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RESPONSE TO THE PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF A
RENEWABLE HEAT INCENTIVE FOR NORTHERN IRELAND
Issue:

To advise of the response to the public consultation
on the Northern Ireland Renewable Heat Incentive
and seek you approval to provide a written briefing to
the ETI Committee on the outcome.

Timing:

The attached paper is due with the Committee
Clerk no later than Thursday 17 November.

Need for referral
to the Executive:

Not at this time

Presentational Issues:

None

FOI Implications:

Elements of this submission would be exempt from
FOI under ‘policy development’.

Financial Implications:

HMT has advised that £25m of AME is available over
the spending period for a Northern Ireland RHI.

Legislation Implications:

Energy Division is currently working with colleagues
in the Department of Energy and Climate Change
(DECC) in London to finalise the legislation to extend
renewable heating powers to Northern Ireland. This
will be followed, in due course, by sub-ordinate
legislation in the Assembly.

PSA/PFG Implications:

None at present.

Statutory Equality Obligations:

An equality screening form has been completed for
the legislative aspect of the proposed Renewable
Heat scheme.
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Recommendation:

It is recommended that you note this submission, the
attached letter to the ETI Committee Clerk
(Annex A) and the accompanying paper on the
outcome of the consultation (Appendix I) and, if
content, approve for forwarding to the ETI
Committee to meet the 17th November deadline.

Background
In my submission of 5 July 2011 (DETI SUB 1110/2011), I sought approval to proceed with
a 10 week consultation on the development of a Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) in
Northern Ireland. You consented to the issue of the consultation on 20 July 2011.
2. The statutory public consultation ended on 3 October 2011. In total, 78 formal
responses were received, of which two offered no comment. The responses have now
been analysed and the vast majority of respondents are in favour of the proposals. A
range of useful comments have been provided and, where appropriate, the
Department will seek to incorporate these in the final design of the scheme.
Policy Consultation
3. The consultation paper sought views on the following aspects of the proposed
scheme:
(a)

Proposed renewable heat technologies and tariff rates for domestic and nondomestic sectors.

(b)

Proposal for NI RHI Scheme including:
i.

Interim support for domestic consumers;

ii. Support for heavy industrial market;
iii. Establishment of a Cross-Departmental Group on Renewable Heat; and
iv. Timescales and next steps; and
(c)

Call for evidence on Geothermal Energy

Preliminary Overview of Policy Consultation Responses
4. The introduction of a Northern Ireland RHI has been welcomed by the vast majority of
consultees. Respondents noted that the development of the renewable heat market
was especially important in Northern Ireland given the dependence on oil for heating
demand and the presence of a limited gas network.
5. There were, of course, areas where consultees did not agree with the Department’s
proposals. Some of these issues are summarised below, along with an initial view as
to how these might be addressed.
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Issue
Tariffs, Banding and Technologies
Respondees, whilst accepting the
Department’s rationale, were concerned
that tariff levels were significantly lower than
GB levels and this could disadvantage
Northern Ireland industry and skew private
finance to the GB market. There were also
some concerns about the proposed banding
and the inclusion of some technologies (Air
Source Heat Pumps and Bioliquids) from
the outset of the scheme.

Treatment of Large Industrial Sites
In the consultation document we proposed
excluding the large industrial sites from the
RHI and instead determine tariffs on a caseby-case basis. This could offer some
protection against a large industrial user,
who is either currently on gas or might be a
key anchor load for a future extension, from
switching to renewable heat. It would also
ensure a specific tariff could be designed for
each site, therefore preventing sites which
did not require an incentive from receiving
one. However there was a lot of concern
about this proposal, including the
observation that by excluding large
industrials DETI was ignoring the most costeffective applications, those that could
develop the wider market quickest and sites
that could contribute most to the overall
target. Energy Division has also engaged
with State Aid colleagues who have
indicated that there is likely to be a
significant State Aid risk in excluding these
large sites;, if challenged, the whole
introduction of the whole scheme could be
significantly delayed.
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Response

Officials are currently seeking to re-engage
with consultants who designed the RHI
tariffs and model to consider the issues
raised and, if necessary, adjust tariffs and
banding. It should be noted however that it
is very unlikely that tariffs will ever match
those proposed in GB given that the
Northern Ireland tariffs are designed against
a counterfactual position of oil rather than
gas. As oil is more expensive it requires
less incentive to switch to renewable heat.

Pending further economic modelling,
Energy Division is considering extending the
RHI to these large industrial sites. In order
for this to be done a specific tariff may need
to be designed. It is hard to gauge how
many of the 17 large industrial sites would
actually be willing or technically able to
switch to renewable heat. Previous
modelling had suggested it would be
advantageous for only 4 sites to switch;
however, during the consultation only 3 of
these sites responded (Dale Farm, Invista
and Pritchitts).

DFE-05719
Issue
Treatment of waste heat from Anaerobic
Digestion

Response

The proposal not to incentivise the use of
waste heat from Anaerobic Digestion was
also a major issue in the consultation.
Consultees argued that there was a
significant capital cost to utilise this heat
and that, without an incentive, valuable heat
would be wasted. It was also argued that
without the capture of this heat the target of
10% would be difficult to achieve.

Given the generous incentives for AD under
the NIRO and the lack of evidence provided
by consultees, at this stage, it is
recommended that this position remains
unchanged ie we do not incentivise waste
heat from AD. It was the view of both
internal economists and the external
economic consultants that incentivising the
utilisation of this heat, in addition to NIRO
payments, would be over-incentivisation.
Where valuable heat is being produced
installers would be expected to pursue
commercial applications.

Renewable Heat v Gas
It was raised by a number of consultees that
DETI’s policies on introducing a RHI and
extending the gas network were
contradictory. Many felt that Northern
Ireland should be seeking to move away
from all fossil fuels and focus attention
solely on developing the renewable heat.
Issues were raised regarding the treatment
of large industrial users (as above), the
Department’s statutory obligation to the gas
market and the exclusion of current
domestic gas customers from the
Renewable Heat Premium Payment (RHPP)
scheme.

It is Energy Division’s view that the
development of the renewable heat market
and the extension of the gas network are
entirely complementary and support the
energy policy goal of a more competitive,
diverse, sustainable and secure heat
market. DETI is focusing on removing the
financial barrier to renewable heat through
the RHI and the infrastructure barrier to gas
access via the extension of the network.
The issue with large industrials has already
been covered above.
In terms of domestic customers under the
RHPP, it is (initially) proposed that the
scheme be extended to existing gas
customers. In reality very few will take up
this offer as their heating systems will be
relatively new and future RHI payments
would not bridge the gap to renewables
given the oil counterfactual tariff design.

Wider Cross-Departmental Issues
A number of consultees raised issues that
linked to the development of the renewable
heat market but which are not within DETI’s
policy remit. These include linkages with
fuel poverty and the Green New Deal; the
importance of a sustainable supply chain;
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These issues will need to be considered by
the Renewable Heat Strategy Group and
addressed in a future cross-departmental
plan. It may also be useful for external
stakeholders to be invited to give evidence
to the Strategy Group in due course.

