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Introduction 

Following the success of the first Renewable Electricity Support Scheme (RESS) auction in 

2020, the Minister for Environment, Climate and Communications has now published draft 

Terms and Conditions (T&Cs) for the second RESS onshore auction (RESS 2). The 

Department of the Environment, Climate and Communications (the Department) is 

committed to engaging with stakeholders in a clear, open and transparent manner and now 

invites comments from interested parties on the draft T&Cs. Consultation responses must be 

received no later than 20th August 2021. 

Any person or organisation can make a representation in relation to this consultation. These 

representations will be considered before the final version of the Terms and conditions of the 

RESS 2 scheme are published. 

The aim of the targeted consultation is to receive stakeholder feedback on aspects of the 

Terms and Conditions which may impede on the efficient and economical delivery of 

renewable electricity projects under the RESS 2 auction. 

The RESS 2 auction will be a major step in meeting the ambition set out in the Programme 

for Government of at least 70% renewable electricity by 2030. It will also support the 

achievement of the ambition set out under the Climate Action Bill and the policies and 

measures in the Climate Action Plan 2021.  

The Department will carefully consider all comments and suggestions received and, in 

response, the final RESS 2 T&Cs will where appropriate incorporate modifications and 

clarifications. 

Given the volume and the variety of comments, the Department does not intend to respond 

to individual submissions.  Respondents are requested to focus on the ten issues herein 

identified by the Department as being of interest with respect to the consultation.   
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1 Issues for Consultation 

The subjects on which we ask questions and invite feedback in this document (the 

Consultation Document) are presented below.  Within the discussion on each we highlight, 

where relevant, how the RESS 2 T&Cs are the same as or differ from the RESS 1 T&Cs. 

1. Market Reference Price: No change is proposed at this stage for RESS 2 regarding 

how the Market Reference Price is determined, however the issue is under 

consideration and feedback is invited. 

2. Evaluation Correction Factor: Evaluation Correction Factors (ECFs), which were 

unitary in RESS 1, may be set to non-unitary values in RESS 2 to reflect the relative 

value different technologies provide to the system.  However, the maximum 

adjustments will be capped within specific ranges. 

3. Eligible Technologies: Offshore Wind is not included as an Eligible Technology for 

RESS 2, on the basis it will have a stand-alone auction. Hybrid technologies are 

accommodated by specifying three new categories: hybrid wind and solar, hybrid 

wind and storage and hybrid solar and storage.  Non-variable Eligible Technologies 

are as they were for RESS 1. 

4. Hybrid Storage Projects: An Applicant planning hybrid renewable generation and 

storage facilities may select from two options in their RESS 2 Application for 

Qualification.  In Option 1, only the renewable generation portion of the facility (i.e. 

the wind farm or solar farm) is considered as being the RESS 2 Project – and the 

storage is separate. In Option 2 the storage is “behind the meter” and is considered 

as being an integral part of the RESS 2 Project. 

5. New Project criteria: The RESS 1 approach of requiring an investment threshold of 

€300 per KW and of increasing site capacity by at least 50% is maintained when an 

existing site is utilised. 

6. Indexation: The RESS 1 approach of not indexing the strike price is maintained. 

7. Financial Questionnaire: Applicants are required to complete a Financial 

Questionnaire. 

8. Locational considerations: RESS 1 did not incorporate explicit locational 

considerations with respect to eligibility or evaluation.  It relied on implicit signals.  No 

change is proposed for RESS 2 at this stage regarding locational considerations, 

however the issue is under consideration and feedback is invited. 
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9. Bid Bond and Performance Security: Bid Bonds and Performance Security will be 

applied on a €/MWh basis in RESS 2, as opposed to the €/MW basis that applied in 

RESS 1.  The proposed level of the Bid Bond is €7/MWh of Deemed Energy Quantity 

for one year.  The proposed level of the Performance Security is €24/MWh of 

Deemed Energy Quantity for one year. 

10. Community Benefit Fund: The provisions of the Community Benefit Fund that were 

established in RESS 1 have been maintained in RESS 2 

11. Citizens Investment Scheme: The Department is continuing to work on the 

development of citizen investment options. Once sufficiently developed, the details 

will be published and a standalone consultation opened to enable stakeholders to 

have their say on the scheme. 

1.1 Market Reference Price 

Summary: No change is proposed at this stage for RESS 2 regarding how the Market 

Reference Price is determined, however the issue is under consideration and 

feedback is invited.   

RESS 2 retains the basic compensation structure of a floating feed in premium (FIP).  The 

FIP is settled by comparing a Strike Price, which is a € per MWh value stated in an 

Applicant’s offer, to a Market Reference Price (MRP).  For variable projects (wind and solar), 

the MRP is equal to the hourly DAM price.  For non-variable projects (technologies other 

than wind and solar) the MRP is equal to the annual average DAM price.  For all projects, 

the FIP is settled by comparing the Strike Price to the applicable MRP and applying the 

difference to the project’s actual hourly generation.  This methodology recognises that 

variable technologies have limited control over when they will be able to operate and an 

incentive to operate whenever the applicable energy source is available, while non variable 

technologies are able to schedule operation toward periods when their output is most 

valuable to the system. 

A compensation structure based on a comparison of the Strike Price to an hourly MRP 

applied to actual hourly generation is widely employed throughout Europe with respect to 

variable technologies and limits the exposure of variable technologies to spot market prices.  

