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OZNAMENIE KOMISIE

Podpora vyroby elektrickej energie z obnovite’nych zdrojov energie

(Text s vyznamom pre EHP)

1. Uvobp
1.1. Dévody tejto spravy

Zvyseny podiel obnovitelnych zdrojov pri vyrobe elektrickej energie v EU predstavuje uznivany
prinos najmi vd’aka:

— zvysenej bezpecnosti zdsobovania energiou,

— zostrenej hospodarskej satazi pre technologické odvetvia v EU v oblasti obnovitelnych
zdrojov energie,

— zmierneniu emisii sklenikovych plynov v energetickom sektore EU,
— zmierneniu regionalnych a miestnych emisii znecist'ujucich latok,

— zlepSeniu ekonomickych a socidlnych vyhliadok predovsetkym pre vidiecke a izolované
regiony.

Europska tunia si preto vytycila ciel, aby sa do roku 2010 obnovitelnymi zdrojmi energie
zabezpe€ovalo 21 % vyroby elektrickej energie (pozri prilohu 1). Tento ciel’ bol formulovany
v smernici 2001/77/ES' o podpore elektrickej energie vyrabanej z obnovitelnych zdrojov
energie na vnutornom trhu s elektrickou energiou, ktord vytycila aj diferencované ciele pre
jednotlivé ¢lenské Staty. V tejto smernici sa dalej uvadza, ze ¢lenské Staty musia zabezpecit
lepSie moznosti pripojenia do siete pre generatory obnovitel'nej energie, skratit’ a zjednodusit’
postupy pri vydavani povoleni a vytvorit’ systém zaruk povodu.

Horlivd verejnd podpora uvadzaniu ,zelenej elektriny* na trh s elektrickou energiou je
opodstatnena, pretoze uvedeny prinos nie je (alebo je len Ciastocne) sucast’'ou Cistej pridanej
hodnoty zabezpecovanej prevadzkovateImi v hodnotovom retazci vyroby elektrickej energie
z obnovitel'nych zdrojov.

Podla uvedenej smernice musia ¢lenské Staty stanovit’ individudlne ciele vyroby elektricke;
energie z obnovite'nych zdrojov (RES-E — electricity from renewable energy source). Mozu
si slobodne zvolit’ preferované podporné mechanizmy na dosiahnutie tychto cielov a/alebo
modzu vyuzit' prechodné obdobie pocas minimalne siedmich rokov odvtedy, ako by mal byt
prijaty novy celoeuropsky regulacny rdmec. V ¢lanku 4 smernice sa uvadza, ze Komisia
najneskor do 27. oktobra 2005 predlozi riadne zdokumentovanu spravu o skusenostiach

Smernica 2001/77/ES z 27. septembra 2001 o podpore elektrickej energie vyrabanej z obnovitelnych
zdrojov energie na vnutornom trhu s elektrickou energiou. U. v. ES L 283/33, 27.10.2001. Datum
implementacie tejto smernice bol stanoveny na oktober 2003 a pre nové ¢lenské §taty na 1. maja 2004.
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ziskanych pri uplatiovani a koexistencii roznych mechanizmov pouzivanych v ¢lenskych
Statoch. Tdto sprava posudi uspech vratane efektivnosti vynakladania ndkladov, systémov
podpory propagujucich spotrebu elektrickej energie z obnovitel'nych zdrojov energie v stilade
s vnutroStatnymi indikativnymi ciel'mi. Tento ¢lanok d’alej stanovuje, ze sprava moze byt
v pripade potreby doplnend o navrh ramca Spolocenstva so zretelom na podporné programy.

1.2. Rozsah posobnosti
Toto oznamenie sluzi trom Géelom:

- sprave, ktora sa pozaduje od Komisie na zdklade clanku 4 smernice
2001/77/ES av ktorej budi uvedené vysledky a skisenosti ziskané pri
uplatiiovani a koexistencii réznych mechanizmov pouzivanych v ¢lenskych
Statoch na podporu vyroby elektrickej energie z obnovitel'nych zdrojov energie,

- sprave, ktora sa pozaduje od Komisie na zdklade ¢lanku 8 a ktora sa zaobera
administrativnymi  prekiaZkami  a otazkami pristupu do siete
a implementéciou zaruky poévodu obnovitel'nej elektrickej energie,

- planu koordindcie existujucich systémov zalozenych na dvoch pilieroch: na
spolupraci medzi krajinami a na optimalizacii vnutroStatnych programov, ¢o
pravdepodobne povedie ku konvergencii systémov.

2. HODNOTENIE EXISTUJUCICH PODPORNYCH SYSTEMOV
2.1. Existujuce podporné systémy

V stcasnosti existuje v EU mnozstvo rozlinych funkénych podpornych systémov, ktoré
mozno vo vSeobecnosti rozdelit do Styroch skupin: vstupné sadzby, zelené osvedcenia,
systémy verejnych stt'azi a dafiova stimulécia.

- Vstupné sadzby existuju vo vicSine Clenskych Statov. Pre tieto systémy su
charakteristické osobitné ceny stanovené zvidc¢Sa na obdobie priblizne siedmich
rokov, ktoré musia platit’ spolo¢nosti distribuujice elektricki energiu domacim
vyrobcom ,,zelenej elektriny*. V ramci tychto programov dodéavatelia hradia imerne
objemu svojho predaja dodato¢né néklady, ktoré prechadzaji na odberatelov energie
prostrednictvom prirdzky k cene za kWh energie pre koncového uzivatel'a. Vyhody
tychto programov spocivaju v bezpecnosti investicii, v moznosti jemného
upravovania a v podpore a propagécii strednodobych a dlhodobych technoldgii. Na
druhej strane sa tazko zlad'uji na arovni EU, mézu byt napadnuté na zaklade zasad
vnutorného trhu a prinésaja riziko neimerného financovania, ak ndbehova krivka pre
jednotlivé technolégie RES-E nema klesajuci priebeh v zavislosti od ¢asu. Program
vstupnych sadzieb sa v stCasnosti pouziva ako mechanizmus fixnej prirazky
v Dansku a &iasto¢ne aj v Spanielsku. V ramci tohto systému vlada stanovi fixnu
prirazku alebo environmentalny bonus, ktory sa plati vyrobcom RES-E okrem beZnej
alebo okamzitej ceny za elektricku energiu.