DFE-05720
Issue
the need for increased skills; opportunities
for green jobs; the role of the public sector
and public procurement; and planning
applications of large scale renewable
projects.

Response

6. These are some of the high level issues coming out of the consultation and initial views
on how we might respond. Some further analysis will now be undertaken and I will, of
course, provide a further submission with the draft final proposals for your
consideration and approval. A more detailed analysis of consultation responses is
attached at Appendix I for your information; I would also recommend that this analysis
is shared with the ETI Committee.
Next Steps
7. There is still a great deal of work required to implement the RHI in Northern Ireland,
some of the key elements of this work include;
• Potential engagement with CEPA and AEA to reassess tariff levels and banding
following consultation responses to confirm a final tariff scheme.
• Completion of a feasibility study into the administration of the scheme. This is
currently being undertaken by Ofgem and a final report is due at the end of
November. DETI will need to consider this in detail – in particular the cots and how
these will be met (given that HMT have stated none of the £25m can be used for
administration). An administrative system will then need to be developed by April
2012.
•

All required approvals from DETI Casework Committee and DFP for the proposed
final design of the scheme will be sought.

• Following your consideration, we will need to finalise the design of the scheme by
early 2012; brief the ETI Committee and launch as close to 1 April as possible.
• Apply for and obtain state aid clearance from EU Commission.
• By 1 April 2012, to implement the Northern Ireland RHI, subordinate legislation in the
NI Assembly is required ( through the affirmative resolution procedure).
• Address cross cutting issued through the work of the Cross-Departmental Group on
Renewable Heat – although this can probably wait until the scheme is launched
(given the many other priorities associated with delivery).
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Recommendation
8. It is recommended that you:
(i)

note this submission providing an overview of the consultation responses, the
next steps and the analysis document at Appendix I; and

(ii) approve onward transmission of the analysis document, under the covering
letter at Annex A, to the ETI Committee in time to meet the 17 November
deadline.

FIONA HEPPER
Energy Division
Attachments
Annex A – Letter to the Clerk of the ETI Committee
Appendix I – Overview of the Northern Ireland RHI consultation responses (to issue with
the letter to the ETI Committee)
Distribution List
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Annex A
DRAFT LETTER TO THE CLERK OF THE ETI COMMITTEE

Jim McManus
Room 414, Parliament Buildings,
Ballymiscaw, Stormont,
Belfast,
BT4 3XX
E-mail: committee.eti@niassembly.gov.uk

11 November 2011

Dear
THE NORTHERN IRELAND RENEWABLE HEAT INCENTIVE (RHI)
I wish to provide the ETI Committee with an update on the recent consultation into the
design and implementation of the Northern Ireland Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI). The
Minister wrote to the Committee Chair on 21 June 2011 in relation to the work the
Department was undertaking to assess the potential of the Northern Ireland renewable
heat market and to develop an appropriate incentive scheme for the local industry.
As the Committee is aware, a consultation on a proposed scheme was designed and
launched on 20 July 2011, closing on 3 October 2011. A number of consultation
seminars were also held over the summer period and some members of the Committee
were able to attend. In total, 78 formal responses were received, of which two offered no
comment. The responses have been analysed and the vast majority of respondents were
in favour of the proposals and provided useful comments which the Department has
considered and, where appropriate, will seek to incorporate in the final design of the
scheme.
A report providing an overview and analysis of all the responses received to the
consultation is attached at Appendix I for information; in addition all the responses will be
available on the DETI website.
Generally, respondents welcomed the introduction of the RHI as a measure to incentivise
the deployment of renewable heat. It was recognised that the cost of installing renewable
heat technologies was a barrier to uptake and therefore long term stable support was
required to bridge that financial gap and provide the confidence for investors to install. It
was also accepted that Northern Ireland had to pursue alternative methods of heating
given the current dependence on heating oil and the impact this has on carbon emissions,
fuel security and fuel poverty. Many other aspects of the scheme were welcomed and
DETI is therefore content that a Northern Ireland RHI is the correct approach to incentivise
and develop the renewable heating market.
There were elements of the proposal where consultees were not fully in agreement with
the Department;
-

Tariffs, Banding and Technologies: Respondents, whilst accepting the
Departments tariff setting methodology, argued that the fact tariffs were lower
than those in the GB scheme meant Northern Ireland was disadvantaged.
Some issues were also raised about the technology assumptions used in

Received from DfE on 04/04/17
DT1/11/0120097
Annotated
by RHI Inquiry

DFE-05723
generating tariffs, the proposed banding ranges and the list of technologies
incentivised.
-

Treatment of Large Industrial Sites: A number of consultees were concerned
that large industrial sites were being treated separately to all other applications
and that this could affect their competiveness with similar sites in GB in receipt
of the RHI. It was also argued that larger applications were often the most costeffective systems and therefore the RHI should be more focussed towards these
sites.

-

Exclusion of heat from Anaerobic Digestion: The proposal that heat from AD
systems that were in receipt of Renewable Obligation Certificates for renewable
electricity generation would not be eligible for RHI payments was an issue
raised. Some respondents felt that capital costs involved in capturing and
utilising the waste heat meant that an incentive was required otherwise heat
would be wasted.

-

Renewable Heat v Gas: A number of consultees commented that they felt that
policy goals of developing the renewable heat market and extending the gas
network were contradictory.

-

Wider cross cutting issues: A number of respondents referenced policy areas
outside of DETI’s remit and asked for the renewable heat work to consider
linkages with these issues. These include possible linkages to the policies on
fuel poverty and the green new deal; the development of the biomass supply
chain; the role of the public sector in deploying renewable heat; and the need for
increased skills in this sector.

DETI is now considering these issues in more detail with a view to developing a final policy
position prior to refining the scheme for implementation. In particular, Energy Division is
looking at the tariffs and banding for each of the technologies and the assumptions used to
design the incentive levels. We are also assessing the issues raised in relation to AD
plants and large industrial sites. A cross departmental strategy group has already been
established to consider some of the wider issues that were raised during the consultation.
In terms of the responses that argued that the extension of the gas network and the
development of the renewable heat market were contradictory, it would be the
Department’s view that it is important that a sustainable, diverse and secure heat market is
developed. This involves increasing customer choice and developing alternative fuel
supplies, therefore reducing our dependence on oil. By seeking to remove the financial
barriers related to renewable heat and the infrastructure barrier in terms of natural gas,
DETI is working to develop a diverse heat market which will benefit Northern Ireland
consumers.
In order to have the RHI in place by April 2012 there is a great deal of work required, this
includes the finalisation of the policy position; securing internal approvals for the scheme;
publicising the proposals in advance of implementation; putting in place the appropriate
administration arrangements; securing state aid approval for the scheme; and laying the
relevant legislation in the Assembly. Once a final policy position is agreed I will be
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providing the Committee with an update report including an overview on the agreed
scheme and the way forward.
I trust you find this overview useful and the attached analysis paper of interest.

