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Elgin Energy Response to RESS – Design of a New Renewable Electricity 
Support Scheme 

Elgin Energy welcomes the opportunity to respond to the 2017 RESS consultation on the design of a new 

Renewable Electricity Support Scheme. As an Irish owned business with extensive experience in the UK 

and Northern Ireland, we believe that solar energy can assist Ireland in meeting its 2020 energy targets 

and beyond while providing a platform for economic growth and recovery.  

In the past two years, Elgin Energy have progressed a total of 18 projects through the Irish planning 

system. Our experience demonstrates that extensive solar development can occur in the short to medium 

term if supported by the correct policies.  

Executive Summary 

We would like to make the following key points on the documents issued as part of the consultation: 

2020 Targets 

• Ireland will not meet its 2020 targets and will face fines in the region of €300 - €600 million as out-

lined in recent government reports. Solar is best placed to fill the gap in the short term to assist

Ireland in reducing its financial obligations in the event of failure to meet these targets.

Auction Mechanism 

• The proposed auction scheme lacks clarity and ambition. It does not set out clear objectives, time-

lines, generation capacities or an auction budget. The US solar industry currently employs more

people than the Coal, Oil and Gas sectors combined. By failing to send a clear policy signal, Ireland

is driving away significant potential investment.

• The proposed auction mechanism as set out will not help to diversify the electricity generation

portfolio which is a key objective of both the Energy White Paper and the RESS consultation. Any

failure to increase diversity in the fuel mix could threaten Ireland’s future Security of Supply.

• Elgin Energy propose an annual, technology-specific auction for solar as we believe this is the best

option for increasing system diversity, price discovery and reducing risks to the consumer.

• It is imperative that any proposed auction mechanism is cognisant of the CRU connection policy

and the potential impact this may have on the delivery of future energy projects.



 

 

2 | P a g e  
 

 
 

Tiered Support 
 
To support the various aims of RESS such as encouraging community involvement, increasing diversity of 

the fuel mix and ensuring value for money for the end consumer, Elgin Energy proposes the following 

tiered support system:  
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Community Ownership 
 

• While Elgin Energy welcomes the move towards increased community participation in renewable 

projects, we believe the concept of requiring projects to offer community ownership as a prereq-

uisite to securing RESS support to be ill-conceived. Mandating community ownership for every 

project will create disharmony among neighbours as well as introducing a new level of risk for 

communities investing in projects. In addition, the associated technical inexperience, additional 

administration and extended timelines will directly result in reducing value for money to the end 

consumer. 

 

• The proposed additional payment to communities of €2/MWH is a cost that will be transferred to 

every consumer and has the potential to increase energy prices as it is effectively a tax on renewa-

ble energy projects. 

 

• Elgin Energy believe a direct community benefit scheme is a more appropriate mechanism of in-

creasing community involvement. We would promote the concept of 2kW of community installa-

tion (e.g. local school) per MW installed on developer-led projects. 

 

• Renewable projects are already required to pay a Development Contribution of typically €10,000 

per MW as part of the planning process. This money is currently distributed centrally by the Local 

Authority and may not be directed to the area local to the proposed project. It is submitted that 

this money should instead be used for the aforementioned community benefit scheme, directly 

benefiting the local community. Any remaining funds from the Development Contribution should 

be used to support local initiatives.  
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Introduction 
 

 
The proposed future Renewable Energy Support Scheme has the potential to deliver low carbon energy at 

competitive prices to the consumer. Renewable energy projects (primarily wind) have, over the past 

decade, been responsible for delivering low carbon energy to Ireland. The benefit has been twofold; 

reduction in our carbon emissions from the production of electricity and an increase in competition in the 

energy market. It is resolutely evident that energy prices have been driven down over time due to a high 

output of energy from wind.  Solar Energy has the ability to complement this supply of renewable energy 

and help drive wholesale prices down even further during daytime peak demand.  

Ireland is now facing a critical junction in meeting its 2020 targets. As a nation, we committed to these 

targets and as a nation, we will fail to meet them.  Failure to meet the 2020 targets will actively hinder 

efforts to meet the 2030 targets. The Department must act immediately to implement a support scheme 

that will assist in the delivery of additional renewable energy projects and ultimately lessen the financial 

burden on the state and the tax payers.  

There are over 300MW of fully consented solar projects in Ireland ready to be built with the expectation 

that another 1,000MW will be consented by Q2 2018. With the correct support mechanism in place, there 

is a tangible opportunity to close the gap on the 2020 targets, kick start a nascent job market and diversify 

national electricity production. 

  



 

 

5 | P a g e  
 

 

Auction 
 

The proposed auction scheme as set out in the RESS document lacks clarity and ambition. Ireland should 

promote the use of clean renewable energy while delivering cost-effective energy solutions. Both wind 

and solar have already proven that this can be achieved. Yet, there is no clear signal to industry on what 

will be supported or what the criteria for auction participation will be. There are no timeframes set out to 

deliver either the auction design or the first auction.  The proposed frequency of auctions as biennial, is 

inappropriate for solar given its short project delivery period and should be reduced to an annual auction. 