- V ramci systému ,,zelenych osved&eni®, ktory v siasnosti existuje vo Svédsku,

v Spojenom kralovstve, Taliansku, Belgicku a v Pol'sku, sa RES-E predava za bezné

trhové ceny energie. Na ucely financovania dodato¢nych ndkladov na vyrobu

»zelenej™ elektrickej energie ana tuclely zabezpeCenia toho, aby sa vyrobil
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pozadovany objem ,zelenej* elektrickej energie, vSetci spotrebitelia (alebo
v niektorych krajinach vyrobcovia) st povinni kupit od vyrobcov RES-E urcity
pocet ,,zelenych* osvedCeni podl'a pevne stanovenej percentualnej hodnoty alebo
kvoty z ich celkovej spotreby / produkcie elektrickej energie. Pokuty za nedodrzanie
tohto predpisu sa prevadzaju bud’ do fondu na vyskum, vyvoj a demonstracné
¢innosti (RD&D — research, development and demonstration) obnovite'nych zdrojov
alebo do Statneho rozpoctu. Kedze vyrobcovia / spotrebitelia chci kupovat’ tieto
osvedcenia podl'a moznosti ¢o najlacnejSie, vznikol sekundarny trh s osved¢eniami,
kde si vyrobcovia RES-E vzajomne pri predaji ,,zelenych® osvedceni konkuruju.
Preto sa ,zelené* osvedCenia stali trhovymi nastrojmi, ktoré maji v pripade
spravneho fungovania teoreticki moznost’ zabezpecit’ investiciam najlepsiu hodnotu.
Tieto systémy by mohli dobre fungovat’ na samostatnom eurdpskom trhu s teoreticky
niz§im rizikom nadmerného financovania. ,,Zelené”“ osvedCenia vSak mozu
predstavovat’ pre investorov vyssie riziko, pricom dlhodobé technolégie, s ktorymi st
v sucasnosti spojené vysoké naklady, sa v rdmci tychto systémov len t'azko rozvijaju.
Tieto systémy vyzaduju aj vyssie spravne naklady.

- Cisto postupy vyberového Konania existovali v dvoch &lenskych §tatoch (v frsku
a Franctzsku). Franclizsko vSak neddvno preslo na systém vstupnych sadzieb
kombinovany v niektorych pripadoch so systémom vyberového konania a frsko
prave oznamilo podobnll zmenu. V ramci postupu vyberového konania §tat vyhlasi
sériu verejnych sutazi na dodavku RES-E, ktora sa potom dodadva na zaklade zmluv
za vyslednu cenu verejnej sutaze. Dodatocné naklady, ktoré vznikli nakupom RES-
E, hradia koncovi spotrebitelia prostrednictvom osobitnych odvodov. Hoci systémy
vyberového konania teoreticky predstavuju optiméalne vyuzitie trhovych sil, maja
nepravidelny charakter nezlucitelny so stabilnymi podmienkami. Okrem toho
systémy tohto typu prinasaju riziko, Ze vdaka nizkym ponukdm sa projekty
nezrealizujl.

- Systémy zaloZené len na danovych stimuloch sa pouZzivajii na Malte a vo Finsku.
V mnohych pripadoch (napriklad na Cypre, v Spojenom kralovstve alebo v Ceskej
republike) sa vSak tento néstroj pouziva ako dodatocnéd metdda.

Uvedené rozdelenie do Styroch skupin je skutoéne zjednodusenym vyjadrenim situacie.
Existuje mnozstvo systémov, ktoré maju zmieSané prvky, predovSetkym s dafiovou
stimulaciou. V prilohe 2 je uvedeny prehl'ad podpornych systémov v EU-25.

2.2, Hodnotenie vykonnosti

Néklady na vyrobu obnovitenej energie sa v jednotlivych pripadoch vyrazne liSia.
Vnutrostatne, regionalne a polnohospodarske zdroje st v Clenskych Statoch dost’ rozdielne.
Akékol'vek hodnotenie podpornych systémov preto musi zohl'adnovat’ jednotlivé sektory.

Sti¢asna uroven podpory vyroby RES-E sa v ¢lenskych $tatoch EU znaéne 1igi. V prilohe 3
je uvedené podrobné hodnotenie rozdielov medzi celkovou sumou ziskanou za vyrobenu
obnovitelni energiu a vyrobnymi nakladmi®, ktoré vyjadruje efektivnost nakladov
jednotlivych systémov. Cim vi&si je rozdiel medzi ,,vyrobnymi nakladmi“ a ,,podporou, tym

Pouzili sa hodnoty za roky 2003 a 2004. V systémoch so vstupnymi sadzbami je vyska podporovanej
ceny rovnaka ako hodnota sadzby. Zdrojom udajov o vyrobnych nakladoch pouzitym v tomto oznameni
je Green-X.
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menej je systém nakladovo efektivny. Pre komplikovanost’ rozli¢énych obnovite'nych energii
arozdielov vo vnutroStatnych situdcidch bola zvolena analyza podla sektorov. Z erafov
uvedenvch v prilohe 3 sa d4 vyvodit’, nakol'’ko je takyto systém nakladovo efektivna.

V pripade veternej energie sa v systémoch ,,zelenych® osvedCeni prejavuje velky rozdiel
medzi vyrobnymi nakladmi a ,,podporou®. Doévodom vysSich ndkladov mdze byt vicsie
investi¢né riziko tychto systémov a pravdepodobne aj eSte stile nezrely trh so ,,zelenymi*
osvedceniami.

V deviatich ¢lenskych Statoch z dvadsiatich piatich ¢lenskych $tatov sa vyuzitie veternej
energie podporuje len slabo. Pokial’ budu vyrobcovia dostdvat’ mensie sumy, ako st vyrobné
néaklady, ni¢ sa v tomto sektore v tychto krajindch nezmeni.

Polovica clenskych Statov neposkytuje dostatocnu podporu na pokrytie vyrobnych nakladov
v pripade lesnej biomasy. V pripade bioplynu v takmer troch Stvrtindch ¢lenskych §tatov nie
je podpora postacujica na rozvoj.

Popri nakladoch je ddlezitym parametrom hodnotenia aj efektivnost’ rozlicnych podpornych
systémov.

Efektivnost’ predstavuje schopnost’ podporného systému dodavat’ ,,zelenti elektrickll energiu.

Pri hodnoteni efektivnosti je tazké posudit’ G€inky najnovsich systémov. Najma sktisenosti so
»zelenymi‘ osvedCeniami st mensie ako sktisenosti so sadzbami za privod energie. Navyse sa
objem dodanej ,,zelenej“ elektrickej energie musi hodnotit’ vzhladom na realny potencial®
Staty.

V pripade veternej energie sa v prilohe 3 uvadza, ze vSetky Staty s efektivnostou vysSou ako
priemerna hodnota v EU pouzivaju tarify za privod energie. Tento typ systému je v sucasnosti
z pohl'adu vykonnosti najvhodnejsi pre veternu energiu.

Analyzy sektorov vyuzivajicich biomasu nie su také jednoznacné ako v pripade veternej
energie. V nakladoch na vyrobu biomasy sa prejavuji vel’ké rozdiely”. Tieto velké rozdiely su
spdsobené: rozliénymi zdrojmi (zvysky lesného porastu, vymladkovy porast, slama, zivo¢isny
odpad atd.), rozlicnymi transformaénymi procesmi (kombinované spalovanie, splynovanie
atd’.) a rozlicnymi rozmermi (existujice rozmery prevadzok spractivajicich biomasu sa mozu
lisit az 200-nasobne). Preto st potrebné presnejSie analyzy zalozené na Specifickych
vychodiskovych surovindch a technologiach.