The support provided under such a structure equates to the variable projects earning 

revenues equal to the product of their actual generation and the Strike Price – there is no 

market exposure other than in the balancing process.  In order to maintain a structure set out 

in the RESS High Level Design where variable renewable projects receive a floating feed in 
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premium and are held whole to a contract price, the T&Cs have retained the MRP 

determination structure from RESS 1. 

However, there are drawbacks to this structure.  On an inter-technology basis, to the extent 

that there exist significant and systematic differences between the capture prices of different 

technologies, the relative cost of providing PSO levy support is not well represented by the 

Strike Price.  The cost of support under the PSO levy is better represented by the difference 

between the Strike Price and the capture price. The structure of applying an actual hourly 

MRP to actual hourly generation obscures the lower PSO support costs provided by 

technologies with higher capture prices.  On an intra-technology basis, the structure used in 

RESS 1 may limit the incentive to locate projects in areas where their generation would be 

less correlated with the generation of other projects using the same technology.   

Further, insulating variable projects in this way from spot market prices might dampen the 

incentives of the projects concerned to align availability with periods of market scarcity, albeit 

this is a second-order concern. 

In the longer term, consistent with the objective of further internalising costs, the Department 

is exploring defining MRPs so that all projects have some exposure to market prices.  When 

projects are insulated from market prices, a comparison of Strike Prices alone will not 

identify the projects that offer the lowest cost PSO support levels, which is an ultimate 

objective. 

Feedback is sought on a variety of issues with respect to the MRP determination issue.  Of 

particular interest to the Department are the following questions: 

a. Is the state of market price forecasting in Ireland such that it would be reasonable to 

require variable projects to accept and price some additional market price risk now or 

in the foreseeable future? 

b. Are consumers being exposed to potentially excessive PSO support costs by not 

requiring variable projects to assess and price market price risks? 

c. What ideas do commenters have with respect to introducing exposure to market 

price risks that would enable a comparison of Strike Prices that better reflects the 

relative PSO support costs of various bids? 

d. Does maintaining the MRP determination structure from RESS 1 place at risk the 

continued use of technology neutral auctions? 
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1.2 Evaluation Correction Factor 

Summary: Evaluation Correction Factors (ECFs), which were unitary in RESS 1, may 

be set to non-unitary values in RESS 2 to reflect the relative value different 

technologies provide to the system.  However, the maximum adjustments will be 

capped within specific ranges. 

As noted above, an ultimate objective in selecting which projects receive PSO support is to 

identify the projects that require the lowest cost PSO support levels. RESS 1 compared 

projects by simply comparing the Strike Price.  RESS 1 provided for an Evaluation 

Correction Factor (ECF), however, that factor was set to 1 for all technologies and it had no 

impact on winner selection. 

The ECF is intended to reflect the relative value differences between various offers that are 

not reflected in a simple Strike Price comparison.  One element of relative value difference is 

the capture price.  The capture price directly affects PSO support levels.  Similarly, the 

treatment of Capacity Remuneration Mechanism (CRM) revenues can also directly affect 

PSO support levels.  Projects that are required to participate in the CRM will have CRM 

revenues deducted from support payments while those that do not participate will have no 

such revenues to deduct.  However, items which directly affect PSO support levels are not 

the only relative value differences. Different technologies may also have characteristics that 

reflect other system costs differences, which while identifiable, are difficult to quantify.  For 

example, technologies that tend to be developed at lower single site capacity levels and be 

more dispersed might require less expansion of the delivery system and might enhance local 

reliability.  Certain technologies might diversify the pattern of renewable energy delivery and 

result in lower curtailment and constraint costs as well as lower DS3 costs.  Ideally, a 

complete comparison of the total cost to consumers of a renewable project would consider 

the PSO cost which is determined by the Strike Price compared to the capture price and 

CRM revenues and would also consider other cost impacts including those associated with 

delivery system reinforcement, curtailment, constraint and DS3 costs. 

At a minimum, the Department is minded to implement an ECF other than 1 in RESS 2 to 

adjust for the proposal to maintain the MRP determination used in RESS 1 that insulated 

variable projects from all market price risk (aside from balancing).  Additionally, the 

Department is inclined to consider ECFs that reflect to some extent items that are difficult to 

quantify, such as the benefits of technology diversity on system costs that are not directly 

reflected in the PSO support levels.  The Department does not see the use of the same ECF 

value of 1 for all technologies as deserving of any special status or as neutral in light of 

identifiable if not easily quantifiable cost differences.   
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The Department intends to use technology specific ECFs in RESS 2.  Prior to issuing the 

final T&Cs, the Department will review available information with respect to capture prices 

and CRM revenues, review potential curtailment and constraint impacts with the CRU, TSO 

and DSO, review potential network impacts with the CRU, DSO and TSO and consider 

comments in response to this Consultation.  In light of the likely need to exercise judgement 

in the development of these factors, the ranges of ECF will be limited.  The ECF for wind will 

be set between 0.9 and 1.15.  The ECF for solar will be set between 0.85 and 1.05 and the 

ECF for non variable technologies will be set between 0.95 and 1.0.   

Feedback is sought on a variety of issues with respect to ECFs.  Of particular interest to the 

Department are the following questions: 

a. Should differences in capture prices and CRM revenues be accounted for when 

comparing bids so as to select bids that minimise PSO support levels? 

b. Would it be preferable to change the MRP determination to internalise capture price 

differences as opposed to using an ECF based in part on capture price differences?  