A key objective in the RESS support document is diversification of energy supply, however the proposed 

technology-neutral auction scheme set out in the RESS consultation is likely to only be successful in 

delivering additional wind projects. Elgin Energy therefore propose Technology-Specific auctions as the 

most effective and viable form of auction. 

Solar is becoming increasingly competitive with wind and is forecast to surpass it by the middle of the 

2020’s. In the interim, it would be prudent to support the deployment of solar to ensure an indigenous 

industry is created that can, over time, challenge the existing market and further drive down costs to the 

end consumer.  

Biomass, wave and tidal energy, while more expensive technologies, could be considered in certain 

circumstances.  A combination of renewables is necessary to decarbonise our electricity portfolio and 

reduce our greenhouse gas emissions. 

There is a risk with technology-neutral auctions that a smaller, less cost-effective generator, e.g. Biomass 

or CHP could set the clearing price for a larger, more cost-effective generator e.g. wind farm. One of the 

major benefits of technology-specific auctions is increased visibility for the Department on the costs of 

technology and as a result, improved budget control. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Tiered Support System 
 

To facilitate local projects in areas with existing infrastructure, we recommend that the Department of 

Communications, Climate Action and Environment (DCCAE) use a tiered approach when designing an 

auction scheme. An auction scheme for all technologies will only benefit large-scale developments which 

may require additional transmission network infrastructure (e.g. pylons). The cost of deep reinforcements 

is not borne by the developer but the Transmission Use of System (TUOS) customer and, therefore, is not 

adequately reflected in the cost of the bid price. Smaller projects however, are responsible for their entire 

grid connection costs. This means that smaller projects must consider their full grid connection costs when 

submitting a bid price into an auction but large projects do not, allowing them to submit an artificially low 

bid price. We believe that a tiered approach will encourage the use of existing assets with capacity and 

minimize the need for new network infrastructure.  

Recommendation: Technology-Specific annual auctions with budgetary caps should be 

implemented to allow diversification of electricity generation and reduce the risk of high prices 

being set for all projects qualifying for RESS. 
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Furthermore, it is unlikely that large scale renewables (>5MW) will secure significant levels of community 

ownership given the levels of financing required. With lower levels of financing in conjunction with their 

decentralised nature, it is likely that ≤5MW projects will appear more attractive to community investors. 

These projects will be inherently less competitive than >5MW given the additional financial burden of 

facilitating community ownership however they should not be prejudiced against this. 

Lastly, supporting separate auctions for ≤5MW projects will help emerging technologies compete against 

large scale wind projects and will ensure diversification of the energy fuel mix. 

 

 
 

 

 

CRU Future Connection Policy 
 

As of 2nd November, the Commission for Regulation of Utilities (CRU) has proposed a new connection 

policy for generators applying for connection to the electricity market. It is important that the DCCAE 

considers how this new policy will impact on any future auction schemes. Auctions should be sized and 

timed to coincide with the issuing of batches of grid capacity from the system operators. 

Full clarity on grid costs will be required to finalise any auction bid. Therefore, applicants should have 

received and accepted a grid offer before they can progress to an auction.  

It is imperative that a projects grid connection costs are not subject to change after the auction has taken 

place. The CRU has proposed a policy where projects are grouped and connection costs are shared 

between them. Should one of the projects fail to reach financial close then the outstanding costs are 

shared amongst the other projects in the group. Taking the example of three projects in a group, this 

would result in grid connection costs for the two remaining projects increasing by 50%. Should this occur 

after an auction has been cleared, it is highly unlikely the projects could proceed on the basis of their 

original bid price. This could therefore result in an auction being not fit for purpose and many of the 

projects securing support never getting realised. 

 

 

 

Auction Participation 
 

The proposed RESS will need to consider who will qualify for a future auction. It is Elgin Energy’s position 

that participation is granted based on the following: 

• Full grant of planning permission from relevant authority 

• Accepted grid connection offer  

• Evidence of legal agreements in place for the site on which the project is to be located 

• Bid bond to ensure completion of project. 

Recommendation: Any future auction mechanisms must consider CRU Connection Policy. 

Recommendation: A future auction should consider full grant of planning, evidence of grid offer 

acceptance, legal agreement and bid bonds as criteria for entrance to an auction. 

Recommendation: In order to support community projects, make best use of available capacity 

in the electricity system and diversify the fuel mix, auctions should be separated into two tiers, 

≤5MW and >5MW 
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Project Delivery 
 

 

With the competition of an auction, Elgin Energy suggests that a 4-year timeframe should be allowed for 

completion of the project to ensure the system operator has sufficient time to deliver the grid connection. 

To ensure the system operator is afforded this time the winning project developers must pay the second 

stage grid payment within 90 days of notice of winning the auction. This will allow over 3 years to 

complete the grid connection.  

If the project is not delivered within the 4-year timeframe, support will reduce for each additional year 

that the project is delayed ensuring support will not extend beyond year 19 of the project; e.g. if the 

project is completed on year 6 after the successful bid at the auction, only 13 years of support should be 

given. This incentivises the project to be completed on time, without a cliff edge for completion, thereby 

reducing the risk of the project not receiving support. 