Napriek tomu analyza ukazuje, Ze v pripade bioplynu sa v systémoch so sadzbami za privod
energie a so ,,zelenymi“ osvedc¢eniami dosahuji dobré vysledky (Styri Staty so systémom
vstupnych sadzieb a dve $taty so ,,zelenymi® osvedceniami dosiahli vyssiu efektivnost’ ako
eurdpsky priemer). V pripade sektora lesnej biomasy sa nedd povedat, ze jeden systém je
lepsi ako druhy. Komplikovanost' tohto sektora a regiondlne rozdiely sposobuji, Ze tu

Potencidl sa ma chapat’ ako ,realizovateI'ny dodatoény dosiahnutelny potencial za predpokladu, ze
vSetky prekdzky sa dajii prekonat’ a vSetky hnacie sily su aktivne.“ Podrobnejsie vysvetlenie pozri
v prilohe 3.

Hodnoty v pripade veternej energie na pevnine sa pohybuji v rozmedzi 40 — 100 EUR/MWh, kym
v pripade biomasy sa pohybujt od 25 EUR do 220 EUR/MWh.
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vyznamni ulohu zohravaju rozliéné &initele’. Vo vieobecnosti by malo stimulovanie tazby
dreva pomoct’ pri ziskavani vidcSieho objemu nevyuzitej lesnej biomasy pre vsSetkych
uzivatel'ov.

Doélezité je porovnat' zisky aj z pohladu investorov a efektivnosti. Toto porovnanie je
uvedené pre obmedzeny pocet Clenskych Statov v prilohe 4 za predpokladu zotrvania
sucasnych cien v priebehu dlhsieho obdobia. Vyjadruje, ¢i sa uspesnost’ konkrétnej metody
zaklada najmi na vysokej finan¢nej stimuldcii, alebo €i na rozSirovanie na trhu v prislusnych
krajinach mali vyznamny vplyv aj iné aspekty.

2.3. Hlavné zavery o vykonnosti (pozri prilohy 3 a 4)
Veterna energia

e Systémy ,,zelenych™ osved¢eni sa v suasnosti vyznacuju vyrazne vyssou uroviiou podpory
ako systémy so sadzbami za privod energie. Da sa to vysvetlit’ vys$Sou rizikovou prirazkou
pozadovanou investormi, spravnymi ndkladmi, ako aj eSte stdle nezrelym trhom so
»zelenymi osvedCeniami. Otdzkou je, ako sa bude vySka cien vyvijat zo strednodobého
a dlhodobého pohl'adu.

e Najefektivnej§imi systémami vyuzivajucimi veterni energiu su v sucasnosti systémy
vstupnych sadzieb v Nemecku, Spanielsku a v Dansku.

e Navratnost' kapitdlu v systémoch ,zelenych®“ osvedCeni je vysSia ako v systémoch
vstupnych sadzieb. Tato vysoka navratnost’ (anuita) sa vypocitala extrapolaciou sucasnych
cien osved&eni.’ Navratnost’ kapitalu bude zavisiet’ od buduceho vyvoja cien.

e Analyzy ukazuji, Ze v Stvrtine Clenskych Statov je podpora prili§ slaba na akékol'vek
odstartovanie. Dalsia $tvrtina ma dostatoéna podporu, ale stale dosahuje len priemerné
vysledky. Vysvetlit’ sa to da existenciou prekdzok v elektrickej sieti a administrativnych
prekazok.

e Co sa tyka ziskov, preskimané systémy so sadzbami za privod energie su efektivne
s relativne nizkymi ziskami vyrobcov. Na druhej strane systémy ,,zelenych* osvedceni
maju v sucasnosti v ziskoch vel'ké rezervy. Treba zdoraznit, ze tieto systémy ,,zelenych*
osvedceni predstavuju relativne nové ndstroje. Preto su pre terajSiu situdciu eSte stale
charakteristické vyrazné prechodné javy.

Lesna biomasa
e Dinsky systém so sadzbami za privod energie a s centralizovanymi kombinovanymi

prevadzkami na vyrobu energie pomocou spalovania slamy’ a finsky hybridny podporny
systém (datiové ulavy a investicie) jednoznac¢ne vykazuju najlepSiu vykonnost, tak

Uroveii podpory suvisi skér s inymi &initePmi nez so zvolenym systémom (sadzby za privod
energiealebo ,,zelené“ osvedéenia), napriklad s volbou metddy (velké alebo malé prevadzky,
s vedl'ajsim spalovanim alebo bez neho...).

Vyznamnou otazkou je, ako sa budi ceny ,,zelenych® osved¢eni vyvijat v nasledujucich rokoch.
Analyzy uvedené v tomto dokumente vychddzaju z konsStantnej ceny osvedcenti.

Vyuzitie biomasy zo slamy je zahrnuté do analyz lesnej biomasy, hoci svojim povodom to nie je lesny
produkt. Dansko je hlavnou krajinou vyuzivajicou tento typ biomasy.
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vzhl'adom na efektivnost, ako aj na ekonomickt u¢innost’ podpory. Dlhoro¢na tradicia
technologii vyuzivania biomasy na energetické ucely, stabilné podmienky planovania
a kombinacia s vyrobou tepla sa daju povazovat za kI'icové dovody tohto vyvoja.

e Hoci systémy so sadzbami za privod energie dosahuju vo vSeobecnosti lepSie vysledky,
analyza v sektore lesnej biomasy je komplikovanejSia, ked’Ze investi¢né rizika v pripade
»zelenych® osvedCeni pravdepodobne brzdia skuto¢né zapojenie sektora vyuzivajuceho
biomasu. Efektivnost’ systémov vyrazne ovplyviiuji iné Cinitele, ako volba financnych
nastrojov (prekazky v infrastrukture, rozmery zariadeni, optimalna sprava lesov
a existencia sekundarnych nastrojov atd’.)

Takmer v polovici eurdpskych krajin nie je podpora vyuzivania lesnej biomasy dostato¢na na
to, aby sa dalej rozvijal tento sektor s vysokym potencidlom. V mnohych regionoch je
potrebna stimulécia zamerana na tazbu dreva, aby sa zvysil prisun dreva zlesov EU ku
vsetkym uzivatel'om, ¢im sa zabrani moznej deformacii trhu s drevnym odpadom.

Sektor bioplynu®

Sest’ krajin dosahuje vyssiu efektivnost’ ako priemer EU, $tyri z nich so systémom vstupnych
sadzieb (Dansko, Nemecko, Grécko, Luxembursko) a dve so systémom ,,zelenych* osvedceni
(Spojené kralovstvo a Taliansko). Tak ako aj v sektore lesnej biomasy tieto vysledky
ovplyviiujt rozli¢né Cinitele:

- Agroekonomické moznosti a vol'ba velkosti prevadzok. Velké prevadzky dosahuju
vysSiu efektivnost’. Pri malych prevadzkach sa predpoklada, Ze st dolezitejSie pre
vidiecku ekonomiku, ale ndklady su vyssie.