More generally, what is the best balance between:  

 on one hand, increased spot price risk to projects from increased market price 

exposure (refer to consultation Q#1); and  

 on the other hand, a better representation in the auction of the true costs of 

PSO support, either by projects internalising the costs/benefits market price 

exposure (Q#1), or by DECC’s usage of ECFs?   

c. Should potential cost impacts that do not directly impact the PSO support level be 

considered through the ECF?  If so, how should these cost impacts be considered? 

d. Are the ECF ranges sufficient to reflect potential cost impacts?  

1.3 Eligible Technologies 

Summary: Offshore Wind is not included as an Eligible Technology for RESS 2 on the 

basis it will have a stand-alone auction. Hybrids are accommodated by specifying 

three new categories: hybrid wind and storage, hybrid solar and storage and hybrid 

wind and solar.  Non-variable Eligible Technologies are as they were for RESS 1. 

The Department is committed to a separate offshore wind auction and is not seeking 

comments on that position.  The Department has maintained other technologies as they 

were in RESS 1 and has expanded the list of Eligible Technologies to allow for storage 

technologies to be integrated with either wind or solar, and to allow for hybrid wind and solar 
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projects.  Hybrids present new issues and the Department has decided to move 

conservatively and stay with approaches that other EU jurisdictions have employed.  The 

issues on which the Department is seeking feedback are as follows: 

a. Are there additional or alternative hybrid technologies that should be provided for in 

RESS 2? 

b. Are there additional or alternative non-variable technologies that should be provided 

for in RESS 2? 

1.4 Hybrid Storage Projects 

Summary: An Applicant planning hybrid renewable generation and storage facilities 

may select from two options in their RESS 2 Application for Qualification. In Option 1, 

only the renewable generation portion of the facility (i.e. the wind farm or solar farm) 

is considered as being the RESS 2 Project – and the storage is separate. In Option 2 

the storage is “behind the meter” and is considered as being an integral part of the 

RESS 2 Project.   

These two options are illustrated as follows:

 

 

RESS 2 will accommodate participation by “hybrid” projects, including hybrid storage 

projects which could consist of wind plus a battery, or solar plus a battery.   

Developers of storage hybrid facilities will have two options in the application process for 

how they offer their project in RESS 2: 
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 Option 1: Only the generation component of the facility (wind or solar) is designated 

as a “RESS 2 Project”.  The storage component is separate, and not part of RESS. 

 Option 2: The storage component of the hybrid facility is behind the RESS 2 meter (in 

addition to the generation generation). 

The diagram above illustrates the entity that is the RESS 2 Project, within a hybrid facility of 

a specific physical layout, under each option. 

Option 1  

Under Option 1 the key consideration is that the meter for RESS support purposes is not the 

meter at the grid connection point.  The project owner can use the battery as it chooses, for 

example to provide DS3 and arbitrage energy prices, within limits imposed by the MEC and 

other terms of the connection agreement.  However, given that the sub-meter used for RESS 

purposes is connected directly to the wind or solar farm, the wind or solar farm’s PSO 

support payments remain exposed to negative pricing risk and perhaps curtailment risk and 

constraint risk.  There is no restriction on the import of power from the grid for charging the 

battery.  All RESS support is based on the meter at the wind or solar farm and all market 

activity is based on the meter at the connection point.   

Some attributes of this option are: 

 A revenue-quality meter is required at the renewable delivery point within the 

facility, in addition to the usual meter (the “top meter”, or “main meter”) at the grid 

connection point. 

 There will be no opportunity to use on-site storage to avoid exposure to negative 

price in the RESS support calculation, as renewable output is measured prior to 

battery storage. 

 For purposes of support payments, storage losses will not be absorbed within the 

project and renewable energy used to charge the battery on site will receive a 

support payment in the same way it would if it were exported and then imported to 

charge a separate battery facility. 

Option 2  

Under Option 2, support and difference payments would all be based on one meter (the 

“top/main” meter) at the grid connection point.  Imports of power from the grid to charge the 

battery would not be allowed.  This is consistent with how the UK has recently treated 

storage hybrids and represents a minimal conceptual change from RESS 1. 
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Some attributes of this proposal are:  

 A single meter (“top/main” meter) at the grid connection point is all that will be 

required. 

 It will be necessary to establish that all battery charging is coming solely from the 

renewable prime movers – no imports can be used to charge the battery. 

 Storage losses will be absorbed within the project and as storage energy used to 

charge the battery will not come out in the same quantity, storage losses will not 

receive a support payment. 

 The battery will be potentially useful to store renewable generation in negative 

prices hours for later export and support payments. 

The two options are likely a subset of many potential alternatives for allowing storage to be 

integrated with renewable generation.  Option 2 has been made available as it appears to be 

a prevailing standard across the EU when storage is integrated with renewable energy 

support schemes and can provide certain benefits to RESS hybrid projects – most notably 

some protection against negative prices.  Option 2 provides a very clear way to separate 

brown and green energy and to ensure that only green energy receives support.  Option 1 is 

provided for as it enables the battery to more fully take advantage of market opportunities.  

