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Comprehensive Review Phase 1: Consultation on Feed-in Tariffs for Solar PV 
Please use the table below as a template to respond to the consultation. It will help us to record and take account of your views. 

Also, please provide evidence for your answers and comments where possible. 

	PERSONAL DETAILS

	Respondent Name: Professor Bob Allison on behalf of West Sussex Environment and Climate Change Board
Email Address: eccb@westsussex.gov.uk
Contact Address: University of Sussex, Sussex House SH-316, Brighton, BN1 9RH
Contact Telephone: 01273 678212
Organisation Name: West Sussex Environment and Climate Change Board
Would you like this response to remain confidential? No (Delete as appropriate)
If yes, please state your reasons:



	CHAPTER 2: PROPOSED TARIFF CHANGES FOR SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAICS

	Q1: Do you agree or disagree with the proposed new tariffs for solar PV? Give reasons to support your answer.
Disagree
Comments: 
The original justification for the Feed-in Tariffs (FITs) review was concern that solar farms will use up all of the allocated funding for FITs and that households will miss out on payments1. The Government’s Impact Assessment defines solar farms as projects above 250kW2. Whilst there is no proposal to change the tariff for schemes > 250kW, the proposed support rates for solar projects have been cut by almost a half for schemes between 50kW and 150kW – the size of many proposed community-scale installations on schools, hospitals and housing estates. 
Although we recognise that a reduction in the tariff is realistic given the falling cost of installation, The proposed reduction in payments for solar schemes over 50kW (around 15-20 homes) may well prevent many planned and potential solar installations by businesses, councils, community groups and schools from going ahead. In West Sussex, for example, at least 7 schools that would have had their installations completed by April 2012 will need to achieve additional funding, consider again their financial model and whether it is viable given the inevitable longer pay-back time. This may in turn impact negatively upon those in fuel poverty as councils and housing associations are looking at using income raised through community-scale solar PV projects to fund measures to cut energy waste in the homes of those in fuel poverty and vulnerable people.  One way to address the latter could be to introduce a definition for a community scheme, would it then be possible to exempt these from a reduced tariff? One potential way to define a community scheme would be to base this on the definition of a community interest company: ‘one that benefits the community and/or the environment rather than providing profit for the owner or shareholders’.
Whilst we support tariff reductions in line with falling technology costs for solar power installations in particular, the level of cuts proposed are far greater than the reductions in the cost of that technology since the scheme was launched. The consultation states that the cost of PV has fallen by 30 per cent since the introduction of the scheme. However, as the table below shows the percentage cuts proposed for some bands is much

higher:
Table 1 Percentage cuts to tariff for Solar PV in consultation document

Current and proposed generation tariffs for solar PV Band (kW)
Current generation tariff (p/kWh)
Proposed generation tariff (p/kWh)
Percentage cut
4kW (new build) 

37.8

21.0

44

4kW (retrofit) 

43.3

21.0

51.5

>4-10kW 

37.8

16.8

53

>10-50kW 

32.9

15.2

54

>50-100kW 

19

12.9

32

>100-150kW 

19

12.9

32

This wider FITs review has cast uncertainty over tariff payments for all types of renewable electricity schemes over 50kW. This uncertainty has already put projects on hold, denting investor confidence in renewable energy, and putting jobs at risk. Since April 2010, over 21,000 projects have been installed under the FITs scheme3 and over 7000 new jobs have been created4. The uncertainty also casts a shadow over the Renewable Heat Incentive that could cause a decrease in confidence in this scheme.
As this review goes further than the Government’s own definition of solar farms of schemes over 250kW we are concerned that the solar farm threat is being used to attack the scheme as a whole. As such, we would urge the Government to only review what it says the problem is – large solar schemes over 500kW. We would further urge the Government to increase the level of ambition for the scheme as a whole to encourage greater take up of green energy.
According to research undertaken for the Dept for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform (now Dept for Business Innovation and Skills), 30 – 40 per cent of the UK’s total electricity could be supplied by small-scale renewable energy sources by 20505. The proposed cuts to FITs for community schemes threaten to lower investor confidence not just in small-scale projects, but in all UK renewable energy. The Government could boost investor confidence by: lifting the Treasury’s financial cap on the FITs scheme, and increasing the ambition of the scheme by increasing the targets on powering homes and communities with green electricity.
1. Chris Huhne said: “Large scale solar installations weren’t anticipated under the FITs scheme we inherited and I’m concerned this could mean that money meant for people who want to produce their own green electricity has the potential to be directed towards large scale commercial solar projects.” http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/news/pn11_010/pn11_010.aspx
2. http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/Consultations/fits-review/1439-fits-review-small-scale-cons-ia.pdf
3. http://www.ofgem.gov.uk/Pages/MoreInformation.aspx?docid=15&refer=Sustainability/Environment/fits
4. Renewable Energy Association  http://www.r-e-a.net/
5. Potential for Microgeneration: Study and analysis. Energy Saving Trust report for BERR, 2005. http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.berr.gov.uk/whatwedo/energy/sources/sustainable/microgeneration/research/page38208.html


	Q2: Do you agree or disagree with the proposal of applying the new tariffs to all new solar PV installations with an eligibility date that is on or after a reference date that comes before the legal implementation of those tariffs? Give reasons to support your answer.