(signed)
Fiona Hepper
Head of Energy Division
Department of Enterprise, Trade and Investment
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Analysis of Consultation Responses

Energy

A Consultation on the Development of the Northern Ireland
Renewable Heat Incentive
20 July – 3 October 2011
1
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Introduction
On 20 July 2011, DETI launched a public consultation on the development and
implementation of a Northern Ireland Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI). The
proposals outlined were designed to support the achievement of 10% renewable
heat by 2020 and utilise funding made available from Her Majesty’s Treasury in
the most appropriate fashion. The proposals outlined were specifically designed
for the Northern Ireland heat market and provide long term, consistent support for
those wishing to deploy renewable heat technologies.
The consultation had several elements, these included;
- The outline of the Northern Ireland RHI for non-domestic customers;
- The treatment of heavy industrial sites;
- The treatment of the domestic sector (via interim Renewable Heat
Premium Payments);
- The establishment a cross-departmental strategy group to focus on the
wider development of the renewable heat market; and
- A call for evidence into the potential deployment of deep geothermal
heat.
The consultation closed on the 3 October 2011 with 78 responses received
(detailed at Annex A). DETI is grateful for the number and quality of responses to
this consultation and to those that attended the consultation events held in
September 2011. Responses can be found at www.detini.gov.uk.
This report is a summary analysis of the responses received, where possible
bodies of opinion have been identified rather than every specific issue. Each of
the questions raised in the consultation document have been addressed and
general comments, outside of the specific questions, have also been included.
In general, there was widespread support for the introduction of a Northern
Ireland RHI and Renewable Heat Premium Payments, as well as an
acknowledgement that it is important that a Northern Ireland approach is taken in
relation to support for the renewable heat market. There was also support for the
establishment of an overarching strategy group to consider wider renewable heat
issues and considerable interest from consultees on how best to co-operate with
this group. The call for evidence into deep geothermal energy also provoked a
number of detailed responses providing useful information on the current barriers
to deep geothermal development and its potential for deployment by 2020.
There were, of course, a number of issues where consultees were not fully in
agreement with the current DETI proposals, these issues included;
- The proposed tariff structure (rates, banding, eligible and ineligible
technologies);
- The exclusion of heat from Anaerobic Digestion from receiving
incentive payments;
- The treatment of the heavy industrial sector and, to a lesser extent, the
treatment of domestic customers;
- The interaction between DETI policies on the extension of the gas
network and renewable heat; and
3
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-

The linkages with the Renewable Heat Incentive and wider Executive
policies, such as fuel poverty and the Green New Deal.

This summary seeks to outline the opinions expressed by consultees and
highlight areas of agreement and disagreement.

4
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Chapter 2 - The Northern Ireland Renewable Heat Market

2.1

Do you have any comments on the current status of the Northern Ireland
heat market?

In general respondents were content with the overview of the current Northern
Ireland heat market provided by DETI within Chapter 2 of the consultation
document. Some comments were received which sought to emphasis specific
aspects of the heat market which are unique to Northern Ireland.
In particular, consultees agreed that Northern Ireland was overly reliant on
imported fossil fuels, especially oil, and that this dependence resulted in poor fuel
security, an unsustainable heat market and global price fluctuations impacting
Northern Ireland more so than the rest of the United Kingdom. It was agreed that
Northern Ireland should seek to reduce our dependency on fossil fuels and
increase the level of renewable heat. It was agreed that for this to happen, long
term investment was needed, with the RHI proposal preferred to capital grants
that had often led to confusion in the past and a ‘stop/start’ approach.
There were also comments on the interactions between the development of
renewable heat and the extension of the gas network. Some respondents felt
that these policies were inconsistent and that DETI should not seek to extend the
gas network and further increase Northern Ireland’s dependence on fossil fuels.
Other consultees commented that the limited gas infrastructure increased the
need for renewable heat. Others were entirely content with the pursuit of both
policies in tandem.
In terms of developing renewable heat, a number of respondents highlighted the
heavy industrial sector as a key area to be targeted given that 22% of Northern
Ireland’s heat demand is across 17 large industrial sites. Other consultees
suggested that the public sector has an important role to play in creating
confidence and developing exemplar renewable installations.
It was also suggested that other policy areas would need to be considered as this
work progresses including the need for a renewable heat policy to complement
work on alleviating fuel poverty. The importance of encouraging and supporting
the uptake of energy efficiency measures was also raised. In addition, some
respondents asked that further consideration was given to the development of
district heating networks.
Finally, it was suggested that DETI need to consider a longer term target beyond
2020 to demonstrate the expected market share of renewable heat at 2050 and
beyond.

5
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Chapter 3 - A Renewable Heat Incentive for Northern Ireland
3.1

Do you agree with the decision to introduce a RHI tailored for Northern
Ireland instead of pursuing other options considered? If not, please
elaborate.

The vast majority consultees agreed that the most appropriate method of
incentivising the local renewable heat market would be through a specifically
tailored RHI for Northern Ireland. The majority of respondents agreed with the
Department’s rationale that the differences between the heat markets in Great
Britain and Northern Ireland meant that it was essential that a separate approach
was taken – the example of the Northern Ireland Renewable’s Obligation was
cited, where different levels of support were introduced due to Northern Ireland
specific issues.
In addition, consultees argued that a Northern Ireland RHI was the most
appropriate option given the existing position in Great Britain and the pursuit of a
RHI by DECC. The fact that GB had developed an RHI meant that Northern Ireland
would be best placed to follow and introduce a specific Northern Ireland scheme.
A small number of respondents disagreed with the introduction of a Northern
Ireland specific RHI favouring simply extending the GB RHI to Northern Ireland.
3.2

Do you agree that Ofgem are best placed to administer the NI RHI? If not,
who should administer the NI RHI?

There was a level of debate around the issue of administration with roughly the
same number of respondents agreeing with the Department’s proposal as those
disagreeing. There were also a number of consultees who were undecided
regarding the preferred method of administration at this stage.
Consultees agreeing that Ofgem should act as the administrator cited Ofgem’s
experience of developing and administering the GB RHI as a major reason. It was
felt that Ofgems role in this scheme would benefit the Northern Ireland RHI in
terms of efficient delivery, consistency of approach and reduced administrative
costs through economies of scale. Ofgem’s role in the NIRO was also seen as a
benefit as it demonstrated experience and would ensure those individuals in
receipt of RHI payments and ROCs would only be dealing with one body. Ofgem’s
independence was also cited as a reason for its appointment as the
administrator.
Those who disagreed with the Department’s proposal argued that the role of
administrator could support new jobs and skills if delivered within Northern
Ireland. Other reasons put forward included a view that the NI RHI would be
different to the GB scheme and this could lead to confusion within Ofgem. It was
also suggested that Northern Ireland had the capability and local knowledge to
deliver the scheme more effectively. Some respondents suggested alternative
administrators in particular the NI Authority for Utility Regulation.

6
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3.3

Do you agree with the eligibility requirements as prescribed? Please
provide comments.