- Existencia doplnkového podporného systému. Sektor bioplynu je uzko prepojeny
s environmentalnou politikou spracovania odpadu. Staty ako Spojené kralovstvo
podporuju vyuzivanie bioplynu pomocou sekundarnych nastrojov, napriklad
dafiovymi Glavami. Dobrym katalyzatorom pre tito technoldégiu je aj doplnkova
investi¢na pomoc.

- Vyrobné naklady na polnohospodarsky bioplyn’ st vyssie, ale vyssi je aj jeho
aj environmentalny prinos.
Takmer 70 % krajin EU nemé dostatoénii podporu na rozvoj tychto technologii.

DalSie obnoviteI’'né zdroje energie

V sektore malych vodnych elektrarni sa prejavuju velké rozdiely tak v podpore, ako aj vo
vyrobnych nakladoch. Vyvoj tychto obnovitelnych technolégii je vyrazne ovplyviiovany
existenciou prekazok.

Bioplyn zahiiia vSetky fermentacné procesy biomasy: bioplyn s vedl'ajSou fermentaciou, kalovy plyn
a plyn ziskavany zo skladok odpadu.

Pol'nohospodarsky bioplyn je vysledkom Specifického spracovania odpadu zo zivociSnej alebo
rastlinnej vyroby alebo zo Specifickych energetickych plodin. Kalovy bioplyn sa ziskava extrakciou
metanu z odpadu na skladkach.
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Solarna fotovoltaicka energia je v sucasnosti aktivne podporovana v Nemecku (svetovy lider),
v Holandsku, Spanielsku, Luxembursku a v Rakusku.

Kompletné analyzy vyroby energie v malych vodnych elektrarnach a vyroby solarnej
fotovoltaickej energie su uvedené v prilohe 3.

Existuju eSte d’alSie zdroje obnovitel'nej energie pouzivané na vyrobu elektriny, ktoré nie su
zahrnuté do tohto dokumentu. Jednym z nich st velké vodné elektrarne, ktoré predstavuju
dobre rozvinuty zdroj obnovitelnej energie a vo vSeobecnosti nepotrebuju ziadnu podporu.
Medzi d’alSie obnovitelné energie, ktoré nie st uvedené v tejto sprave, patri geotermalna
energia, energia vin aprilivu asolarna tepelnid energia, kedze su podporované len
v niektorych ¢lenskych $tatoch a zatial’ sa neuplatiiujii na priemyselnej urovni.

3. VNUTORNY TRH A OBCHODNE ASPEKTY
3.1. Uvod

Vnutorny trh s elektrickou energiou apodpora RES-E su vzajomne uzko prepojené.
Obnovite'né energie so sebou prindSaji nové zariadenia prispievajuce k bezpecnosti
zasobovania elektrickou energiou a k rozSirovaniu energetickych kombinécii generatorov
elektrickej energie. Na druhej strane také aspekty vnatorného trhu, ako je volné
obchodovanie, transparentnost, oddelenie cinnosti, poskytovanie informacii a vzajomné
prepojenia, mozu prispiet’ k vstupu RES-E na vnutorny trh s elektrickou energiou. V mnohych
pripadoch podpora obnovitelnych zdrojov energie podlicha usmerneniu Spolocenstva
o §tatnej pomoci na ochranu Zivotného prostredia.'’ Pravidla tatnej pomoci mozu ovplyvnit
koncepciu systému podpory.

3.2. Oddelenie ¢innosti, transparentnost’ a dominantni hraci

Na trhu s oddelenymi &innostami'' s nezavisli prevadzkovatelia prenosovych ststav (TSO -
Transmission System Operator) a nezavisli prevadzkovatelia distribu¢nych sustav (DSO -
Distribution System Operator) povinni zabezpecit' spravodlivy pristup do siete vSetkym
vyrobcom amusia vytvorit' sietovll infraStruktiru v sulade s dlhodobou stratégiou,
zohl'adnujuc integraciu obnovitel'nych zdrojov energie.

Pre niektoré Staty je eSte stdle charakteristickd dominancia jednej energetickej spolo¢nosti
alebo malého poctu energetickych spolo¢nosti, ktoré st neraz vertikalne integrované. Moze
tak vzniknut situdcia podobna monopolu, ¢o by mohlo prekéazat’ rozvoju RES-E.

Z hladiska dobrého fungovania vSetkych podpornych systémov RES-E su podstatnym
¢initelom skutoc¢ne nezavisli TSO a DSO.

Vlddy musia zlep$it' informovanost odberatelov o tom, ako sa néklady na podporu
obnovitelnej energie prenaSaji na uzivatelov. Podla odhadov Eurdpskej komisie
v Spanielsku, Spojenom kralovstve a v Nemecku predstavuje podpora obnovitelnej energie

10 U.v.ES C37,3.2.2001, . 3.

Oddelenie cinnosti je v smernici 2003/54/ES opisané takto: s cielom zabezpecit ucinny a
nediskriminacny pristup do siete je primerané, aby distribucné a prenosové sustavy boli riadené
prostrednictvom pravne oddelenych samostatnych subjektov tam, kde existuju vertikalne integrované
podniky.
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priblizne 4 az 5 % sadzieb elektrickej energie a v Dansku az 15 %. Podiel nie vodnej RES-E
v tychto krajinach je v sicasnosti 3,5 % v Spojenom kralovstve, 9 % v Nemecku, 7 %
v Spanielsku a 20 % v Dansku (pozri prilohu 5).

3.3. Nespojitost’ vo vyrobe a vyvazZeni energie: potreba primeranej kombinacie
vnutorného trhu a regulovania obnovitePnych zdrojov energie

Veterna energia je — podobne ako ostatné obnovitel'né zdroje — nespojitym zdrojom energie.
Mimoriadne délezité su tieto otazky:

- Predpovede vetra. V krajindch ako Dénsko, Spojené kralovstvo a Spanielsko musia
vyrobcovia RES-E predpovedat’ svoju produkciu, podobne ako ostatni vyrobcovia
elektrickej energie. Cim presnejsia je predpoved’, tym maju nespojité zdroje RES-E
vysSiu hodnotu.

- ,Zatvaraci ¢as brany“.'” Cim viac sa ,,zatvaranie brany“ zhoduje s prevadzkovym
casom, tym lepSie mozu nespojité technologie RES-E predpovedat, kol’ko elektricke;j
energie budu schopné dodat’.

- Uttovanie vyrovnavacich nékladov. Spojené kralovstvo, Déansko a Spanielsko'
maju systémy na uctovanie odchylok od predpovedanej vyroby elektrickej energie,
nezavisle od jej povodu, vratane veternej energie. PodrobnejSia analyza
vyrovnavacich nakladov je uvedena v prilohe 5.