To keep a clear distinction between green and brown energy, Option 1 meters all energy to 

be supported at a sub-meter on the wind or solar farm.  As a result, Option 1 does not 

enable the hybrid project to use storage to manage negative price exposure as it relates to 

RESS support payments.  

While efforts have been made to develop an option that would provide for a hybrid support 

methodology that enabled the battery to more fully take advantage of market opportunities 

and manage negative price exposure, a robust methodology that provides correct 

operational incentives and is consistent with the adopted MRP approach has not been 

identified.    

Feedback is sought on a variety of issues with respect to storage hybrids.  Given the current 

state of storage costs and the limited amount of storage hybrids in the ECP 2.1 process, it is 

not envisioned that the RESS 2 T&Cs will deviate from the plan of offering Option 1 and 

Option 2 to RESS 2 participants, unless a compelling case is presented as to the potential 

for a significant RESS 2 impact and a robust additional methodology is put forward.  

However, longer term, the intent is to expand business opportunities for storage in the RESS 

and ideas as to how to enable that goal are of particular interest to the Department.  

Respondents are asked to consider the following questions: 
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a. Are there additional or alternative options for storage hybrids that would measurably 

improve upon storage hybrid proposals in RESS 2 and that provide correct 

operational incentives and are consistent with the adopted MRP approach?  If so, 

please provide support for the claim that the impact would be a measurable increase 

in RESS 2 and a description and analysis of the integration of the proposal with the 

RESS 2 support scheme. 

b. Are there tweaks to Option 1 or Option 2 that would: enhance the likelihood of hybrid 

development; enhance the business case for hybrids; provide correct operational 

incentives; and be consistent with the adopted MRP approach? 

c. Should hybrids be treated as non-variable technologies? 

d. Would an alternate MRP approach be preferable for hybrids? 

In answering these questions respondents are encouraged to consider these issues beyond 

the context of RESS 2 so that the Department can incorporate feedback in future RESS 

auctions. 

1.5 New Project Criteria 

Summary: The RESS 1 approach of requiring an investment threshold of €300 per kW 

and of increasing site capacity by at least 50% is maintained when an existing site is 

utilised in RESS 2. The T&Cs now also clarify at what point the €300 per kW 

investment must be made. 

The RESS is intended to provide necessary support to new renewable projects.  In order to 

provide as much as flexibility as possible to RESS developers, the T&Cs allow for the use of 

equipment that is not newly manufactured provided that the equipment was not used at the 

site of the RESS Project and allows for utilising a site previously used for renewable 

generation provided that there is at least a 50% increase in capacity at the site.  It is a 

fundamental requirement of RESS that it is not exploited to obtain support for projects that 

have previously received support.  The Department considers these provisions to be 

effective at ensuring that RESS is not exploited albeit relatively permissive.  Projects with a 

lower than €300 per kW investment should not require support. The T&Cs now also clarify 

that investment in the project must be equal to or greater than €300 per kW after the 

execution of the project’s Implementation Agreement (no specific timing was referenced in 

the RESS 1 T&Cs).  Projects that utilise an existing renewable site, but do not provide 

Ireland with a significant increase over existing renewable capacity levels are potentially 
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exploiting the RESS.  Such projects not only could inappropriately receive support, but could 

also displace other projects that truly provide new renewable capacity. 

Feedback is sought on the following questions: 

a. Are the ‘new project’ investment criteria effective at limiting participation in the RESS 

to projects that are truly new and which provide incremental renewable capacity that 

requires support? 

b. Are any aspects of the ‘new project’ investment criteria too restrictive?  If so, provide 

specific examples of projects that may be ineligible due to these criteria and explain 

why they should be eligible. 

1.6 Indexation 

Summary: The RESS 1 approach of not indexing the strike price is maintained.   

There are three main arguments in favour of indexing.  The first rationale for indexing is that 

it lowers the apparent cost of the RESS and hence may increase public acceptance. The 

Department is not swayed by that argument and it simply reports the cost in a different way 

as opposed to reducing the cost. This could be counter-productive if public opinion were to 

turn against support when indexation is applied over time. A second rationale is that as non-

investment costs will escalate over time, indexing lowers risks to project owners by insulating 

increases in these costs from inflation and removing the risk premium associated with 

projecting inflation rates.  However, this transfers inflation related costs and benefits to 

consumers.  A third rationale is that indexing increases the pool of capital available to 

finance projects as some investors are seeking inflation protected investments.  However 

there does not seem to be a problem associated with projects that have won in RESS 1 or 

REFIT projects not being able to secure financing at reasonable rates.  The Department is 

not inclined to adopt indexing for the purpose of lowering apparent costs by pushing such 

costs in to the future.  Additionally, the Department notes that other long-term market 

mechanisms that cover investment costs such as CRM awards for multiple years or DS3 

long term awards are not indexed. 

Given the interest that the Department has seen in indexing, however, the consultation is 

open to comments on indexing.  The specific questions on which comments are sought are 

as follows:   

a. Is it correct that investment costs which are not subject to long-term inflation 

dominate RESS Project costs? 
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b. What is the rationale for indexing the recovery of investment costs? Has this rationale 

changed since RESS 1? 

c. Why should consumers be exposed to indexing the recovery of investment costs? 

d. Is it correct that projects with connection offers, planning permission and REFIT or 

RESS 1 awards have wide access to capital at reasonable rates?   

e. Is there hard evidence that indexing the recovery of investment costs would lower the 

costs of capital? 

f. What impact does indexation have on public/societal impacts of projects? 

g. How could the Department be assured that indexing RESS when the CRM and DS3 

long term payments are not indexed would not distort the market? 