There was general agreement on eligibility requirements such as MCS
accreditation for microgeneration installations and that commercial applications
should be targeted ahead of domestics.
There were some disagreements relating to specific issues, such as the treatment
of heat from Anaerobic Digestion or renewable combined heat and power, the
treatment of large industrial sites or domestic customers and the proposed tariff
structures (technologies, levels, banding etc). These issues are covered in more
detail at Q 6.3.
Another issue raised was the deeming of installations commissioned before 1
September 2010 as not being eligible for RHI. Some respondents believed this to
be discriminatory to early adopters; further to this, those who had installed
technologies requiring a bioenergy fuel source might be further disadvantaged by
increased fuel costs following the introduction of the RHI.

3.4

Do you agree with DETI’s treatment of those who have received grant
support for renewable heat installations?

All those responding agreed that those who had previously received grant support
for renewable heat installations should not automatically qualify for RHI
payments. There was agreement that those who had received grant support
should either be able to;
- Agree to pay the grant back in full and receive full RHI payments; or
- Keep grant support and receive adjusted RHI support.
However, some respondents felt that if grant support was not paid back then no
RHI support should be made available.
There was agreement that if DETI was to provide adjusted levels of support for
those in receipt of previous grant that this would need to be a clear, transparent
and manageable process.

3.5

Are there any further issues, at this stage, which you think DETI should
also consider?

Some issues that were raised at this stage included;
- The need for a clear communications strategy to support the roll-out of
the RHI;
- The role of other government policies in supporting the RHI;
- The potential impact of carbon pricing;
- Using generated renewable electricity to convert to renewable heating;
- Need to further incentivise large scale projects through up-front
funding;
- Potential role of district heating schemes;
- The impact on the supply chain, specifically biomass market; and
- The importance of checking and policing installations.
7
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3.6

Do you agree with the proposed eligible technologies and standards? If
not, please explain.

Questions relating to the eligible technologies, standard, tariffs and banding
provoked a wide ranging response with many varying opinions.
In terms of the technologies that were deemed eligible most comments related to
bioliquids and air-source-heat-pumps (ASHPs). Generally speaking the other
eligible technologies were accepted as well established and it was agreed that
they should be included, there were, of course, comments on tariff levels, which
are detailed in Q 3.7.
Regarding the two technologies included in the Northern Ireland RHI that are not
currently part of the GB RHI, there was a mixed response with a high number of
respondents welcoming DETI’s proposal to incentivise these technologies from
the outset, however some consultees did raise some issues. Those welcoming
the inclusion of these technologies felt that this was progressive from the
Department and would increase the range of renewable heating options for
consumers. However it was also argued that the introduction of these
technologies should be delayed until further research was carried out; this was
specifically raised for ASHPs. Some respondents referenced recent studies into
ASHPs which questioned efficiencies and reliability.
Regarding those technologies that have not been deemed eligible the one that
received the most comment was heat from Anaerobic Digestion. A high number
of respondents argued that waste heat from AD should be awarded given the
costs involved in capturing and using the heat. It was also felt that by not
incentivising the waste heat that DETI was missing an opportunity to increase
renewable heat levels and achieve the target set. A number of other respondents
raised similar concerns in regards to renewable fuelled CHP and waste heat from
electricity generation. It was felt that this should receive an incentive and that
incentive should not relate to the existing incentives for the renewable electricity
generation.
A number of respondents also asked for DETI to reconsider the exclusion of other
technologies not currently included in the RHI proposals. These technologies
included deep geothermal energy, heat from landfill gas and wood pellet stoves.
Further to this, consultees also raised the issue of district heating and asked the
Department to consider providing an uplift for such schemes given the capital
costs involved.
In terms of standards of equipment there was agreement that DETI should
publish clear guidelines on eligible and ineligible equipment, in particular
respondents felt this was essential for heat pumps. One respondent raised the
issue that only new equipment would be incentivised and asked that DETI
consider supporting refurbished equipment also. The role of energy efficiency
measures were also queried with a number of consultees wishing to see higher
standard employed before RHI payments would be made. Finally, one respondent
raised the issue of fossil fuel contamination and argued that no contamination or
co-firing should be allowed.
8
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3.7

Do you agree with the proposed tariff levels and standards? Where you
disagree with the proposed approach evidence should be provided to the
contrary.

The majority of respondents were concerned that tariff levels were too low to
generate required interest and investment, with consultees explaining that higher
tariffs in the GB RHI exacerbated this issue. A high number of respondents
specifically referenced the GB RHI tariff levels and suggested that the difference
in tariff levels would lead investors to GB rather than Northern Ireland and would
widen the gap in GB and Northern Ireland energy prices. In addition, a number of
respondents volunteered alternative tariff levels, depending on their own area of
expertise; these included large biomass tariffs, bioliquids and large ground source
heat pumps. In terms of biomass specifically, the issue of tiering tariff levels,
again similar to GB, was raised.
Another key issue for respondents was the current banding arrangements of the
Northern Ireland RHI. Consultees felt that it was overly focused on smaller
projects and discriminated against large commercial applications, and therefore it
should be reviewed. One respondent argued that the entire budget allocation
should be focussed on the commercial and industrial sectors.
Finally, one respondent argued that for the scheme to be successful and have
impetus that higher tariffs should be set initially to create investment and
momentum; these tariffs could then be reviewed within 18 months.

3.8

Do you agree with the Department’s rationale for tariffs? If not, please
provide comments on the assumptions contained in the economic
appraisal on the technical performance and cost of heating technologies
and fuels.

In terms of the assumptions that were made in developing the tariffs there was a
wide-range of comments. There were a number of respondents who agreed with
the DETI rationale of using oil as the counterfactual position; however there were
also a number disagreeing. Those that accepted this assumption felt it was
appropriate given oil’s position as the predominant fuel source and the heating
source of most of those that will switch to renewable heat. However it was also
argued that by taking this position DETI was discriminating against gas customers
and accepting a position of continuing higher energy prices. It was also suggested
that this would not facilitate a wholesale switch away from fossil fuels or assist in
realising a zero-carbon heating market. Finally, it was suggested that as the
tariffs stood there was no incentive for someone remaining on renewable heat at
the end of the lifetime of the technology if gas was available and therefore
behaviour change could be temporary.
Another major issue relating to technology assumptions was current and future
biomass prices. A high number of respondents suggested that biomass prices
were already higher in Northern Ireland than in comparison to GB and that this
affected the set tariffs. It was also suggested that biomass prices would continue
to rise given the introduction of the GB RHI, the carbon tax in the Republic of
Ireland and the limited resource available in Northern Ireland. There were also
9
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concerns that the future price projections of fossil fuels were overly optimistic and
did not appear to reflect the recent prices rises announced.

3.9

Do agree that all heat should be metered under the NI RHI? If not, please
explain.