Inteligentnd koncepcia podporného systému moze prispiet’ k zmierneniu problému
nespojitosti.

V pripadoch, ked’ vyroba energie z nespojitych zdrojov pokryva vel'ka ¢ast’ domacej spotreby
energie, je dolezité, aby vyrobcovia RES-E boli schopni lepSie reagovat’ na ceny energie na
promptnom trhu. Integracia velkych podielov elektrickej energie z nespojitych RES-E do
systtmu sa moze ulah¢it pomocou podporného systému, ktory zahffia prepojenie
s promptnou cenou energie, atym aj zdielanie rizik. Je to pripad poistného systému'?,
systému ,,zelenych® osvedceni a niektorych systémov so sadzbami za privod energie, ako
napriklad v Spanielsku."

34. Obchodovanie s energiou

Vplyv rozlicnych podpornych systémov na obchod predstavuje dolezity aspekt podpornych
opatreni ur¢enych na dosiahnutie kompatibility RES s vnatornym trhom. Musi sa rozliSovat’
medzi fyzickym obchodovanim s elektrickou energiou a ,,zelenou hodnotou elektricke;j
energie.

Zatvaraci Cas trhov s energiami pre prijem ponuk od vyrobcov elektrickej energie.

Spojené kral'ovstvo ma ako hlavny podporny systém pre obnovitel'né zdroje energie systém ,,zelenych*
osvedéeni. Dansko a Spanielsko maji systémy so sadzbami za privod energie.

Pripominame, Ze poistny systém je bezne klasifikovany ako systém so vstupnymi sadzbami, hoci st
medzi nimi urcité rozdiely: poistny systém sa uplatituje na vyrobcov RES na vrchole promptnej trhovej
ceny.

Systém vstupnych sadzieb v Spanielsku obsahuje poplatky za vykyvy vo vyrobe elektrickej energie pre
vyrobcov RES — ako aj pre ostatnych vyrobcov elektrickej energie.
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Fyzické obchodovanie s RES-E podliecha rovnakym obmedzeniam, aké sa uplatiiuju na
konvenénu elektricka energiu'®. Vid§inou je to mozné a v stiéasnosti vyuzivané. Vyuzivanim
RES-E sa pravdepodobne zvysi potreba cezhranicného obchodovania s energiou
a pevnejsieho prepojovacieho vedenia.

Clankom 3 ods. 6 smernice 2003/54/ES sa stanovuje povinny systém poskytovania
informdcii, na zdklade ktorého musia byt spotrebitelia informovani o podiele jednotlivych
zdrojov energie na celkovej skladbe paliva. Uplna implementacia tohto systému by zvysila
»zelenu* hodnotu obnovitelnej elektrickej energie. Informovanie o povode elektrickej energie
by zvysilo aj hodnotu portfolia vyrobcov s va¢sim podielom RES.

3.5. Pravidla Statnej pomoci

Ked’ hovorime o hospodarskej sttazi na trhu s RES av europskych hospodarstvach vo
vSeobecnosti, treba venovat pozornost’ potencidlnym deformanym ucinkom podpory na
hladké fungovanie trhu. Ako je uvedené v dvanastej zarazke preambuly smernice 2001/77/ES,
a 88. Takato podpora zvicsa podliecha usmerneniu Spolocenstva o §tdtnej pomoci na ochranu
zivotného prostredia a méze byt ekonomicky opodstatnend mnohymi oddévodneniami, pretoze
priaznivé ucinky tychto opatreni na zivotné prostredie prevazia nad deformacnymi ucinkami
na hospodarsku sutaz. Kedze je vyuzivanie obnovitelnych zdrojov energie v politike
Spoloc¢enstva prioritné, uvedené pravidla su voc¢i takymto podpornym systémom dost’
velkorysé. Na tomto zaklade Komisia v obdobi rokov 2001 az 2004 schvélila priblizne 60
programov Statnej pomoci na podporu obnovitel'nych zdrojov energie.*

3.6. Hlavny zaver

Kompatibilita vSetkych rozlicnych podpornych systémov obnovitelnej energie s rozvojom
vnutorného trhu s elektrickou energiou je ddlezita zo strednodobého aj dlhodobého pohladu.
Budovanie vnatorného eurdpskeho trhu sa musi uskuto¢iiovat prostrednictvom primerane;j
regulacie zohl'adiiujuicej opatrenia potrebné pre rozvoj RES-E. Koncepcia trhu ma vyznam pre
rozvoj a vyuzivanie RES-E. Ak je to mozné, musia sa pri navrhovani podpornych systémov
zohl'adiiovat’ pravidla Statnej pomoci.

4. KOEXISTENCIA ALEBO HARMONIZACIA

Zda sa, ze vd’aka vyrazne sa liSiacim moznostiam a vyvoju v jednotlivych ¢lenskych Statoch
v oblasti obnovitelnych energii je vel'mi tazké v kratkom case dosiahnut’ harmonizaciu.
Okrem toho kratkodobé zmeny v systémoch moéZzu potencidlne deformovat’ urcité trhy
a komplikovat’ ¢lenskym Statom dosahovanie ich cielov. Napriek tomu sa uskutocnila analyza
a monitoring vyhod anevyhod harmonizacie vzhladom na stfasné rozdielne systémy,
predovsetkym vzhl'adom na strednodoby az dlhodoby vyvoj.

4.1. Potencialne vyhody

e Mnohé¢ Stadie naznacuju, Ze celkové naklady na dosiahnutie cielového podielu RES-E
v roku 2010 by mohli byt po zosuladeni systémov ,,zelenych* osvedCeni a systémov so

1o V sucasnosti je priblizne 11 % z celkovej elektrickej energie predmetom fyzického cezhrani¢ného

obchodovania v Eurdpe.

11

SK



SK

sadzbami za privod energie vyrazne nizSie, nez keby sa pokracovalo v sucasnych
rozdielnych vnutrostatnych politikdch. V snahe dosiahnut’ tato efektivnost’ nakladov je
vSak potrebné lepSie fungovanie vnutorného trhu s elektrickou energiou a vys$Sia miera
vzajomného prepojenia a objemu obchodovania, priom sa musia odstranit’ deformacie
trhu vo forme podpory konvenénych zdrojov energie.

Vysledkom uvedenia obnovitel'nych energii na vnttorny trh s jednym zakladnym suborom
pravidiel by mohli byt znacné uspory zrozsahu potrebné pre prosperujici
a konkurencieschopnejsi priemysel vyroby obnovitel'nej elektrickej energie.