 

 

 

 

Community Ownership 
 

As an experienced developer with over 250MW of solar energy projects energised across the UK and 

Northern Ireland, Elgin Energy has seen various jurisdictions attempt to implement community ownership 

models as part of a support scheme. Most of these schemes have been less than successful.  

We appreciate that the Government wants to provide communities with an opportunity to engage with 

local projects with the aim of benefiting from them. Elgin Energy welcomes community engagement and 

believes it is a vital component of any large-scale renewable development, however, we believe that this 

can best be achieved through other existing and efficient means such as the community benefit offering.  

 

Community Investment 

Due to the size of utility scale solar farms, (a 4MW development requires 25 – 30 acres), the majority of 

developments are sited in rural areas. These areas are sparsely populated and many are still recovering 

from the economic downturn.  

The proposed 20% ownership model will only benefit those financially capable of investment. Not every 

member of a community will be capable of investing and these individuals would not benefit at all from 

this scheme. Alternatively, if investment is offered to a neighbouring community instead, they will be the 

beneficiaries of the development and not the people living locally. Both scenarios can lead to divided 

communities and potentially foster negative sentiments towards solar developments.  

To suggest a 5km catchment zone on each project is, for the most part, unachievable due to dispersed 

populations in rural areas. The alternative offered, to extend the offer to the “whole District Electoral 

Division (DED) and subsequently to the surrounding DEDs” will increase the likelihood of overlapping  

 

Recommendation: Projects have 4 years to deliver to energisation following a winning bid. 

Completion after year 4 will result in a reduction of years of support. 
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catchment areas with competing projects thus creating a situation where the same residents are being 

asked to invest in a multitude of renewable projects.  It will also create significant time delays that will 

result in projects being unable to meet auction timelines. 

Furthermore, involving community ownership in a competitive auction based system requires 

communities to invest in a project that may never be realised. If the project does clear an auction there is 

no prior indication as to what level of support will be received and therefore what return will be 

generated. If the project fails to proceed following an auction, other developments could face increased 

public opposition.  

Distribution of information and education of potential investors is required before any investment can be 

made.  An increased catchment area will result in increased administrative costs and time at the expense 

of the development. Elgin Energy believe that this requirement should not fall on the developer as it 

would be inappropriate for them to market the development. In addition, the management of multiple 

stakeholders adds another layer of administration to a project, yet again, driving up the costs.  

The additional costs as outlined above plus the cost associated with appointing a “Trusted Intermediary 

(TI) to ensure the terms are appropriate” will drive up the total cost of development. This compresses the 

project returns making the investment less attractive to members of the public. With reference to the UK 

and Denmark this resulted in compressing returns by a further 15%. Ultimately, this causes the strike price 

in an auction to be driven up leading to increased PSO levies, and this cost is borne by the tax payer who 

this scheme is purported to benefit.   
 

Denmark Community Projects 
 

The consultation report cites examples from various jurisdictions including Denmark which has been 

elected as the example Ireland should follow.  

“Some initial analysis by Kenny et al. reports that between 2009 and 2011 there were 15 shared ownership 
projects and the average investment per citizen was €108,029, a very significant sum.” Ricardo Report 

“With changes in the levels of subsidies available in the past 17 years there have been very few new 

wholly owned community schemes. Prior to 1999 there were some community schemes where the 

community made charitable donations allowing those affected citizens with limited financial means. 

Now the move towards citizens investing in shared ownership projects has reversed some of the 

early community principles about community ethos, working together to allow citizens to in effect only 

consume green energy.” (sic) – Ricardo Report  
 

These findings would suggest that mandating community ownership is not an equitable system for 

increasing community involvement and acceptance of renewable energy projects. 

UCC & EPA Report 

 

UCC and the EPA conducted research as recent as 20171 on “Opportunities for the Energy Citizen” and 

concluded that “A significant portion of people cannot afford or are unwilling to invest.” 
The examples as set out in the consultation report undertaken by Ricardo, are not appropriate for the 

proposed RESS scheme. The proposed mechanism of 20% ownership by local or surrounding communities 

will put a large unqualified risk burden on communities where money is scarce. In the past, the Irish  

                                                           
1 Opportunities for the Energy Citizen – Presentation to the Irish Wind Energy Association – Dr Celine McInerney, Joesph Curtin 
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government has promoted investment opportunities such as Eircom shares. Many citizens will recall the 

government-endorsed Eircom “opportunity” and may be reluctant to buy into another scheme.  

Ireland has an opportunity to develop a modern renewable energy system for the benefit of our entire 

society.  Failure of this generation to decarbonise our energy system will result in serious repercussions 

for future generations. Ireland needs to develop an energy system that continues to attract inward 

investment. The measures outlined in the RESS consultation paper do not encourage the development of 

such projects by imposing 20% local community ownership as such measures cannot be realised and will 

only result in delayed project delivery. 

For certain renewable projects community ownership will be a viable financing solution. However, it is 

naïve to assume that there is sufficient community financing available to support every renewable project 

going forward. Renewable energy projects are a necessity in a modern society and their deployment 

should not be hampered by increased levels of bureaucracy and red tape.   