1.7 Financial Questionnaire 

Summary: All Applicants are required to complete a Financial Questionnaire 

In line with EU State Aid Decision (SA. 54683, 2020) and the associated plan for ex-post 

evaluation of the scheme, RESS Applicants are required to provide the information specified 

in the Financial Questionnaire.  Feedback is sought on the following questions: 

a. Does the Financial Questionnaire collect sufficient data to evaluate the RESS, as 

required by the EU State Aid Decision? 

b. What additional data should be collected by the Financial Questionnaire? 

1.8 Locational Considerations 

Summary: RESS 1 did not incorporate explicit locational considerations with respect 

to eligibility or evaluation.  It relied on implicit signals.  No change is proposed for 

RESS 2 regarding locational considerations, however the issue is under consideration 

and feedback is invited. 

RESS 1 relied on implicit locational signals.  The proposed treatment of locational issues for 

RESS 2 is to continue to rely on implicit locational signals.  RESS projects are incentivised to 

manage connection costs, to submit projects that face lower exposure to system constraints 

and to avoid connection arrangements that pose relatively high timely-completion risk.   

The current implicit signals include those for both shallow (connection) and deep 

(transmission reinforcement) investments. With respect to shallow connection, the risk of 

non-delivery of the project including the shallow connection is with the Applicant in respect of 

the RESS project. The project benefits from additional support for early delivery and has 

https://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_SA_54683
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support eroded for late delivery up to long stop date (1 year after the target delivery date) 

after which support is rescinded.  The connection method and the Applicant’s knowledge of 

their connection will inform their offer accordingly with complex and potentially contentious 

connections likely to be offered in at higher prices than a similar project with a less complex / 

potentially contentious connection. Projects with very complex shallow connections might 

decide to not apply, due to the risk of losing their Performance Security.  

With respect to deeper transmission investments, the risk to the project is from constraints 

which arise primarily from the absence of associated transmission reinforcements. These 

reinforcement projects can be large complex projects with relatively long lead times due to 

the need to consult with all stakeholders. In advance of the auction, EirGrid publishes a set 

of constraints reports, which indicate the forecast level of constraints in an area based on the 

latest information on the likely state of the system in the coming years. These reports are 

provided for information only; however, they enable the Applicant to form a view on the 

levels of constraints that their project may face. 

System constraints may impact RESS projects, in particular where their connection is non-

firm, which would be the case for many projects. ECP-2 offers will be issued on a non-firm 

basis in the first instance (with the TSO to schedule Firm Access Quantities (FAQs) for 

contracted projects based on network development plans per the ECP-2 decision). The 

connection offer indicates the extent to which a connection is firm. Currently, most 

generators are issued with non-firm connections and a non-firm generator faces imbalance 

risk when constrained off.   

Applicants, and especially non-firm applications, should consider the likely constraints in 

their area based on latest constraints reports and other analysis which they may procure and 

form a view on the risk this poses to the project’s revenue, and set their offer price 

accordingly.  

It follows that two hypothetical similar projects, both non-firm but one in a highly constrained 

part of the system and the other in an area with limited constraints, will reflect their 

expectations of constraints in their offer prices such that the project which is more economic 

overall (all things being considered, including being less susceptible to being constrained off) 

will tend to be more likely to clear in the auction. 

For RESS 2, the Department intends to continue to rely on implicit locational signals.  

However, if any element of the implicit signals no longer applies or where, for other reasons, 

they are not effective, there could be a high risk of projects being located in specific areas 

that are likely to be subject to high levels of constraints until the associated transmission 

https://www.cru.ie/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/CRU20060-ECP-2-Decision.pdf
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reinforcements are delivered.  In this case the Department may reconsider the issue and 

may find it necessary to include explicit locational signals or adjustments in RESS 2 and/or 

for subsequent RESS competitions in the longer term.  In particular, in finding that the 

current implicit locational signals are sufficient, the Department recognises that firm 

connections are only being offered when the TSO is able to provide firm transmission 

delivery and that constraint and curtailment compensation provisions of Articles 12 and 13 of 

the EU Electricity Regulation under the Clean Energy Package apply only to firm generators.  

These are critical supporting factors that render implicit locational signals effective and if 

these do not apply the decision to maintain implicit locational signals in RESS 2 will be 

reconsidered. 

Feedback is sought on the following questions with respect to locational signals: 

a. Assuming that Articles 12 and 13 only apply to firm connections, are there significant 

residual risks in not applying explicit locational signals in RESS 2?  If yes, what are 

those risks and how may they best be mitigated? 

b. Do respondents have specific ideas including evidence from the EU or other 

jurisdictions as to how explicit locational signals could be reflected in future (beyond 

RESS 2) auctions?  

Respondents are reminded the RESS is not the forum for addressing how Ireland will 

comply with Articles 12 and 13 nor for that matter any generally applicable element of the 

regulatory and market environment including connection policy.  The RESS applies to a 

subset of the market – renewable projects seeking support – and there are other market 

participants affected by generally applicable regulatory and market policies including 

renewable projects developed for corporate PPAs or on a merchant basis and non-

renewable projects.  Respondents are requested to restrict comments to those applicable to 

the RESS and to provide suggestions with respect to the broader market in the appropriate 

forums.   