Celoeuropsky systém ,,zelenych®™ osved€eni pravdepodobne povedie k vzniku vécsieho, a
tym aj nestalejSieho trhu s osvedceniami, v dosledku ¢oho by sa mohli vytvorit’ stabilnejsie
ceny ,zelenych®“ osvedfeni v porovnani s mensSimi (vnitroStaitnymi) trhmi. Sprévne
naklady takéhoto systému by sa mali posudzovat’ vzhl'adom na spravne néklady v sti¢asnej
situdcii.

Celoeurdpsky spolo¢ny systém vstupnych sadzieb, ktory zohl'adiiuje dostupnost’ miestnych
zdrojov, by mohol v rozliénych ¢lenskych Statoch znizit' néklady vsSetkych technologii
RES, ked’Ze inStalacie nie st obmedzené na urcité ¢lenské Staty. Takyto systém vstupnych
sadzieb by mohol pozostavat’ bud’ z pevne stanovenych sadieb, alebo z ,,prirdzkovych*
sadzieb pripocitanych k zdkladnej cene viazanej na priemernu cenu elektrickej energie.

4.2. Potenciilne nevyhody

Harmonizovany systém ,zelenych* osvedceni moze fungovat len vtedy, ak v jeho
dosledku vzniknii spravne ceny osved&eni a pokuty v celej EU, a tym aj k efektivnemu
narastu inStalacii RES vrozliénych krajindch. Vyrazné vykyvy vcene ,zelenych*
osved€eni mozu viest’ k zvySeniu neistoty investorov a k redukcii narastu RES.

Na to, aby sa v systéme so sadzbami za privod energie optimalizovali sadzby a aby sa
udrzali nizke néklady, je potrebny znacny objem informadcii o technologiach a nakladoch.
Ak sa tieto otazky ndlezite nevyrieSia, systém by sa mohol stat’ finanéne ndro¢nym
a nepruznym.

Harmonizacia prostrednictvom systému ,,zelenych® osvedceni bez diferenciacie podla
technologie by negativne ovplyvnila dynamickl efektivnost. KedZe takyto systém by
v prvom rade podporoval efektivnost’ ndkladov, rozvijali by sa len tie technologie, ktoré st
v sucasnosti najkonkurencieschopnejsie. Z kratkodobého pohl'adu by bol takyto vysledok
priaznivy, ale investicie do d’alSich sI'ubnych technoldgii by v takomto systéme ,,zelenych*
osved&eni neboli dostato¢ne stimulované. Preto by mali tento systém doplnat aj iné
metody.

Clenské staty, ktoré sa stand dovozcami RES-S v harmonizovanom systéme, nemusia byt
ochotné platit, ak nebudu pocitovat miestne priaznivé ucinky (rozvoj zamestnanosti
a vidieka, rozmanitost’ a tym aj zabezpecenie podvodnych zdrojov energie a menSie lokalne
znecistenie), ktoré by sa prejavili, keby sa obnovitel'né energie vyrabali na ich izemi.
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e Na druhej strane ani vyvazajice Staty nemusia byt ochotné zabezpecovat' vacsi objem
RES, nez potrebuju pre svoje vlastné ciele, ked’ze by mohol vzniknat’ odpor obyvatel'stva
vo¢i buducim instaldciam RES (NIMBY -izmus'”).

5. ADMINISTRATIVNE PREKAZKY

Nie je mozné oddelit diskusiu o podpornych systémoch od otazky administrativnych
prekazok. V snahe dosiahnut’ ciele zavadzania RES-E efektivne z hladiska nakladov je
potrebné vytvorit® postup, ktory vcas ajednoducho ulah¢i zabezpeCenie zvySenej vyroby
RES-E.

Této kapitola — v stlade s ¢lankom 6 smernice 2001/77/ES — analyzuje rozlicné problémy
a navrhuje niekol’ko rieSeni na zmiernenie administrativneho zatazenia (viac informacii
v prilohe 6).

5.1. Zistené prekazky

Prekazky, ktorym celia vyvojovi pracovnici a investori pri zavadzani novych technoldgii,
mozu mat’ administrativny, sietovy, socidlny a financny charakter. Nedavno Komisia zacala
proces verejnych konzultacii o tom, ako sa tieto prekazky vnimaja'®

Zistené administrativne prekazky sa daju rozdelit’ do tychto kategorii:
1. Velky pocet podielajucich sa organov a nedostatocna koordindcia medzi nimi

Vyznamnym problémom, ktory by mohol branit’ vic¢Siemu vyuZzivaniu obnovitelnych zdrojov
energie, je existencia viacerych vrstiev kompetencii pri schvalovani vyrobnych jednotiek.
Poziadavky mnozstva za€astnenych organov (vnutrostatnych, regiondlnych a komunalnych)
casto vedu k oneskoreniam, investicnej neistote, znadsobovaniu Usilia a k potencidlne vic¢Sim
poziadavkam na motivaciu zo strany vyvojovych pracovnikov, aby sa tak vykompenzovali
investi¢né rizika alebo pociatocnd vyska kapitalu investovaného do projektu.

Tam, kde st zOCastnené rozlicné trovne spravy, musia Clenské Staty urcit komplexné
autorizacné organy, ktoré¢ budu zodpovedné za koordindciu viacerych spravnych postupov,
akym je napriklad Bundesamt flir Seeschifffahrt und Hydrographie zaoberajuci sa pribreznym
vetrom v Nemecku. Rozli¢né orgdny musia tiez pouzivat’ Standardné formulare a poziadavky.

2. DIhé cakacie lehoty potrebné na ziskanie potrebnych povoleni

Povolovacie konania pre projekty vyuzivajice vietor na pevnine mozu trvat dva az sedem
rokov," ¢o v niektorych pripadoch vedie k obavam z Gplného ,,zmrazenia“ vyvoja tohto trhu.
Povolovacie konania pre projekty vyuzivajice pribrezny vietor su eSte neefektivnejsie, ked’ze
az doteraz neboli stanovené jasné postupy pre rozdelenie zodpovednosti medzi rozlicnymi
prislusnymi Statnymi organmi.

NIMBY-izmus je skratka pre ,,Not In My Back Yard — Nie na mojom dvore*.

Konzultacie so zainteresovanymi osobami pozostavaju z internetového dotaznika a z naslednych
pohovorov. Tento proces je opisany v hodnoteni ti¢inkov priloZenych k tomuto oznameniu.

Takéto lehoty st v Holandsku a v Skotsku.
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Dorazne sa odporuca stanovit’ jasné pravidla pre povolovacie konania a do tychto postupov sa
musia pre prislusné organy zaclenit' zavézné lehoty na odpoved. Vybornym néstrojom
kontroly efektivnosti schvalovania je stanovenie miery schvalenych ziadosti*’.