The viewpoint that renewable energy projects do not benefit local communities, or that their 

development is always contentious, is a very parochial one. Many communities around Ireland have 

already embraced existing wind projects and are experiencing direct benefits from the neighbouring 

developments. The funding has benefited schools, sports clubs, general amenities and social initiatives.  

A more appropriate measure would be to examine existing developments to identify the works carried out 

and the associated benefits for local communities. Not all renewable energy projects should be 

considered to have similar impacts because they do not. A solar farm built in a local community 

surrounded by a good hedgerow may not be visible versus the perceived negative visual impact from a 

large wind farm. The area directly impacted by a project needs to be determined based on how the 

project is viewed from the surrounding areas.   
 

Proposed Model  

All new renewable energy projects are already burdened with an average planning contribution of 

€10,000 / MW. Each project also has considerable commercial rates to pay. If additional benefit payments 

to communities are sought, projects will be devalued to the point where they may no longer be 

commercially viable. Given that conventional generation is not being disadvantaged in the same manner, 

this policy could be perceived as anti-renewable.  

Elgin Energy recommend that the existing development contribution is administered on a local level so 

that the local communities will see direct benefits from the development. We recommend three methods 

for a more equitable distribution of this contribution: 

1. Financing of local renewable initiatives such as rooftop solar on community buildings i.e. schools 
or sports clubs. Elgin Energy propose 2kW of solar panels to be installed on elected community 
buildings for every 1MW of ground mount solar installed. These facilities are utilised by the entire 
community and would therefore benefit every member of the community.  
 

2. The establishment of a community gain fund. This model has already been successfully imple-
mented by the wind industry in Ireland. Mountlucas wind farm in County Offaly is one such exam-
ple. Established in 2014, the annual fund invites applications from local clubs and associations to 
support their various community-based initiatives and improvement projects. The combined funds 
amount to €125,000 per annum. The funding has benefited schools, sports clubs and social initia-
tives. 
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3. An Energy Discount Electricity Scheme be offered to residents within the vicinity of the project.  
 

It is paramount that these benefit schemes are not applied in addition to the Development Contribution 

as this would most likely cause the project to become financially unviable.  

 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Recommendation: A future RESS should consider the impact of proposed developments on the 

community and financial viability of projects before imposing a 20% local ownership scheme.  

More appropriate community benefit projects should be considered to benefit every member of 

the community and not just those who can afford to invest. 
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Elgin Energy Response to RESS Consultation Questions 
 

 

Q1a. The emerging policy includes a measure whereby all capacity available under the new RESS (with 
the exception of small scale developments) should be allocated through a competitive bidding process via 
auctions. Do the respondents agree with the competitive auction based approach? If not, what 
alternative model would you propose and why?  

 
Elgin Energy supports the introduction of allocating support for renewable projects through a competitive 
bidding process provided the auctions are fit for purpose. This would require them being: 

• Transparent – e.g. lowest bid wins 

• Frequent – e.g. annual 

• Restrictive – e.g. planning, grid and legal prerequisites 

• Technology specific 

• In line with future CRU connection policy. 
 

Q1b. Do respondents agree with the use of Uniform-Price cost of support for RES-E projects in the main 
RESS capacity auctions, as a mechanism to keep costs to the consumer to a minimum? 

 
We believe that target strike prices are set to send signals to the market for investment. All clearing 
projects should be given the strike price (i.e. “Pay as Clear”) however difficulties have arisen in the UK 
where 0.5MW systems set the strike price for many other projects. 
 
An alternative approach would be a percentage share of the projects set the strike price i.e. ascertaining 
the average from 20% of the most expensive projects awarded. This price would then be awarded to all 
winning bids thus removing any risk for the consumer.  
 
 

Q2. The analysis suggests that a Floating Feed in Premium (FIP) is the primary financial support 
mechanism for the main RESS, as evidence indicates this is the most cost-effective approach.  
Do you agree with this proposal versus the other mechanisms identified?  
 

 
The Floating Feed in Premium is a prudent way to ensure value for money for the consumer and will 
ensure premiums are not paid to renewable energy projects when demand is low. 
 
A one-way mechanism, where upside is retained by the generator, as is the case in Germany, would 
ensure further value for money for the consumer by encouraging renewable projects to bid a lower strike 
price in the auction. It also encourages generators to engage more with the markets, selling more power 
when it is required and less when demand is low. This reduces stress on the grid network and drives down 
peak prices creating value for money for the end consumer. 
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Q3. What are respondents’ views on a proposed price cap (maximum €/MWh) within the uniform price 
proposal? What alternative approach would you propose and why?  
 

 
Elgin Energy proposes both a price cap and a budget cap is introduced for each auction. This would remove 
the need for a cap on volume and incentivise low prices to maximise deployment. These measures, in 
conjunction with technology specific auctions, will minimize the spread of bids received; mitigating the risk 
of a single high price skewing the auction result and ensuring greater value for money to the end consumer. 
 
Notwithstanding this, any cap imposed must not be so restrictive as to cause the auction to fail. 
 