Agree/Disagree
Comments:
No comment


	Q3: Do you agree or disagree with the proposed reference date of 12 December 2011? Give reasons to support your answer.
Disagree
Comments:

This date gives the impression of haste and panic, which has the potential danger of bringing the sector to a standstill. In addition, the procurement processes that councils and housing associations have to go through to set up a scheme such as solar PV are complex and lengthy. Therefore, many such organisations may well have schemes that they have now secured, but that will not be installed until early 2012. Meaning that they will be subject to the lower tariff, which may not cover the costs if it has been necessary to use loans to take the schemes forward. In some instances, for example the schools in West Sussex referred to in Question 1, have been unable to install their systems in time for the reference date due to a lack of installers and materials.
It is a shame that the more rapid and unanticipated uptake of small-scale solar PV has been portrayed in a rather negative way, linking it to excessive and unaffordable cost that must be curtailed hastily. This could instead have been portrayed as a much more positive outcome. The appearance of panic may result in a loss of confidence in the whole approach, which may in turn lead to longer term damage to the renewables industry at a time when the low carbon economy could be contributing to employment opportunities at a time of great economic difficulty. 


	Q4: Do you agree or disagree with the proposal to introduce new multi-installation tariff rates for all new solar PV installations that meet the definition set out above and have an eligibility date of on or after 1 April 2012? Give reasons to support your answer. 
Disagree
Comments: 
This proposal could adversely affect local authorities and housing associations, which are often at the vanguard of installing renewable energy technology. Such installations can play an important role in addressing fuel poverty as, for example, a proposed PV retrofit programme in West Sussex on housing stock owned by Crawley Borough Council.

	Q5: Do you agree or disagree with the proposed multi-installation tariff rates? Give reasons to support your answer.

Agree/Disagree
Comments:
No comment

	CHAPTER 2: PROPOSAL TO STRENGTHEN THE LINK BETWEEN ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND FITS  

	Q6. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that for solar PV attached to a building, eligibility for the standard tariffs proposed in chapter 2 should be contingent on a minimum energy efficiency requirement being met? Do you have views on whether such a requirement should apply in relation to all buildings or just to dwellings or non-domestic buildings? Give reasons to support your answer.
Agree
Comments: 
The energy efficiency requirement needs to be reasonable, for example, there are significant differences in both the barriers and the costs of installing loft insulation as opposed to solid wall insulation. There is a danger that if the requirement is not seen as reasonable that this will form a barrier to the uptake of renewable energies. 


	Q7: Which of our two lead options for the energy efficiency requirement – requiring a building to achieve a specified EPC rating , or requiring the installation of all measures that are identified on an EPC as potentially financeable under the Green Deal - do you prefer for (1) dwellings, and (2) non-domestic buildings? Give reasons to support your answer.
Comments:

Requiring a building to achieve a specified EPC rating, this will allow people to have some control over those energy efficiency measures that they chose to install.


	Q8: Under the first option for the energy efficiency requirement, do you agree or disagree with the proposal that the EPC rating required to be achieved should be level C or above? Give reasons to support your answer.
Agree
Comments: As stated in the consultation document, this will be simple for consumers to understand and it would mean that action on energy efficiency would be required for most dwellings before they received the standard tariff. 


	Q9. Do you agree or disagree with the proposal that, for a transitional period only, all solar PV installations attached to a building should initially qualify for the standard tariff, and their continued eligibility for that tariff should be conditional on the building to which the PV installation is attached achieving the energy efficiency requirement within a specified period? Give reasons to support your answer.

Agree/Disagree

Comments:

No comment

	Q10. Do you agree or disagree that this transitional arrangement should apply to installations with an eligibility date on or before 31 March 2013, and that the specified period should be 12 months from the installation’s eligibility date? Give reasons to support your answer.

Agree/Disagree

Comments:

No comment

	Q11. Can you identify any other issues, besides those discussed in this chapter, in relation to the implementation of an energy efficiency requirement for (1) dwellings, and (2) non-domestic buildings?

Comments:
No comment
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