3. RES nedostatocne zohladnované v izemnom planovani

V mnohych krajinach aregionoch sa buduci rozvoj projektov RES neberie pri zostavovani
uzemnych planov do uvahy . Znamena to, Ze sa musia prijat’ nové izemné plany, aby bolo
mozné implementovat’ projekt RES-E v konkrétnej oblasti. Tento proces moze trvat’ vel'mi
dlho. Neraz sa stdva, Ze z celkového obdobia potrebného na vyvoj projektu najvécsia Cast’
pripadd na ziskanie povoleni suvisiacich sUzemnym planovanim. PredovSetkym ide
o projekty v oblasti vyuZzitia vetra a biomasy. Prislusné organy treba podporovat’ v tom, aby
predpokladali vyvoj budicich projektov RES (predbezné planovanie) vo svojom regione
vy¢lenenim vhodnych oblasti.

Ak sa na povol'ovacom konani podiel'aju organy na rozlicnych urovniach, moznym rieSenim
by mohlo byt predbezné plianovanie uskutocnované v Dansku a Nemecku, kde sa od
samosprav vyzaduje, aby pridelovali lokality, ktoré buda k dispozicii vyvojovym
projektovym pracovnikom za ucelom dosiahnutia cielovej urovne objemu vyroby
obnovitel'nej energie. V tychto predbezne naplanovanych oblastiach su poziadavky na
povolenia mensie a realizuju sa rychlejsie. Vo Svédsku sa tieto oblasti ozna¢uji ako ,,oblasti
narodné¢ho zaujmu pre veterna energiu.

Planovanie a povol'ovacie konanie suvisia aj s eurdpskou environmentalnou legislativou, akou
je ramcova smernica o vode alebo smernica o biotopoch a vtakoch. Komisia bude pokracovat’
vo svojej praci — napriklad v prebiehajlicej iniciative Komisie suvisiacej so vzdjomnym
prepojenim ramcovej smernice o vode a smernice o elektrickej energii z obnovitel'nych
energii, akou je vodna energia — aby sa zvysSila transparentnost’ a jednozna¢nost’ uplatiiovania
tychto smernic v stvislosti s rozvojom obnovitel'nej energie.

5.2. Odporicania tykajice sa administrativnych prekazok

Ked'Ze situdcia v stuvislosti s povolovacimi konaniami sa v jednotlivych ¢lenskych Statoch
vyrazne lisi, nie je moZné sformulovat’ vSeobecné odpori€ania. Smernica o obnovitelnych
zdrojoch energie (2001/77/ES) pozaduje skratenie celkového povol'ovacieho konania. To sa
d4 dosiahnut’ len vyraznou zainteresovanostou a zaangazovanostou uUstrednej vlady spolu
s regionalnymi a komunalnymi orgdnmi — ale s ve'mi jasnym vymedzenim kompetencii na
jednotlivych trovniach. Komisia odportca tieto opatrenia:

- Musia sa vytvorit' centralne autorizaéné organy zodpovedné za vybavovanie
ziadosti o povolenia a poskytujuce poradenstvo ziadatel'om.

- Clenské Staty musia stanovit' jasné pravidla povolovacich konani s jednozna¢nym
pridelenim zodpovednosti. Ako sa uvadza v judikatire Stdneho dvora, povolovacie
konania musia byt zalozené na objektivnych, nediskriminacnych kritériach, ktoré su

20 Britské zdruzenie pre veternti energiu kazdy rok zverejiiuje mieru schvalenych ziadosti: vlani, v roku

2004, dosiahla hodnotu 80 %.
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dopredu znadme zainteresovanym podnikom, a to takym sposobom, aby sa vymedzilo
v . ’ ’ v, s , v . 21
uplatiiovanie rozhodnuti vnutrostatnych organov, aby sa nevyuzivalo svojvolne.

- Clenské §taty musia zaviest mechanizmy predbeZného planovania, ktoré budu
pozadovat’, aby sa v prislusnych regionoch a obciach pridelovali lokality pre rozlicné
obnovitel'né energie.

- Pre malé projekty sa maju zaviest’ jednoduchsie postupy.

- Usmernenie o vztahoch s europskou environmentalnou legislativou.

6. OTAZKY PRISTUPU DO SIETE

Pristup do siete za primeranu a transparentni cenu je hlavnym cielom ¢lanku 7 smernice
2001/77/ES aje doélezity pre rozvoj vyroby obnovitelnej elektrickej energie. Od clenskych
Statov pozaduje, aby prijali opatrenia na ulahCenie pristupu do siete s obnovitelnou
elektrickou energiou.

Infrastruktara siete sa budovala zviacsa v ¢asoch, ked” sektor elektrickej energie bol v Statnom
vlastnictve a bol uréeny na to, aby umoznil rozmiestiiovanie velkych elektrarni v blizkosti
bani ariek alebo v blizkosti hlavnych centier spotreby. Vyroba obnovitelnej elektrickej
energie nie je vicSinou situovand na rovnakych miestach ako konvencna vyroba elektricke;
energie a vo vSeobecnosti ma rozdielny objem vyroby. Hoci niektoré prevadzky vyrabajuce
elektrickll energiu z biomasy maju kapacitu priblizne 200 MW a veterné elektrarne dosahuju
podobné hodnoty, bezny objem vyroby prevadzok produkujicich obnovitelnu elektricka
energiu je mensSi. Vyroba obnovitel'nej elektrickej energie je Casto spojend s distribu¢nou
sietou a okrem investicii do pripojenia do siete potrebuje aj rozSirenie a posilnenie siete.
Clenské $taty, okrem niekolkych vynimiek, zaviedli legislativne opatrenia zabezpecujice,
aby prevadzkovatelia sieti zaruCovali prenos a distribiciu obnovitelnej elektrickej energie.
Prioritny pristup na prenosovej trovni vS§ak v mnohych pripadoch nie je zabezpeceny.

Potrebné su transparentné pravidla tykajuce sa hradenia a zdiel'ania investi¢cnych nakladov
do sieti, kedZe mnohé prekazky stvisiace so sietami vyplyvaju z neexistencie takychto
pravidiel. Pravidla, ktoré boli stanovené, a stupen transparentnosti tychto pravidiel sa
v jednotlivych clenskych Stdtoch vyrazne liSia. Treba eSte vela urobit’ aj v oblasti
transparentnosti zdiel'ania nakladov.

Osvedcené postupy sa daji ndjst v mnohych krajinach, napriklad v Déansku, Finsku,
Nemecku a v Holandsku. V tychto krajindch boli zavedené pravidla tykajuce sa hradenia
a zdielania rozliénych investiénych nakladov do sieti. Tieto Staty si zvolili metddu ,,plytkych®
nakladov, v ramci ktorej naklady na pripojenie do siete hradia subjekty vyvijajice projekty
a pozadujice pripojenie alebo ich zdielaju s prevadzkovatelmi sieti, zatial ¢o nédklady
suvisiace s nevyhnutnym rozSirovanim a posiliiovanim sieti na distribu¢nej a prenosovej
urovni hradia prevadzkovatelia sieti a ndklady sa dalej prendsaju do Struktiry sietovych
sadzieb. V Dansku hradia niektoré naklady na pripojenie v pripade veternej energie
prevadzkovatelia sieti, ¢im sa znizuje ekonomické zatazenie vyrobcov veternej energie
vzhl'adom na investicné néklady do sieti. Hoci Holandsko nezabezpecilo prioritny pristup,
vSetky naklady na pripojenie vo vSeobecnosti hradia prevadzkovatelia sieti.

