering was uncertain as investors and financial institutions were unwilling to 
invest in projects with this uncertainty in place.

Question: Q22

We do agree with the proposal on degression. However, due to the time it can take to develop large projects (can be over 2 years) we would urge 
and early consultation on this issue to help ease investor uncertainty on this issue and prevent this inhibiting projects.

AgreeQuestion: Q23

We  believe that it is prudent to syncronise reviews for RHI with FIT and ROC. However we are concerned that an imminent review may be 
damaging to the industry. Large Anaerobic Digestion projects can take many years to plan and build and any uncertainty over RHI support could 
delay investment in the industry.

We support ADBA’s suggestion that any changes do not affect projects that are under development – either by scheduling changes so that projects 
can be completed before changes are imposed, or by allowing projects to apply for RHI support during development.

Question: Q26

If the standards for injecting biomethane into the grid are significantly changed we believe an emergency review may be required as these changes 
may substantially increase upgrade costs.

Question: Q27

We agree with this approach for biomethane injection to grid.

AgreeQuestion: Q28

375 Catriona Hobbs (individual) Potential generator
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•	The impacts of the different types of energy to be subsidised on climate, people and the environment has not been considered. More subsidies 
for biodiesel and wood pellets will lead to more tree and 'energy crop' monocultures, which have serious impacts on biodiversity, ecosystem 
destruction, communities, soils and freshwater.

•	Need for significant investment in insulating homes and strict regulations for building only the most efficient ones – reducing energy use this way 
would also make it much easier to meet renewable energy targets, and would be a cost-effective way of cutting carbon emissions.

Question: Q01

•	Bioenergy should not be eligible for subsidies. Current biofuel and biomass use and plans are already unsustainable; creating yet another demand 
will be harmful for climate, biodiversity and people.
•	Genuinely climate-friendly and sustainable renewable energy should be supported, together with energy efficiency. Large-scale bioenergy is 
neither sustainable nor climate-friendly – they are a quick fix which can have significant and long-term negative implications.

Question: Q07

•	There should be no subsidies for bioliquids. Waste vegetable oil only accounts for 4% of biofuels used in the UK at present – creating yet another 
biofuel market through the RHI will primarily mean more soya and palm oil imports with a disastrous impact on forests and peatlands and climate, 
on biodiversity and on indigenous peoples, forest communities and small farmers.

Question: Q08

•	Biomass and biodiesel burning will worsen air quality when air pollution, according to the Environment Agency, already causes 50,000 deaths a 
year in the UK.

•	Following industry lobbying, the government now proposes much laxer standards for emissions than planned. This will cause more air pollution 
and serious health impacts.

Question: Q09

•	Much more emphasis on energy efficiency is needed.
•	Households should have to install energy efficiency standards – and more financial support should be made available for this.

RequirementQuestion: Q10

•	Lower incentives for solar heating than for bioenergy are proposed, which makes no sense in terms of addressing climate change. Solar heating 
offers real carbon savings, unlike biomass.

•	Payments should depend on climate impacts. This means higher support for passive solar – but no support for bioliquids.

Question: Q18

•	See above – biofuel use is not sustainable, whether on its own or blended with heating oil.

Question: Q19

377 SummitSkills Trade Association

SummitSkills is very supportive of the RHI programme and sees it as a much needed boost to help stimulate renewable technology use amongst 
homeowners and building occupiers. 
In our work to develop the National Skills Academy (NSA) for Environmental Technologies, ensuring the UK has a skilled, competent workforce to 
install new and renewable technologies is a prime objective. We believe there should be strong links between the DECC and SummitSkills during 
the RHI development period to ensure that any criteria for installer accreditation are mapped into the National Occupational Standards for 
environmental technologies, which SummitSkills has developed. 
The NSA will be the key route for training and upskilling installers to enable them to competently install renewable heat technologies. Through the 
NSA, we will ensure the UK has a sufficient number of correctly skilled individuals to fulfil the RHI’s objectives. 
The comments provided here are submitted as important considerations that sit alongside our support of the RHI. We strongly believe these 
considerations need to be addressed in order to make the RHI a success and we welcome the opportunity to work with you in more detail to 
further develop the issues around the criteria for competence related to the MCS and equivalent schemes.

Question: b) GeneralResponse
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1.	The retrofit market (boiler replacements etc.) offers a significant opportunity to increase the deployment of renewable heat technologies. 
However; as renewable heat technologies are typically more expensive that traditional technologies, many homeowners may need financial 
assistance in the form of a loan to finance the installation. 