1.9 Bid Bond and Performance Security Levels 

Summary: Bid Bonds and Performance Security will be applied on a €/MWh basis in 

RESS 2, as opposed to the €/MW basis that applied in RESS 1.  The proposed level of 

the Bid Bond is €7/MWh of Deemed Energy Quantity for one year.  The proposed level 

of the Performance Security is €24/MWh of Deemed Energy Quantity for one year. 

In RESS 1 bonding requirements were deliberately set at a low level to reflect a transition 

from REFIT where there was no commitment and no need for bid security or performance 
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security.  For RESS 2, Bid Bonds have been changed to more realistic levels of €7 per MWh 

(for one year) and Performance Security – previously referred to as the Performance Bond – 

has been set at €24 per MWh (for one year).  The change is needed because Ireland must 

secure the development of renewable energy on the schedule associated with RESS 

auctions to meet its national and EU  renewable energy and climate commitments and 

because projects which do not meet auction commitments unfairly and inefficiently preclude 

the development of other projects.  

The change to a per MWh as opposed to a per MW bond and security level reflects that 

Ireland’s goal is an energy and not a capacity goal.   

The levels were developed considering what is realistic in light of likely investment levels, 

EPC contracting practices and based on lessons learned from the RESS-1 auction.  The Bid 

Bond is within the range of EU practice and is intended to ensure that insincere or unrealistic 

bids do not crowd out more realistic ones.  Bid Bonds are in place for the limited time 

between bid submittal and the signing of the Implementation Agreement (IA) and there is no 

reason why a bidder who has prepared and submitted a valid bid should forfeit a Bid Bond.  

Performance Security levels are higher and also within the range of EU experience.  

Moreover, these levels are reasonable when compared to anticipated EPC costs.  Feedback 

is sought on the following questions with respect to Bid Bonds and Performance Security: 

a. Is the use of reasonably strong financial commitments, consistent with EU practice, 

the best approach to ensuring that bids in RESS 2 are realistic and incentivising 

performance and high realisation rates? 

b. Are the specific levels reasonable?  Should the levels be higher or lower and if so 

why? 

1.10 Community Category 

Summary: Change in community category to 100% community ownership. 

On 4th February 2021, the Minister for the Environment, Climate and Communications 

announced that all projects applying to the community category in future RESS auctions 

must be 100% community owned. This is to ensure that communities will now be able to 

retain all the benefits that are associated with generating their own electricity so as to 

provide a secure long-term financial boost to the community at large and allow reinvestment 

into securing the community’s long-term future. 

Accordingly, the RESS 2 Terms and Conditions now include a requirement that community 

projects must be 100% community owned. Feedback sought: 
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a. Do respondents have specific ideas on how the RESS 2 Terms and Conditions can 

maximise the delivery of community projects participating in the competition?   

1.11 Community Benefit Fund 

Summary: The provisions of the Community Benefit Fund that were established in 

RESS 1 have been maintained in RESS 2.   

The Department recognises that there is a distinct need to enhance not just the delivery of 

renewable electricity, but also the societal acceptability of RESS. The requirements of the 

CBF have been designed with this in mind. 

Engagement is ongoing with stakeholders on the design and implementation of Community 

Benefit Funds for the successful RESS 1 projects. The Department is still assessing 

feedback from RESS 1 and a recent CBF guidance consultation, but to date there is no 

indication that there are any major issues with the requirements of the CBF. The CBF 

requirements from RESS 1 have been maintained for RESS 2 however, the consultation is 

open to comments on CBF.  The specific questions on which comments are sought are as 

follows:   

b. Do respondents have specific ideas including evidence from the EU or other 

jurisdictions as to how the CBF could be restructured, simplified or supported in 

future (beyond RESS 2) auctions? 

c. Are there any issues with the requirements for the distribution of funds, namely: 

i. a minimum of €1,000 shall be paid to each household located within a 

distance of a 1 kilometre radius from the Onshore Wind RESS 2 Project 

ii. a minimum of 40% of the funds shall be paid to not-for-profit community 

enterprises 

iii. a maximum of 10% of the funds may be spent on administration 

iv. the balance of the funds shall be spent on: (i) initiatives successful in the 

annual application process, as proposed by clubs and societies and similar 

not-for-profit entities; and (ii) in respect of Onshore Wind RESS 2 Projects, on 

“near neighbour payments” for households located outside a distance of 1 

kilometre from the RESS 2 Project but within a distance of 2 kilometres from 

such RESS 2 Project. 
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1.12 Citizens’ Investment Scheme 

Summary:  

The Department believes that increased participation by citizens in renewable electricity 

projects will bring about significant support for climate action as citizens become personally 

invested in their delivery. The Department is continuing to investigate opportunities to deliver 

on these investment opportunities and to further develop the overall package of community 

participation and benefits in line with Ireland’s climate ambitions and the European Green 

Deal.  

As committed to in the RESS High Level Design and further underlined in the Programme for 

Government (PfG), it is critical that communities are given the opportunity to invest in 

renewable energy projects. Therefore, it is intended that RESS 2 will include a form of 

citizen/community investment.   

The Department is continuing to work on the development of Citizen Investment options. 