3.10 Do you expect any obstacles or difficulties in metering heat output? Please
give details.
3.11 What alternative measures to metering heat could DETI employ in
ensuring payments are made on heat delivered?
The majority of respondents agreed that metering should be required within the
RHI. It was accepted that metering was necessary to prevent fraudulent activity
and to ensure that accurate data was gathered in terms of actual heat output. It
was also suggested that the accuracy and availability of heat meters had
increased over recent years and that they are already common in many
commercial applications.
Those consultees who disagreed with heat metering did so either on a technology
specific issue or a sector specific issue. For example, it was suggested that bioliquids would not be suitable for heat metering and therefore an alternate method
of measurement would be needed. In addition, some respondents suggested that
metering should only be enforced in commercial scale applications and not within
the domestic sector where the cost and maintenance of meters could be
prohibitive.
Further to this, it was highlighted that metering heat potentially increased the risk
of over-sizing renewable equipment or perversely wasting heat to claim a higher
incentive than required.
Alternative measures to metering heat largely involved the ‘deeming’ of
payments, where an application would receive a set payment (dependent on the
size, type and efficiency of installation and heating requirement) with no actual
heat measurements taken. It was proposed that this method would be most
appropriately used in the domestic sector and would prevent the wasting of heat
and reduce administrative costs of checking equipment. It was also suggested
metering could be used but complemented by a ‘capping’ measure where no
incentive was paid beyond a point deemed the maximum heat requirement,
therefore reducing the risk of over-using and over-sizing renewable installations.

3.12 Do you agree that sustainability reporting should be introduced as part of
the NI RHI?
3.13 Have you have any views on how sustainability reporting should be
handled by DETI?
There was virtual unanimous support for sustainability reporting within the NI RHI
with most respondents agreeing that the reporting element should be restricted to
the largest renewable heat installations, but other respondents suggesting that
reporting should be for installations with an output greater than 1 MW output.
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However, one consultee did request that all biomass installations be subject to
some level of sustainability reporting.
It was felt that sustainability reporting was vital for gathering information and
ensuring a sustainable fuel source was being developed and incentivised. There
was also agreement, however, that the reporting should not be overly
bureaucratic or burdensome otherwise it could become costly and a barrier to
renewable heat deployment of large installations. It was agreed, therefore, that
appropriate guidance should issue and that the implications for non-compliance
are clear.
In developing the reporting criteria, respondents felt it was essential that EU
guidelines should be followed and the experience within the GB RHI learned from.
It was also noted that the Department of Agriculture and Rural Development was
involved in sustainability reporting and therefore DETI must liaise with them in this
respect. A number of respondents asked that the industry was involved or, at the
very least, kept informed of progress in this area.
Finally, some consultees asked that DETI consider the existing reporting that is
required in this area and questioned whether the reporting arrangements for the
NIRO and the RHI could dovetail.

3.14 Do you have any comments on the accessibility arrangements for the NI
RHI?
Comments in regards to accessibility of the RHI included issues relating to
financing projects, the process of accreditation and payments through Ofgem and
how changing ownership of equipment is dealt with.
In terms of financing, a number of respondents agreed that it was important that
the role of Energy Service Companies (ESCos) was encouraged and that the RHI
remained accessible to third party owners. This would therefore provide an
alternative finance model to domestic or business consumers purchasing and
operating the equipment themselves, indeed it was felt that the large capital cost
associated with many technologies could be a significant barrier, especially to
domestic customers. Encouraging ESCos and other appropriate finance models is
vital therefore for the RHI to be successful. However some respondents felt the
fact that tariffs in Northern Ireland in comparison to GB were lower could be a
barrier to uptake.
It was also agreed that the application process and accreditation process should
be as simple as possible and ensure that non-energy professionals were not
unintentionally excluded from the scheme. For large projects it is important that a
pre-accreditation process is designed so projects can understand requirements,
eligibility and tariffs before financial commitments are made.
Finally, there were some comments in regard to dealing with a change of
ownership of equipment during the lifetime of the RHI. It was suggested that DETI
consider how this issue could be addressed to prevent it from being a barrier to
deployment.
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3.15 Do you agree that regular planned reviews should be undertaken? If not,
please explain.
All respondents agreed that regular, planned reviews were important so the
scheme could be updated and amended to reflect changes in the wider energy or
financial market. The reviews would also be an opportunity to consider the
inclusion of emerging technologies and review tariff levels for renewable
technologies. The issue of reviews was closely linked to the issue of
‘grandfathering’ in consultees responses, with many highlighting the need for
certainty and therefore stating that it was essential that tariffs were guaranteed
for the life-time of the installation.
In terms of timing of reviews there were mixed responses with consultees keen
that reviews were planned and spaced to allow the market time to grow but were
flexible enough so that necessary changes could be made, especially in the first
few years of the scheme. A number of respondents felt that planned reviews
every 3 or 4 years were necessary but the first review should take place much
earlier than 2015 and possibly as early as 12 to 18 months into the scheme. It
was also suggested that an early review could allow higher rates to be set to
create interest and momentum and then reduced once the market has begun to
develop.
Some respondents felt it was important that no unplanned reviews take place and
that no ‘emergency’ changes are made to the RHI once in place. DETI should
clearly set out the dates of reviews, the parameters of the review and when
changes might be expected to be enforced. It was also suggested that it would be
important that reviews were carried out by an independent body and not by DETI.

3.16 Do you agree that the tariff levels should be guaranteed for the life-time of
the installation at the point of accreditation?
There was complete unanimity in responses that tariff levels should be
guaranteed for the life-time of the installation at the point of accreditation. It was
felt that this was essential to create confidence and give investors certainty and
that without the guarantee of ‘grandfathering’ large scale investment would be
too much of a risk. It was also agreed that tariffs should be linked in some way to
inflationary pressures (either RPI or CPI).
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Chapter 4 - Support for the Industrial Sector
4.1

Do you agree that the heavy industrial sector should be treated separately
under the NI RHI? If not, please explain giving evidence to the contrary.

The majority of respondents disagreed with the proposed approach to the
industrial sector and argued that there should be no difference in how large
industrials are treated in comparison to other commercial sites.
Those who argued that industrials should not have to face additional eligibility
standards felt that too much focus had been placed by the Department on
protecting the current, or future, natural gas network. It was argued that as GB
was incentivising the uptake of renewable heat in large gas applications that DETI
should do likewise. It was also highlighted that in many cases larger applications
of renewable heat were the most cost-effective and would be required to meet the
10% target – creating barriers to uptake therefore was inadvisable. In addition,
issues were raised as to whether excluding the large industrial from RHI led to
competition issues in comparison to GB competitors.
Generally, respondents preferred that the same standards applied to all
installations and argued that large industrials had an important role to play in the
development of renewable heat, the reduction of CO2 and decreasing
dependence on fossil fuels. Finally, consultees were concerned that added
eligibility and standards might be overly complicated and the application process
bureaucratic and costly. It was also felt that this would not provide sufficient
certainty for investors.
Those consultees that agreed with the DETI proposal accepted that given the
small number of sites and the specific issues that need to be considered that a
separate approach was more appropriate. These respondents were content with
a case by case assessment, however concerns remained that the impact on the
gas network would be an assessment criteria. It was suggested that the
application process would need to be fair, simple and transparent.
Finally, it was also suggested that if the development of the natural gas market
was a key issue for DETI, then the Department should consider incentivising or
supporting the uptake of gas fired CHP.
4.2

What is your view regarding heavy industrial sites being awarded relevant
tariffs on a case-by-case basis, following consideration by DETI of the
need, value for money and sustainability of the proposal?