In order to keep costs to the consumer to a minimum, a Principal Category, encompassing all viable 
technology options leading to the most cost-effective projects, is provided for. The outcome of this initial 
auction will inform the design of future auctions.   
 
Q4a. Do you agree with this approach? What alternatives would you propose to this approach and why?  
 

 
We don’t believe this approach is appropriate. Only by introducing technology-specific auctions can the 
fundamental aim of the proposed RESS scheme be achieved. 
 
Increasing diversity of renewable generation is one of the “strong policy objectives” outlined by DCCAE and 
this will not be met under a Principal Category technology neutral auction. Any technology neutral auction 
conducted between now and the middle of the next decade is likely to return exclusively or predominately 
wind projects.  
 
From a policy perspective, this will be viewed as a failure by government to follow through on their intent 
to support the deployment of solar energy as expressed in both the Energy White Paper and the programme 
for government. The government will also have missed the opportunity to kick start an industry that 
currently employs more people in the United States than the Coal, Oil and Gas sectors combined. In the UK, 
the solar industry employs 35,000 both directly and through its supply chain (Solar Trade Association). 
Without a clear signal from government, this Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) will simply be diverted to 
competing markets.  
 
From a technical perspective increasing our reliance on wind generation will increase the stress on system 
operators to balance the electricity network. As the generation profiles of wind and solar are 
complementary, advocating a number of technology specific auctions for solar throughout the next decade 
would ensure the penetration of renewable generation in the electricity mix is diversified and increased, 
whilst also increasing Security of Supply. 
 
Geographically, wind projects are typically located on elevated, sparsely populated, sites with high wind 
speeds (Donegal, Kerry etc.). The availability of suitable sites has declined significantly over the past decade 
and in the near future these sites will become exhausted. In addition to this, public support has evaporated 
for wind projects.  
 
Solar projects, in contrast, can be deployed in most areas and can easily be hidden within the landscape 
raising little or no objection from the public. Essentially solar PV can utilise sites and areas that wind cannot. 
The two technologies complement each other and together can provide renewable coverage across a vast 
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expanse of the country. It is imperative that a technology specific auction is established to facilitate solar 
being employed in areas where wind projects cannot and to maximise Irelands renewable capabilities. 
 
Given solar’s locational flexibility, it can take advantage of existing grid capacity without requiring network 
upgrades. This saving is not reflected in an auction bid price. Conversely, large wind projects which drive 
significant transmission network upgrades do not have to carry these costs - they are socialised through 
Transmission Use of System (TUoS) charges. These additional costs to the network, and therefore the end 
consumer, are not reflected in their auction bids. Similarly, any existing projects looking to repower and 
apply to a new auction (e.g. Gate 2 wind projects) should not be permitted as they have already received a 
government subsidy and their auction bids would not reflect true cost. 
 
A technology neutral auction should only be instigated after a number of technology specific auctions have 
been conducted and full price discovery has been obtained. Failure to do this could result in certain 
technologies being excluded from the Principal Category on the basis of their “perceived” viability gap 
rather than their “actual” viability gap. It could also inadvertently provide greater support to wind projects, 
should a small solar or biogas unit set the clearing price given the available MWh remaining. 
 
Elgin Energy proposes the following tiered support system:   
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Q4b. Would you support separate technology specific auctions for emerging technologies, at a greater cost 
to the PSO, and if so what percentage of the overall scheme capacity (MWh) would you allocate to this 
category?  
 

 
There has been no discussion of what overall scheme capacity (MWh) is proposed as part of the consultation 
so it is not possible to comment on a percentage. Elgin Energy would propose running 500MWh solar 
specific auctions per year in 2019, 2020 and 2021. This would provide the Department with an accurate 
representation of the price digression of solar and would inform a decision as to whether technology neutral 
annual auctions should be introduced from 2022. 1,500MWh would reflect the number of solar projects 
that could feasibly be delivered within the next five years given the current grid and planning constraints. 
 
Having technology specific auctions may not necessarily result in a higher price to the PSO. Technology 
specific auctions allow for greater understanding of support. Conversely, technology neutral auctions do 
not always achieve the greatest value for money, as evidenced in the recent UK auction where a 500kW 
project set the clearing price for all the large-scale wind projects. 
 
 

Q5. Separate to the Principal Category RESS, a dedicated Community Category volume of renewable capacity 
(MWh) allocated for community-led renewable projects is envisaged in the preferred approach. The initial 
proposal is that between 10-20% of the total capacity (of new MWhs) of each auction is ring-fenced for 
community-led projects.  
 
Do you agree with this proposal? What changes would you propose to this proposal including reference to 
the viable level of ambition for community-led projects?  

 
In the absence of any information on the likely number of community projects or the proposed capacity of 
each auction it is again not possible to comment on an appropriate percentage to be reserved for 
community led projects.  
 
The reports undertaken by DCCAE have assessed how community ownership models have been 
implemented in various jurisdictions but have made no attempt to ascertain as to whether there is any 
appetite or indeed sufficient community funding available in Ireland to develop a significant number of 
community renewable energy projects. Elgin Energy would contend that the appetite among communities 
throughout rural Ireland for investing risk money in new renewable projects in exchange for projected 
return of 6-7% ranges from non-existent to minimal. 
 