Once sufficiently developed, the details will be published and a standalone consultation 

opened to enable stakeholders to have their say on the scheme.  
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2 Submission of Consultation Responses 

All responses and submissions from interested parties are welcome and will be considered 

in the development and implementation of the final T&Cs for the new Renewable Electricity 

Support Scheme, RESS 2.  
 

Given the volume and the variety of comments anticipated, the Department does not intend 

to respond to individual submissions. 
 

Submissions can be made by email to: RESS2Consultation@decc.gov.ie or by post to: 

RESS 2 Consultation 

Electricity Policy Division 

Department of the Environment, Climate and Communications 

29-31 Adelaide Road, Dublin, D02 X285 

 

The closing date for submissions is 20th August 2021. 
 

Responses to this consultation are subject to the provisions of the Freedom of Information 

act 2014 and Access to Information on the Environment Regulations 2007-2014. 
 

Confidential or commercially sensitive information should be clearly identified in your 

submission, however parties should also noted that any or all responses to the consultations 

are subject in their entirety to the provisions of the FOI acts and will be published on the 

website of the Department of the Environment, Climate and Communications. 

By responding to the consultation, respondents consent to their name being published online 

with the submission. The Department will redact personal addresses and personal email 

addresses prior to publication. We would draw attention to the Departments’ privacy 

statement which states: ‘The Department of the Environment, Climate and Communications 

requires responders to provide certain personal data in order to provide services and carry 

out the functions of the Department. Your personal data may be exchanges with other 

Government Departments and agencies in certain circumstances, where lawful. Full details 

can be found in our Data Privacy Notice.’ 

 

 

 

  

mailto:RESS2Consultation@decc.gov.ie
https://www.gov.ie/en/help/privacy-policy/
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Annex A – Template for Responses 

Issues for Consultation  

The subjects on which we ask questions and invite feedback in this document (the 

Consultation Document) are presented below.  Within the discussion on each we highlight, 

where relevant, how the RESS 2 T&Cs are the same as or differ from the RESS 1 T&Cs. 

1. Market Reference Price 

No change is proposed at this stage for RESS 2 regarding how the Market Reference Price 

(MRP) is determined, however, the issue is under consideration and feedback is invited. 

 

a. Is the state of market price forecasting in Ireland such that it would be reasonable to 

require variable projects to accept and price some additional market price risk now or 

in the foreseeable future? 

 
 

 

 

b. Are consumers being exposed to potentially excessive PSO support costs by not 

requiring variable projects to assess and price market price risks? 

 
 

 

 

c. What ideas do commenters have with respect to introducing exposure to market 

price risks that would enable a comparison of Strike Prices that better reflects the 

relative PSO support costs of various bids? 

 
 
 

 

d. Does maintaining the MRP determination structure from RESS 1 place at risk the 

continued use of technology neutral auctions? 
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2. Evaluation Correction Factor  

Evaluation Correction Factors (ECFs), which were unitary in RESS 1, may be set to non-

unitary values in RESS 2 to reflect the relative value different technologies provide to the 

system.  However, the maximum adjustments will be capped within specific ranges. 

 

a. Should differences in capture prices and CRM revenues be accounted for when 

comparing bids so as to select bids that minimise PSO support levels? 

 

 

 

 

b. Would it be preferable to change the MRP determination to internalise capture price 

differences as opposed to using an ECF based in part on capture price differences?  

More generally, what is the best balance between: 

  

 on one hand, increased spot price risk to projects from increased market price 

exposure (refer to consultation Q#1); and  

 on the other hand, a better representation in the auction of the true costs of PSO 

support, either by projects internalising the costs/benefits market price exposure 

(Question a.), or by DECC’s usage of ECFs?   

 

 

 

 

c. Should potential cost impacts that do not directly impact the PSO support level be 

considered through the ECF?  If so, how should these cost impacts be considered? 

 

 

 

 

d. Are the ECF ranges sufficient to reflect potential cost impacts?  
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3. Eligible Technologies  

Offshore Wind is not included as an Eligible Technology for RESS 2, on the basis it will have 

a stand-alone auction. Hybrids are accommodated by specifying three new categories: 

hybrid wind and solar, hybrid wind and storage and hybrid solar and storage.  Non-variable 

Eligible Technologies are as they were for RESS 1. 

a. Are there additional or alternative hybrid technologies that should be provided for in 

RESS 2? 

 

 

 

 

b. Are there additional or alternative non-variable technologies that should be provided 

for in RESS 2? 
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4. Hybrid Storage Projects  

An Applicant planning hybrid renewable generation and storage facilities may select from 

two options in their RESS 2 Application for Qualification.  In Option 1, only the renewable 

generation portion of the facility (i.e. the wind farm or solar farm) is considered as being the 

RESS 2 Project – and the storage is separate. In Option 2 the storage is “behind the meter” 

and is considered as being an integral part of the RESS 2 Project. 

In answering these questions respondents are encouraged to consider these issues beyond 

the context of RESS 2 so that the Department can incorporate feedback in future RESS 

auctions. 

 

a. Are there additional or alternative options for storage hybrids that would measurably 

improve upon storage hybrid proposals in RESS 2 and that provide correct 

operational incentives and are consistent with the adopted MRP approach?  If so, 

please provide support for the claim that the impact would be a measurable increase 

in RESS 2 and a description and analysis of the integration of the proposal with the 

RESS 2 support scheme. 