Responses to this question were largely similar to the previous question in that
the majority of respondents do not want the industrial sector to be treated
separately.
However, there were some consultees who accepted that it might be necessary
for a case-by-case assessment to be taken on those applying for support. This
was seen as a reasonable approach and appropriate given the variety of
13
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applications in this sector. As before, it was deemed that transparency and clarity
would be essential in the application process.
Those who did not want a case-by-case basis introduced reiterated the issues
already highlighted such as the importance of the large industrial sector and the
potential competitiveness issues in comparison to GB industrial sites.
4.3

Do you agree with the criteria set by DETI for this sector?

Some issues were raised in relation to the criteria set by the Department for
assessing incentive support for large industrial users.
There was overwhelming agreement that DETI should not use a criteria relating to
the potential impact on the current or future gas network as an assessment tool
when considering whether a large industrial site will be eligible for support. This
was argued by a range of respondents with many focusing on the fact that natural
gas is a fossil fuel and that the GB RHI is designed to move large applications
from gas to renewables.
Some respondents emphasised the importance of the sustainable fuel source
criteria and highlighted the dangers on the supply chain if a number of large users
switched to renewable heat.
Other consultees however suggested that the only relevant criteria for
assessment was the technical capability of a site to switch to renewables,
however it was also highlighted that sharing such information would have wider
commercial issues.
Overall, respondents reiterated that there should be no additional criteria for large
industrial users and that any barriers placed in the Northern Ireland RHI that did
not exist in the GB RHI could affect competiveness amongst NI industry.
4.4

Do you agree that co-firing should be allowed in this sector and, if so,
should it be time limited?

There was a mixed response to the question relating to co-firing within the
industrial sector, with broadly equal numbers agreeing and disagreeing that cofiring should be allowed.
Those that argued that co-firing should not be deemed eligible stated that the RHI
should focus on incentivising a wholesale switch to renewable energy and should
not support the use of fossil fuels in anyway. It was also highlighted that co-firing
represents an inefficient use of biomass and could also support reliance on
imported feedstocks. Those that were against co-firing were in favour of a very
controlled and time-restricted system if DETI choose to deem it eligible.
Respondents also argued that only a reduced tariff should be allowed and that
those wishing to co-fire would have to commit to full conversion to renewable heat
and this should be a pre-requisite to eligibility.
Consultees that agreed that co-firing should be allowed suggested that given the
nature of the Northern Ireland biomass supply that one or two large industrial
14
Received from DfE on 04/04/17
Annotated by RHI Inquiry

DFE-05739
users switching completely to biomass could distort the entire market and have
significant consequences on fuel security. It was also highlighted that co-firing
would allow large users to switch by reducing risks involved in sourcing new fuel
supplies given it is an emerging fuel source. It should also be noted however that
those agreeing that co-firing should be eligible were largely against a blanket time
limit and instead asked for a more flexible approach.
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Chapter 5 - Interim Support for Domestic Households
5.1

Do you agree with the phased approach for the domestic sector as
proposed by DETI?

The majority of those responding agreed with DETI’s rationale for treating the
domestic sector differently in the first instance and providing up front capital
support in advance of longer term RHI payments. Respondents agreed that this
interim support was appropriate and that capital support would be important in
this sector.
It was accepted that it was necessary for the commercial sector to be incentivised
first to create momentum and that there were a number of issues still to be
addressed within the domestic market. Some of the issues that were identified
included the use of heat meters, the supply of appropriate fuel, consumer
confidence and availability of finance. It was also suggested that DETI need to
consider how premium payments could be targeted to support those in fuel
poverty.
It was also clear, however, that respondents felt that any delay in introduction (to
October 2012) should be kept to an absolute minimum with some consultees
preferring for domestic consumers to be included in the mainstream RHI from the
outset. It was also recommended that DETI make clear plans for the domestic
market (RHI and premium payments) as soon as possible to remove uncertainty
from the market. Those that disagreed with DETI’s position on the domestic sector
emphasised the lack of confidence in the market given the closure of grant
schemes and the need for immediate intervention.
Consultees also advised that is was essential that early adopters were not
disadvantaged and remained eligible for payments under a wider RHI, some
respondents suggested that there should be no reduction in payments. It was also
highlighted that shorter tariff terms may generally work better in this sector.
Finally, it was suggested that, as it stands, the scheme proposed by DETI was
overly targeted towards the domestic sector, which is not the most cost-effective
method of reaching the set target. It was also suggested that DETI should
consider premium payments for large commercial applications in the first
instance.
5.2

What is your view of the proposed support levels under the Renewable
Heat Premium Payments?

Many of the respondents were content with the proposed support levels and
welcomed that premium payment levels under the NI scheme were higher than
those offered in GB. The levels were seen as a good incentive for domestic
consumers to switch to renewable heat. It was suggested that funding should be
ring-fenced for payments until October 2012.
A number of issues were brought up, however, other than the actual tariff levels.
Several respondents were not content with the difference in payments between
‘detached dwellings’ and ‘all other dwellings’. It was felt that this wasn’t
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appropriate and it was suggested that payments should be made based on the
size of the equipment or that no divergence should be made.
A number of consultees felt that the incentives were overly generous especially in
comparison to tariffs set for commercial and industrial applications. It was
suggested that DETI consider grant payments for a range of schemes including
large scale industrial renewable heating, district heating projects and deep
geothermal developments.
Some respondents felt that additional information on longer term tariffs was
needed.
5.3

Do you agree with the proposal that existing gas customers should not be
eligible for Renewable Heat Premium Payments?

There were many responses to this question. Overall, the majority of consultees
did not agree that existing gas customers be excluded from RHPP.
A range of reasons were given to support this opinion. Many felt that by excluding
existing gas customers that DETI was limiting choice, affecting competition and
discriminating against those who had already moved to a lower carbon fuel and
may also wish to now move to renewable heating. It was also highlighted that gas
is not a renewable fuel and whilst being lower carbon than oil did still emit CO2.
Others suggest that this policy limited the potential uptake of renewables and
might also create confusion in the market. It also would prevent gas boilers at the
end of their natural lifetime from being replaced.
Finally, it was also suggested that if gas was superseded by renewable heating
that it would be a positive step for Northern Ireland.
Some respondents, however, did feel that it was appropriate for existing gas
customers to be excluded from receiving RHPP. This was because of the limited
funding available for RHPP and therefore it was most appropriately targeted
towards existing oil consumers so Northern Ireland’s dependence on oil could be
reduced and carbon savings maximised. Respondents that agreed with DETI’s
position on this issue went as far as suggesting the overall focus of the RHI
should be on non-gas areas and that all gas customers (commercial, public,
domestic etc) should be excluded from the incentive scheme.
5.4

Any other comments on incentive support for the domestic sector are
welcome?

Additional issues to those already covered in this section included the
consideration of additional technologies for RHPP, namely bioliquids and micro
CHP systems.
Respondents highlighted the need for fuel supply to be considered and those
other barriers to uptake amongst domestic consumers to be addressed. In this
regard, it was suggested that DETI learn from the experience of RHPP in GB to
ensure that opportunities are realised.
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Finally, some consultees reinforced the need for DETI to consider the role of
district heating,, the linkages with fuel poverty and the need for certainty and
timely guidance on the issue of RHPP and the domestic RHI.