By incentivising both community ownership and a competitive bidding process, DCCAE will create a situation 
where communities will be directly competing with each other to realise projects. It is inevitable therefore 
that some community led projects will be realised at the expense of others. Elgin Energy would caution that 
the full implications of creating such a situation are considered by the DCCAE in advance of final design of 
the support mechanism. The scheme as proposed is likely to create divisions and resentment between 
neighbouring communities. 
 
Extrapolating this, in conjunction with the proposal that community led projects are backed by government 
loans, it can be deduced that DCCAE are proposing to create a system where government funds will be 
provided to communities to support developing renewable projects that will never be realised. This does 
not reflect value for money to the taxpayer and there has been no attempt in the consultation to quantify 
the impact. 
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Given that local communities will not have the technical expertise or experience required to assess, develop 
and manage the realisation of projects means that they will have to rely on various third parties. These 
costs, in addition to the management and administration costs that arise from a project with multiple 
shareholders, will result in these community projects being uncompetitive when pitched against other 
renewable projects. 
 
The same arguments will result in significantly elongated timelines for developing community led projects. 
If these are included in the main auction category they will struggle to adhere to the timelines and could 
risk derailing other projects. 
 
In summary, community led projects: 
 

• Could prove contentious between neighbouring communities 

• Are unlikely to be significant in number or size 

• Run the risk of wasting taxpayer money 

• Are unlikely to be competitive with other renewable projects, thereby increasing the burden on the 
PSO 

• Will be subject to longer timeframes running the risk of missing auction deadlines. 
 
If DCCAE proceed to ring-fence 10% of auction capacity then this capacity should be made available to 
developer projects should community projects be undersubscribed.  A more structured approach would be 
to provide a fixed premium above the winning bid to all qualifying community projects / to all projects 
within 20% of the winning bid, thus providing community projects with a 20% premium. Community projects 
will need the revenue uplift to cover their additional costs. It is worth noting however that this increases 
the impact on the PSO. 
 
 

Q6. Do you agree with the proposal to further develop opportunities for micro-generation, outside of the 
main RESS?  
Respondents are asked for their views on how best to support micro-generation.  

 
This approach is contrary to objectives as set out in the Energy White Paper which discusses the energy 
citizen at length. What better way to encourage people to engage with renewable energy than to support 
a small level of onsite production.  
 
Protection of the electricity user can be achieved in two ways. Either a maximum of 100MW can be 
supported for all projects below 50kw or a maximum budget is set. A time limit could also be put on this 
budget (e.g. 2022) to ensure support is not being provided if it is not required.  Supporting microgeneration 
has the potential to create jobs and stimulate relevant industries. However, the main objective is to 
encourage farms, homes and SME’s to better understand the importance of renewable energy and view it 
in a more positive light. 
 
 

Q7. Do you agree with capping the amount of support received by each RES-E project that clears in a RES-E 
auction? What changes would you make to the proposal to set this cap by the level of support (€/MWh) 
determined in the auction and the cleared volume of the project (MWh).  
 

 
To introduce a cap in the amount of support that is given a floor must also be introduced. Caps will generally 
be introduced when there is considerable risk of over demand for energy. It is unlikely that spikes in energy 
prices will occur at high levels of renewable generation and markets have shown to date this only occurs 
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when generation is low. While this is unlikely to happen, the Department may want to set a maximum limit 
to support structure (e.g. €150/MWH) to protect against any eventuality. 
 
While Elgin Energy welcomes the introduction of a cap, and its benefits are well understood, we would 
caution that the cap must be sufficiently high so as to stimulate competition between various technologies. 
If the cap is too low it could result in a situation where projects bid towards the cap rather than against each 
other. 
 
 

Q8. Do respondents agree with the proposal to hold periodic auctions e.g. every two years, over the course 
of the lifetime of the scheme, to take advantage to falling costs and reduce the impact on the electricity 
consumer?  
What changes if any would you make to this proposal? 

 

It is disappointing to see the lack of clarity on the potential auction scheme. For an auction scheme to be 

assessed we expected a clear timeline to be delivered to industry to include the proposed date of the first 

auction, the budget for same and the capacity of MWh required. Due to lack of clarity on the above points, 

there is now a delay in running the first auction and as a result, Ireland is lagging in meeting RES targets.  

Irelands failure to meet its 2020 targets means we will face fines in the region of €300 - €600 million, as 

outlined in recent government reports. Solar is best placed to fill the gap in the short term to assist Ireland 

in reducing its financial obligations in the event of failure to meet these targets.  

We would encourage the Department to begin the process of auction design without delay and before 

concluding this consultation process. 

At a minimum, annual auctions should be conducted across the next five years. Existing auction schemes 

are already operational in many jurisdictions around Europe and should be implemented without delay in 

Ireland. 

Q9. Do you agree that planning approval, grid connection, bid bonds/penalties and community  
participation criteria should be met before projects can apply for support under the new RESS?  
What other pre-qualification criteria would you like to see introduced?  

 
Yes, we agree strict criteria should be used to gain access to all future auctions and to discourage speculation 
from project developers.  
 