2.	It is therefore imperative that information regarding how to access loans are well communicated and that procedures and timescales to get loan 
decisions are efficient. As many boiler replacements are reactive a result of a breakdown situation, lack of information or over-complex procedures 
to access loans could be a deterrent to homeowners considering renewable heat technologies. 

3.	Additionally, as the majority of homeowner decisions for boiler replacements and new heating systems are based on the recommendation of the 
plumbing or heating installer, there is a need to ensure that installers and contractors are also fully aware of loan availability and procedures in 
order that they can advise their customers regarding renewable heat options.

Question: Q02

Broadly in support of approach; however, this support is given subject to the following:

1.	OFGEM need to have proven experience and the capacity to respond in a timely and efficient manner to the likely volume of applications that 
will be made through the RHI. Our concern is that if there is not a seamless, straightforward and timely service in place to respond to applications, 
homeowners in particular will be less likely to consider a renewable heat technology and may instead commission the installation of a conventional 
technology. The need for a simple application and payment process is imperative as otherwise it may jeopardise the whole scheme if both 
homeowners and installers become discouraged by bureaucracy.  

2.	DECC should work with relevant stakeholders including SummitSkills, to agree what would constitute an approved/qualified person in relation to 
the installation, maintenance and repair of smaller technology systems. The National Skills Academy for Environmental Technologies being 
developed by SummitSkills will ensure that training provision is available for the installation and maintenance of renewable heat technologies; 
SummitSkills recommends that any RHI funding is linked to training that is based upon relevant national occupational standards.

AgreeQuestion: Q03

1.	Whist SummitSkills is in full support of the MCS and the proposed requirement for MCS in relation to the RHI, the fact is that a large number of 
building services engineering businesses view the MCS scheme as being inaccessible and/or undesirable.  Unless these issues are investigated and 
addressed prior to the introduction of the RHI, the success and the impact of the RHI may be extremely limited by the MCS requirement. 

2.	More work needs to be done on the definition of competence linked to such schemes. At present the MCS accredits companies, not individual 
installers, an issue which needs to be addressed to ensure homeowners installations are carried out by a competent installer.

3.	SummitSkills is currently leading on the review and development of competences for MCS to be aligned to the National Occupational Standards 
(NOS) for Environmental Technologies. To avoid a two or multi-tier systems being created, SummitSkills believes that, in addition to the current 
requirement for EN 45011 accreditation, any scheme that is recognised as being equivalent to MCS should also have in place competence 
requirements that are derived from the NOS for Environmental Technologies, aligned to the competences required for the MCS.

AgreeQuestion: Q04

1.	This support is given subject to comments given for Q4 above. 

2.	Every incentive scheme should be linked to a competent and certified installer as otherwise it encourages unregistered/approved contractors to 
enter the market. 

3.	SummitSkills believes the range of design and installer competences will need to be reviewed in relation to larger scale installations. In order for 
relevant standards and training qualifications to be agreed, developed and available, sufficient lead times will be required. 

4.	The scope of SummitSkills’ current work to review and develop the competence requirements for MCS and could be extended if necessary, 
subject to sufficient funding. 

5.	The development of the National Skills Academy for Environmental Technologies could also include provision for the training and certification of 
designers and installers of larger scale renewable heat systems.

AgreeQuestion: Q05
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1.	The Scottish Government has approved an extension to the Certifier of Construction Scheme to cover the installation of microgeneration and 
renewable energy technologies. SummitSkills has worked closely with this scheme to develop competence requirements that are based on 
National Occupational Standards and are closely aligned to the requirements for MCS.
 
2.	However, SummitSkills understands that the Certifier of Construction Scheme is a non-EN 45011 scheme and that this may be a barrier to the 
scheme being recognised as equivalent to MCS. However, this should not be viewed in this way, as the Certifier of Construction scheme is subject 
to rigourous quality audits by the Scottish Government’s own Building Standards Division. As such, SummitSkills considers that any lack of 
recognition of the Certifier of Construction Scheme for microgeneration and renewable energy technologies for RHI purposes may significantly 
hinder the success and impact of the RHI in Scotland. 

3.	SummitSkills believes that the EU directive should be the benchmark to which any equivalent scheme is measured. Any alternative scheme that 
complies with EU directive should be considered as suitable, as it should prove that products, training and processes are designed to the same 
standard. 

4.	SummitSkills understands that the European Heat Pump Association has a scheme to test and certify heat pump products, details are available at 
http://www.ehpa.org/ehpa-quality-label/

Question: Q06

379 Corus Colors Private Company

Solar;

Question: a) Summary
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