18
Received from DfE on 04/04/17
Annotated by RHI Inquiry

DFE-05743

Chapter 6 - Interactions with other DETI Energy Policies

6.1

What impact do you think the implementation of the NI RHI will have on
the future development of the natural gas market? Please provide
evidence of any impact.

The vast majority of respondents believed that the introduction of the RHI would
have a minimal impact on the existing and future gas network, suggesting that the
determining factor in the development of natural gas was the cost of natural gas,
rather than a RHI. It was widely recognised that the fact that tariffs were
designed against an oil counterfactual position, the RHI would have a great
impact on oil consumption. Many felt that this focus was absolutely correct.
However a few consultees felt this was uncompetitive.
In most cases respondents suggested that the renewable heat market and the
natural gas market should grow simultaneously and that the key issue for
consumers was increased choice.
It was suggested that the current design of the RHI was excessively protective of
the gas industry and that this could limit uptake of renewable heat. It was
specifically raised that the design would prevent opportunities in the industrial
sector and in manufacturing being released. Some respondents felt that whilst
natural gas was an important industry in the short and medium term, that in the
long term, focus should be on developing renewable heat as it provides
opportunities for Northern Ireland to become a self-sufficient, zero-carbon heating
market. Therefore the RHI should be designed to increase renewable heat and
not protect gas.
Other respondents suggested that the extension of the natural gas market should
be prioritised ahead of renewable heat, especially in areas where extending the
gas network is already economically viable. If it was determined that future
extension to any part of Northern Ireland was not economically viable then
Renewable Heat should be prioritised in those areas. A number of respondents
suggested that DETI consider varying tariff levels for gas and non-gas areas.

6.2

Do you agree with DETI’s assessment of potential support CHP and agree
that no changes should be made to existing arrangements until April
2014, at the earliest? If not, please explain.

There was general agreement that the existing arrangements for support for
renewable CHP should remain in place until April 2014 in order to allow investors
time to plan projects.
There was also general acceptance that DETI should avoid circumstances where
installations were being ‘double-funded’ through receipt of an uplifted ROC rate
and RHI.
Some respondents asked for greater clarity on this issue and an early decision on
the treatment of renewable fuelled CHP. It was also clear from responses that
DETI should ensure that renewable heat output from CHP is utilised.
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6.3

What is your view on the proposal that AD systems which avail of the NIRO
will be excluded from receiving payments for useful heat output under the
NI RHI?

The majority of respondents who answered this question disagreed with current
proposals to exclude heat generated from AD plants in receipt of NIROCs from
receiving RHI payments.
Those who disagreed with the position suggested that without an appropriate
incentive, heat would be lost, impacting on the potential ability to meet the 10%
renewable heat target. Consultees also emphasised the costs and difficulties
involved in capturing heat from AD and considered that the NIROCs were not
sufficient to incentivise this. Furthermore, respondents felt that the rural nature
of most AD plants meant that an incentive would be required to find a useful
heating requirement.
Those who agreed with the Department’s proposal argued that AD was already
highly incentivised through NIROCs and that it was important that other
technologies were not ignored because one technology was ‘overfunded’. It was
also suggested that this position would need to be reviewed in the future as,
whilst the NIRO was currently generous enough to support AD, if this position
changed then RHI payments might have to be extended.

6.4

Would you support a reduced ROC level in order to avail of the RHI also?

This question provoked a range of responses. Many consultees were adamant
that ROC levels should not be reduced and that a RHI payment should be
additional to NIROCs not in place of it. There was however some suggestion that
the additional RHI payment could consider existing NIROC support and therefore
be at a lower rate. Respondents who were opposed to a reduced ROC level
suggested that this would affect investor confidence and that as the funding
streams for NIROCs and RHI were different that there should be no connection in
support levels.
Some respondents accepted that a reduced ROC level may be necessary for RHI
payments to be extended to AD installations; however the overall support level
(NIROC plus RHI) should not be lower than the current support levels (just NIROC).
One consultee suggested that AD should be treated similarly to CHP where NIROC
support can be uplifted to take account of heat usage.
A number of respondents felt that there was a lack of information or evidence to
make a definitive decision on this issue and therefore a more detailed review was
required.
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Chapter 7 - Renewable Heat Strategy Group

7.1

What key actions should the Renewable Heat Strategy Group consider in
supporting the development of the renewable heat market?

A range of actions were identified by consultees that should be considered by the
Renewable Heat Strategy Group in supporting the development of the renewable
heat market. These included;
- Monitoring progress against the 10% renewable heat target and
reviewing the RHI as required.
- Developing an Action Plan for Renewable Heat.
- Considering supply chain issues.
- Maximising biomass resource.
- Developing appropriate sustainability criteria.
- Introducing and enforcing standards for renewable heat technologies
and fuel sources.
- Engaging with industry.
- Developing skills and training in this sector.
- Advising on public sector deployment.
- Considering the role of district heating.
- Considering and developing linkages to the Green Deal
- Consider how renewable heat could alleviate fuel poverty.
- Assessing market conditions in GB and ROI and the relevant impact on
the Northern Ireland heat market.
- Assessing and removing barriers to deployment of renewable heat.
- Assessing procurement guidelines in respect of ESCos.
- Develop appropriate communicates to raise awareness of renewable
heat issues.
- Assessing the impact on other fuel sources.
- Assessment of the potential for deep geothermal deployment and
appropriate support levels.

7.2

Is there a need for ongoing engagement with external stakeholders as
renewable heat policy is developed?

There was overwhelming agreement that external stakeholders should be
engaged with further as the renewable heat policy is developed and once the RHI
is in place.

7.3

Do you wish to be considered to potentially give evidence on renewable
heat to a future meeting of the Renewable Heat Strategy Group?

A number of respondents asked to be considered when/if the Renewable Heat
Strategy Group decides to gather further evidence on the renewable heat market.
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Appendix 1 - Call For Evidence – The Costs of and the Barriers to the Deployment
of Deep Geothermal Energy in Northern Ireland
DETI received a number of responses specifically focusing on deep geothermal
energy and the potential development of schemes in Northern Ireland. As well as
replying to the questions below, respondents also provided detailed information
on existing geothermal schemes. This additional information is currently being
assessed and is not specifically referenced in the summary below.

A.1

What is your assessment of the geothermal potential in Northern Ireland?
(Any available documentation on specific potential Northern Ireland
projects would be appreciated.)

Those consultees that responded to this section of the consultation were
generally positive about the potential development of deep geothermal energy.
Many felt that deep geothermal could play a significant role in the Northern
Ireland heat market and support a move away from fossil fuels. One respondent
suggested that DETI consider, as a priority, the establishment of pilot schemes,
the creation of licensing frameworks and the introduction of a specific tariff under
the RHI.
Evidence was provided on geothermic conditions in Northern Ireland determined
by previous studies. This suggested that geothermal schemes could be
implemented in Northern Ireland; these schemes would largely be in urban areas.
Examples of actual schemes in Germany were also provided.
One consultee, whilst positive about the potential development of deep
geothermal energy, felt further research might be required.