We believe the following should be required to access an auction:  
 

• Full grant of planning permission from relevant authority 

• Acceptance of grid connection offer  

• Evidence of legal agreements in place for the site on which the project is to be located 

• Bid bond to ensure completion of project. 

 
Without an accepted grid offer, future connection agreements will be delayed until a developer wins an 
auction and ESB/EirGrid will not issue grid offers until the previous applicant has accepted or rejected the 
offer.  
 
For those projects subject to Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), the grid connection should also be 
fully consented with appropriate grid connection agreements in place with all landowners. 
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Q10. DCCAE welcome the respondents’ views on the PSO levy supporting a baseline 40% RES-E.  

Do you think the PSO should support higher levels of ambition?  

 
Climate change is the greatest threat facing humanity and it is the responsibility of every citizen to play their 
part in reducing their impact. 
 
Fundamentally, the consumer/user of electricity should pay for renewable energy as a means of generating 
sustainable electricity. Renewable electricity provides a clean alternative to burning fossil fuels with many 
advantages including: 
 

• the reduction of CO2 emissions   

• reducing emissions linked to respiratory diseases 
• reduction in environmental damage associated with mining and drilling of fossil fuels.  

 

Given the increased demand forecast, with reference to new Data Centres, and the transition to Electric 
Vehicles maintaining the 40% RES-E target will be challenging under the current policy framework. DCCAE 
needs to adopt a more proactive stance and move away from identifying the targets as caps and start look-
ing at them as objectives that should be surpassed. PSO support for peat generation should be withdrawn 
with immediate effect and the funding re-allocated to support reaching a 50% RES-E penetration by 2030. 
 
The emphasis on supporting projects should not be solely based on the PSO levy as the PSO levy is only a 
small fraction of consumers bills. It has been proven in several jurisdictions that an increase in renewable 
generation results in a more competitive market. Furthermore, as projects are only being supported for 15 
years of their 25-30 year lifetime, they will provide long term cost competitiveness in the energy market.  
 
The consumer should pay for this cleaner alternative with the knowledge that the extra cost will only be 

applied in the short term and the long term impact will result in greater capacity to develop cheaper, cleaner 

solutions in the coming years.  

 

Q11. Do respondents agree with this approach?  
 
What are respondents’ views on an alternative approach whereby renewable energy CHP plants receive sup-
port from the RESS or the proposed RHI but not both, and that the project promoter should decide which 
support scheme best suits the proposed development. 

 

It is important that projects are not cross subsidized. Similarly, renewable generators which previously 

received a support structure should not be permitted to re-power and partake in the new support scheme. 
 

Q12a. What should the minimum size of project be, below which a community investment offer does not 

need to be made (e.g. 100kW, 500kW, 1MW)?  

 
A community investment offer should be encouraged but not mandated for any project. 
 
There should be no encouragement of investment offers for projects <1MW. Burdening smaller projects 
with offering community investment will reduce their financial viability and competitiveness. Given the auc-
tion system proposed, this could easily result in them not being realised. 
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Q12b. What minimum share should be offered to the community for investment (e.g. 20%) and should there 
be a maximum amount any one individual can purchase?  

 
Offering investment to the local community should not be mandatory. An offer of community investment 
will likely be successful for a small number of projects but it would be naïve to assume that there will be 
widespread uptake. Recent studies from the EPA and UCC have shown there is little appetite from local 
communities for investment in renewable energy projects. 
 
From a high-level viewpoint, how can a project offer an investment opportunity to a community if they 
don’t know if they will secure the consents required, if they will be successful in an auction or what that 
auction clearing price will be. It is asking local communities to put their savings at risk for an undetermined 
and most importantly not guaranteed potential reward. 
 

Q12c. What is the appropriate distance from the project for the initial offer (e.g. 5km)? Views are welcome 
on subsequent offers to DED then neighbouring DEDs etc.  

 
Different types of projects have different levels of impact and different areas have different abilities to ac-
commodate change. The distance chosen should reflect the perceived impact. Wind turbines can be per-
ceived to be visible for a number of kilometres, solar farms are typically 500m to 1km and CHP plants may 
not be visible at all. 
 
Elgin Energy is strongly opposed to designating the investment catchment area as the surrounding DED and 
then the next DED and so on, as this will result in significant time delays. As the catchment area is increased 
in size so too does the likelihood of it overlapping with another renewable project also looking for commu-
nity investment. This increases the likelihood of the same residents being repeatedly requested to invest in 
a number of projects and could serve to reduce social acceptance of renewable projects. 
 

Q12d. What are respondents’ views on whether additional financial supports are necessary in order to enable 

mandatory investment opportunities for citizens and communities?  

Q12e. Other comments on the mandatory investment offer requirement are welcome. 

 
Requiring community investment offering will drive away investment in Ireland. The overall deployment of 

renewable generation in Ireland will be lessened. The appetite is not there amongst rural communities. 
 

Q13a. Do you agree with the emerging proposal that a Floating FIP is made available for smaller community 

projects?  
 