 

 

 

 

b. Are there tweaks to Option 1 or Option 2 that would: enhance the likelihood of hybrid 

development; enhance the business case for hybrids; provide correct operational 

incentives; and be consistent with the adopted MRP approach? 

 

 

 

 

c. Should hybrids be treated as non-variable technologies? 

 

 

 

 

d. Would an alternate MRP approach be preferable for hybrids? 
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5. New Project criteria  

The RESS 1 approach of requiring an investment threshold of €300 per KW and of 

increasing site capacity by at least 50% is maintained when an existing site is utilised. 

a. Are the new investment criteria effective at limiting participation in the RESS to 

projects that are truly new and which provide incremental renewable capacity that 

requires support? 

 

 

 

 

b. Are any aspects of the new project criteria too restrictive?  If so, provide specific 

examples of projects that may be ineligible due to these criteria and explain why they 

should be eligible. 
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6. Indexation 

The RESS 1 approach of not indexing the strike price is maintained. 

a. Is it correct that investment costs which are not subject to long-term inflation 

dominate RESS Project costs? 

 

 

 

 

b. What is the rationale for indexing the recovery of investment costs? Has this rationale 

changed since RESS 1? 

 

 

 

 

c. Why should consumers be exposed to indexing the recovery of investment costs? 

 

 

 

 

d. Is it correct that projects with connection offers, planning permission and REFIT or 

RESS 1 awards have wide access to capital at reasonable rates?   

 

 

 

 

e. Is there hard evidence that indexing the recovery of investment costs would lower the 

costs of capital? 

 

 

 

 

f. How could the Department be assured that indexing RESS when the CRM and DS3 

long term payments are not indexed would not distort the market. 
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7. Financial Questionnaire  

Applicants are required to complete a Financial Questionnaire. 

a. Does the Financial Questionnaire collect sufficient data to evaluate the RESS, as 

required by the EU State Aid Decision? 

 

 

 

 

b. What additional data should be collected by the Financial Questionnaire? 
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8. Locational considerations  

RESS 1 did not incorporate explicit locational considerations with respect to eligibility or 

evaluation.  It relied on implicit signals.  No change is proposed for RESS 2 at this stage 

regarding locational considerations, however the issue is under consideration and feedback 

is invited. 

 

a. Assuming that Articles 12 and 13 only apply to firm connections, are there significant 

residual risks in not applying explicit locational signals in RESS 2?  If yes, what are 

those risks and how may they best be mitigated? 

 

 

 

 

b. Do respondents have specific ideas including evidence from the EU or other 

jurisdictions as to how explicit locational signals could be reflected in future (beyond 

RESS 2) auctions?  
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9. Bid Bond and Performance Security  

Bid Bonds and Performance Security will be applied on a €/MWh basis in RESS 2, as 

opposed to the €/MW basis that applied in RESS 1.  The proposed level of the Bid Bond is 

€7/MWh of Deemed Energy Quantity for one year.  The proposed level of the Performance 

Security is €24/MWh of Deemed Energy Quantity for one year. 

a. Is the use of reasonably strong financial commitments, consistent with EU practice, 

the best approach to ensuring that bids in RESS 2 are realistic and incentivising 

performance and high realisation rates? 

 

 

 

 

 

b. Are the specific levels reasonable?  Should the levels be higher or lower and if so 

why? 
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10. Community Category 

The RESS 2 Terms and Conditions now include a requirement that community projects must 

be 100% community owned. 

a. Do respondents have specific ideas on how the RESS 2 Terms and Conditions can 

maximise the delivery of community projects participating in the competition?   
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11. Community Benefit Fund 

The provisions of the Community Benefit Fund that were established in RESS 1 have been 

maintained in RESS 2.   

a. Do respondents have specific ideas including evidence from the EU or other 

jurisdictions as to how the CBF could be restructured, simplified or supported in 

future (beyond RESS 2) auctions? 

 

 

 

 

b. Are there any issues with the requirements for the distribution of funds, namely: 

i. a minimum of €1,000 shall be paid to each household located within a 

distance of a 1 kilometre radius from the Onshore Wind RESS 2 Project 

ii. a minimum of 40% of the funds shall be paid to not-for-profit community 

enterprises 

iii. a maximum of 10% of the funds may be spent on administration 

iv. the balance of the funds shall be spent on: (i) initiatives successful in the 

annual application process, as proposed by clubs and societies and similar 

not-for-profit entities; and (ii) in respect of Onshore Wind RESS 2 Projects, on 

“near neighbour payments” for households located outside a distance of 1 

kilometre from the RESS 2 Project but within a distance of 2 kilometres from 

such RESS 2 Project. 
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12. Citizen Investment Scheme  

The Department believes that increased participation by citizens in renewable electricity 

projects will bring about significant support for climate action as citizens become personally 

invested in their delivery. The Department are continuing to investigate opportunities to 

deliver on these investment opportunities and to further develop the overall package of 

community participation and benefits in line with Ireland’s climate ambitions and the 

European Green Deal.  

As committed to in the RESS High Level Design and further underlined in the PfG, it is 

critical that communities are given the opportunity to invest in renewable energy projects. 

Therefore, it is intended that RESS 2 will include a form of citizen/community investment.   

The Department is continuing to work on the development of Citizen Investment options. 

Once sufficiently developed, the details will be published and a standalone consultation 

opened to enable stakeholders to have their say on the scheme. 

 

 