A.2

What are the perceived major barriers to the deployment of geothermal
energy?

A wide range of barriers were identified that potentially hindered the deployment
of deep geothermal energy, these barriers included regulatory and legislative
issues, financial issues and other matters.
Firstly, respondents asked for a clear framework to be developed that would deal
with the absence of legislation and regulation in the deep geothermal sector. It
was argued that primary legislation would be required to deal with issues such as
ownership of geothermal resources and provision of licenses for exploration and
development. There was also a need for greater regulation and for the
introduction of standards across the industry. It was also suggested that a central
authority would need to be created to deal with these issues, with the example of
the role of the Environment Agency in GB given.
In terms of financial barriers, the high capital costs were explained to be a major
barrier and therefore DETI would need to consider both the introduction of a
specifically designed RHI tariff and the need for other innovative financing
measures. The potential of pilot schemes and capital support was raised, as was
the need to support domestic consumers linking into a geothermal system.
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Consultees also suggested that there was currently a lack of awareness and
understanding of deep geothermal energy amongst public representatives and
policy makers. For the full potential to be realised there would need to be
increased education and some communication measures.
Another perceived barrier raised related was the current planning process, with it
being suggested that large scale deep geothermal projects might not come
forward due to uncertainty or problems with the planning application process.
A number of consultees also highlighted the need for increased information and
research into deep geothermal conditions. Respondents also asked for
geothermal information currently held by DETI to be released, on a commercially
sensitive basis, to interested parties.
Finally, one respondent argued that DETI’s statutory obligation towards the gas
market was a major barrier given the potential development of deep geothermal
energy would be in areas with access to natural gas. It was suggested that DETI
would need to be very clear on how deep geothermal energy would be
incentivised when it was directly competing with natural gas.

A.3

Does geothermal energy require a specific tariff level under the NI RHI? If
yes, please provide supporting evidence.

Those consultees responding to this section were in agreement that a specific
tariff for deep geothermal energy would be required. Respondents highlighted the
high capital costs involved in deep geothermal in comparison to large scale GSHP
projects. The costs of the various technologies were shown to be largely different
and therefore it was argued that a specific tariff should be developed.
Consultees suggested that a tariff rate between 3p/kwh and 5p/kwh would be
required to make deep geothermal projects viable. Background information was
also provided to DETI which will be analysed further.

A.4

How realistic is geothermal deployment in Northern Ireland by 2020?

Respondents felt that with the appropriate legislative and regulatory framework
and with a specific tariff in the region of the figures above that there could be
significant deployment of renewable heat by 2020.
The actual deployment would depend on the policy position developed by DETI;
however if one large scale project came on line by 2020 that could equate to 34.5% of total heat demand. In addition, figures and tables were provided
suggesting that if the entire estimated geothermal resource was utilised that over
25% of Northern Ireland heat demand could be met by deep geothermal energy.
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Annex A
Index of RHI Consultation Responses
Public Sector
NI Courts and Tribunal Service
Castlereagh Borough Council
NI Housing Executive
Belfast City Council
Antrim Borough Council
Ballymena Borough Council
Southern Health and Social Care Trust
Western Development Commission
Not-for-profit organisations
Disability Action
Friends of the Earth
World Wildlife Fund
Energy Savings Trust
Action Renewables
Bryson Energy
Northern Ireland Environment Link
Industry Body
Ulster Farmers Union
Energy Institute
CBI
NI Chamber of Commerce
Oil Firing Technical Association
NI Manufacturing
Consumer Bodies
Consumer Council
Political Parties
Green Party
Education
Shimna Integrated College
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Private Sector
NI Oil
O’Hanlon and Farrell
Dale Farm
Institution of Civil Engineers
Northway Mushrooms
Linden Foods
Creagh Concrete
Fane Valley
Mitsubishi Electric
Pritchitts (Lakeland Dairies)
Moy Park
Maguire & Associates
SLR Consulting Ireland
Farm Woodlands
Blakiston Houston Estates
Renewable companies
AcrEnergy Ltd
Kingspan Renewables
Renewable Products Limited
Energy Control Ireland
Waterfield Consultants
Vykson Ltd
Dimplex Renewables Division
Daly Renewables
Rural Generation
BioGas Nord (Ireland)
Glantek Alliance
HIS Renewables
Pierce Group
Carillion Energy Services
Irish Bioenergy Association
Dalkia
Warmflow Engineering
Green Energy Engineering
Philippe DUMAS, European Geothermal Energy Council
Biogas Developers
Solmatix Renewables
Biomass Energy Northern Ireland
AD and Biogas Association
Momentum Energy NI Limited
GT Energy
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GeoServ
agriAD
arc21
RES
Balcas Ltd
R&S Biomass Equipment
GMX
Kedco
Renewable Energy Association
Electricity companies
Power NI
Airtricity
Gas Companies
Phoenix Natural Gas
Bord Gáis
Individuals
Michael Coyle
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From:Christine.McLaughlin@detini.gov.uk[SMTP:Christine.McLaughlin@deti
ni
gov.uk]
To:Hepper, Fiona[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Dolaghan, Paul[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Neth_Energy[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry

]
Cc:Sterling, David[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Lewis, Colin[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Thomson, David[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Aiken, Glynis[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Stevenson, Valerie[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Baxter, Clare[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:DG_DETI Press Office[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:McCune, David[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Haughan, Anthony[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Murray, John[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Clarke, Rosie[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:Hegarty, Damien[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Cc:McLaughlin, Christine[EX:/O=NIGOV/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
]
Received-Date:23/11/2011
Received-Time:09:58 (LocalTime)
Sent-Date:23/11/2011
Sent-Time:09:58 (LocalTime)
Subject:(JOANNE / PETER HUTCH - 24 NOV ) Submission: SUB/1311/2011 ETI
COMMITTEE RESPONSE TO PUBLIC CONSULTATION - RENEWABLE HEAT INCENTATIVE
FOR NORTHERN IRELAND DEPARTMENT OF ENTERPRISE, TRADE AND INVESTMENT
Irrelevant information redacted by the RHI Inquiry
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Haughan Anthony (Mr)
Murray John (Mr)
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> Clarke Rosie (Ms)
> Hegarty Damien (Mr)
> McLaughlin Christine (Mrs)
>
> SUB/1311/2011:ETI COMMITTEE RESPONSE TO PUBLIC CONSULTATION > RENEWABLE HEAT INCENTATIVE FOR NORTHERN IRELAND
>
>
> The Minister has seen and read your submission of 11/11/201.
> The Minister and Spad are content for paper to go to ETI Committee but
> the Spad has made the following comments, which require answering
separately:
>
> Treatment of Waste Heat - "Should we reduce ROCs for AD and increase
> introduce RHI"
>
> Wider Cross- departmental issues - " is this another group"
> Please provide response by email (minute format) i.e. 1. Andrew Crawford 2.
> Arlene Foster MLA to reach Private office no later than close of play
> 24 November 2011.
>
>
>
>
>
> Many thanks.
>
> Christine McLaughlin (Private Office)
>
> Netherleigh House Tel: Ext 29222
>
> OffName
>
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