No, it is not an appropriate way of supporting projects. Since the auctions in Denmark, very few community 

projects have been developed due to the competitive nature of them. Community projects need direct 

support which can be quantified from the outset and not open to market competition. Current European 

guidelines allow for FIT support for projects less than 1MW. This should be utilised. 
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Q13b. What should the minimum size project be below which the FIP will not be available? 

 

Projects ≤1MW should receive FIT support. 
 

Q14a. Do you agree with the emerging proposal to support community-led projects with grants and soft loans 

through various stages of a projects development? 
 

Elgin Energy strongly disagree. Given the competitive nature of the support scheme proposed by DCCAE, it 

is irresponsible to provide government money to communities to support developing renewable projects 

that will never be realised. This does not reflect value for money to the taxpayer and there has been no 

attempt in the consultation to quantify the impact. 
 

Q14b. What size of loans for development and construction would you consider to be appropriate to support?  

Any other comments on the proposed use of grants and soft loans? 
 

The costs to develop renewable projects are significant and depending on scale can be many multiples of 

the €20,000 figure mentioned. We do not believe it is appropriate or responsible that taxpayer money is 

put at risk in such a manner. 
 

Q15. In respect of Grid Access, DCCAE and SEAI are keen to receive feedback on the policy proposal to 

facilitate grid access for community-led renewable electricity projects. 

 
Grid access will be determined by the CRU and all projects need to compete for capacity. One criteria for 
entrance to a new grid system will be based on planning consents. If a community project is proposed it 
should process quicker than a private project and thereby receive an advantage. No further ring fencing of 
capacity should take place. 
 

Q16. DCCAE and SEAI welcome feedback on the role of the proposed Trusted Intermediary. 

 

Careful analysis of the administrative cost and complexity of setting up a TI needs to be assessed. 

Administering multiple investments with various structures and each with multiple participants is an 

extremely complex task that needs to be carried out in a transparent manner by individuals with the 

appropriate level of financial expertise, experience and the position must be regulated.  

It is of utmost importance that the administration of any community participation does not become the 

bottleneck in the development and financing cycle of a project as this will lead to projects failing 

unnecessarily, further removing Ireland from meeting its binding commitments. 
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Q17. DCCAE and SEAI welcome feedback on the proposed Framework for Trusted Advisors. 

 

The cost of any such framework of advisors needs to be calculated ahead of implementation. Every 

renewable project has its own complexities and for communities attempting community led development 

they will need to lean heavily on the expertise of advisors. The cost of such support is difficult to assess but 

will not be insignificant and will ultimately increase the cost of supporting renewable penetration in Ireland.  
 

Q18a. Do you agree with the proposal that community benefit payment be based on best practice principles? 

 

Any community benefit programme should of course be based on best practise principles.  

Community benefit can be defined in many ways. We need to consider renewable energy projects providing 

benefits to all in society. Any community benefit contributed by a sponsor of a solar project should be linked 

to solar energy or clean energy solutions. Carrying out solar installations on community projects during the 

construction phase of the developer led project is the ideal way to make this contribution. 

A 2kW per MW solar installation should be provided on the local primary school by the project developer 

or if there is more than one school the capacity should be shared across the schools. 

If the buildings are unfit for solar or cannot accommodate the capacity that is being offered, then alternative 

arrangements can be made with the community such as an energy efficiency project at that school building 

or a solar installation of equivalent scale on another community-owned building. 

If a community seeks funding for projects that are unrelated to the renewable project, the funding should 

be allocated from the development contribution received by the County Council. This process can be 

administered by the relevant County Council. 

 

Q18b. Do you agree with the proposed €2/MWh level of community benefit?  

Do you have any other comments on the proposed community benefit good practice principles? 

 

No. This figure will only increase the bid price for projects and can be considered another tax on renewable 

projects.  It is preferred as outlined above that community benefit is based on one-off capital investment 

into solar installations in the local community during the construction phase of a project.  

Any proposal should be based on 2kw of community installation for each MW of capacity installed.  

This approach has the benefit of providing a tangible community benefit while also minimising costs by 

removing administration expenses of an annual community pay out.  

It is important to note that requiring community benefit in conjunction with mandating community 

ownership will result in a significant reduction in project viability and will severely hamper Ireland’s ability 

to meet existing and future RES-E targets. 
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Q19. What are your views on the definition of ‘community renewable electricity projects’, ‘community-led 

community projects’ and ‘developer-led community projects’?  

 

Elgin Energy believe that the definition as outlined above is not important. The focus should be placed on 

ensuring that community projects are in fact owned by communities. Many of the recent successful auction 

bids in Europe from “community” projects were actually placed by organisations claiming to represent 

communities.  

Therefore, it is important that community groups should be limited to one project per year up to 5MW, to 

minimize risk and avoid gaming the system.   

 

Q20. What are your views on proposing additional financial measures to enable citizens to invest in projects 

(e.g. tax incentives, green bonds etc.). 

 

There exists a mechanism for individual members of the public to invest, in a tax efficient manner, into 

renewable energy projects via the government backed Employment and Investment Incentive Scheme 

(EIIS). As this structure is already in existence and will provide individuals with a better return than investing 

directly in a project due to the tax efficiency of the scheme, perhaps this should be encouraged rather than 

direct community investment. 
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