2 Pozri Sudny dvor, rozsudok 20. 2. 2001 C-205/99, ,,Analir*.
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RES-E méze celit’ problému nedostatocnej kapacity siete. Tato prekazka sa zhorSuje vd’aka
neexistencii jasnych zavedenych pravidiel tykajicich sa hradenia a zdielania rozliénych
investicnych nakladov do sieti, ako aj existenciou vertikalnej integracie a dominantnych
sluzieb.

Na zabezpecenie toho, aby RES-E mohla mat’ vyrazny podiel na skladbe elektrickej energie,
je potrebné lepSie planovanie alepSia celkovd sprava sieti. Program transeurdpskych
energetickych sieti, ako aj rdimcové programy Eurdpskej tinie pre vyskum a rozvoj technologii
zacali uskutoc¢iiovat’ pomocné stidie Giprav a optimalizacie sieti pre integraciu projektov RES-
E.

Komisia v prvom rade odportca, aby boli zdsady hradenia a zdielania ndkladov plne
transparentné a nediskriminacné. Po druhé, nevyhnutne sa musi zabezpecit' rozvoj sietovej
infraStruktury, aby sa prisposobila d’alSiemu vyvoju vyroby obnovitel'nej energie. Po tretie,
naklady suvisiace s rozvojom sietovej infrastruktiry musia hradit’ prevadzkovatelia sieti. Po
Stvrté, tvorba cien elektrickej energie v celej elektrickej sieti musi byt spravodliva
a transparentna a musi zohl'adnovat’ prinosy prislusného spdsobu vyroby elektrickej energie.

7. ZARUKY POVODU

Clenské §taty zavedu systém zarudujuci povod elektrickej energie vyrobenej z obnovitelnych
zdrojov energie, aby sa ul'ah¢ilo obchodovanie a zvysila transparentnost’ vo¢i odberatelom.?
Musia zabezpecit, aby na zdklade ziadosti bola vydana zaruka o povode. V stcCasnosti sa
implementécia zaruk povodu v jednotlivych ¢lenskych Statoch 1isi, o je vidiet’ aj v prilohe 7.

Po smernici 2001/77/ES bola prijatd novd smernica o vnatornom trhu s elektrickou
energiou™. V sulade s &lankom 3 ods. 6 smernice 2003/54/ES sa od &lenskych 3tatov
pozaduje, aby zaviedli systém informovania o skladbe paliv. Komisia povazuje toto
ustanovenie za doleZité opatrenie na dosiahnutie ciel’a transparentnosti voci odberatel'om,
ked’ze sa tyka celého sektora elektrickej energie a nielen elektrickej energie vyrabanej z
obnovitel'nych zdrojov. Zakladom tychto informacii by mohla byt’ zaruka pdvodu.

Obchodovanie so ,,zelenou elektrickou energiou sa rozbehlo, ale doteraz nenastal pripad
prenosu ,,zelenej* elektrickej energie vyrobenej v jednej krajine do druhej Staty, aby sa tam
dosiahli prislusné ciele. Nie je absolutne nevyhnutné mat’ jednotné zaruky povodu, aby sa
prediSlo duplicite. Musi sa vSak schvalit' ,nepriepustny” systém odkupovania pouzitych
»zelenych™ osvedceni. Takyto systém existuje v mnohych ¢lenskych Statoch a mohol by sa
d’alej koordinovat’ alebo dokonca aj harmonizovat, ak by to bolo potrebné pre vacsie objemy
cezhrani¢ného obchodu.

8. ZAVERY

Cas na koordinaciu

2 Clanok 5 smernice 2001/77/ES.
3 Smernica 2003/54/ES o spolo¢nych pravidlach pre vnuatorny trh s elektrickou energiou a o zruseni
smernice 96/92/ES.
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Konkurenéné vnutroitatne systémy ziskavajice v EU znadné skusenosti s podpornymi
systétmami obnovitelnych zdrojov energie by sa mali dat’ povazovat za prinos uz
v prechodnom obdobi. Konkurencia medzi systémami ma viest’ k vi¢Sej rozmanitosti rieSeni
a k prinosom: napriklad pre systém ,zelenych* osvedeni je prinosom existencia systému
vstupnych sadzieb, ked’Zze sa naklady na menej efektivne technologie hradia v ramci
technologického u¢ebného procesu, ¢o na druhej strane vedie k niz§im prenosovym nakladom
pre zakaznikov. NavySe je eSte priliS skoro porovnavat vyhody anevyhody zavedenych
podpornych mechanizmov so systémami s relativne kratkou minulostou. Preto, a na zaklade
analyz uvedenych vtomto ozndmeni, Komisia nepovazuje za vhodné v tejto etape
prezentovat harmonizovany eurdpsky systém.

Komisia povazuje koordinovany pristup k podpornym systémom obnovitelnych zdrojov
energie za primerany, a to na zaklade dvoch pilierov, ktorymi st: spolupraca medzi krajinami
a optimalizacia u¢inkov na vnutrostatne systémy.

8.1. Spolupraca

IntenzivnejSia spolupraca medzi krajinami vo forme ,spoluprace” by bola uzitocna pre
rozvoj rozli¢nych podpornych systémov v Eurdpe. Vznikajica spolupraca medzi systémami
vstupnych sadzieb v Nemecku, Spanielsku a Francuzsku alebo na iberskom trhu alebo novy
planovany spolo¢ny $védsko-ndrsky systém ,,zelenych® osved¢eni moézu byt prikladmi pre
ostatnych. Clenské $taty, ktoré maju dostatoéne podobné systémy, by sa mohli neskor
pripojit’.

8.2. Optimalizacia

Komisia navrhuje proces optimalizacie vnutroStatnych systémov a pripomina, Ze nestabilita
a neefektivnost’ systémov sa zvdcSa prendSa do vysSich nakladov pre odberatelov.
Optimalizécia sa tyka ekonomickych mechanizmov a efektivnosti nakladov, ale vyzaduje aj
odstranenie administrativnych a sietovych prekazok.

Clenské 3taty maju optimalizovat’ a upravovat’ svoje podporné systémy:

- ZvySovanim legislativnej stability a zniZovanim investicného rizika. Jednym
z hlavnych problémov vnutrostatnych podpornych systémov je ich nestabilita. Kazda
nestabilita v systéme spdsobuje vznik vysokych investi¢nych rizik, ktoré zvicsa
nadobudaju formu vysokych ndkladov pre odberatelov. V snahe zredukovat
vnimané rizikd musia ucastnici na trhu povazovat’ systém z dlhodobého hl'adiska za
stabilny a spolahlivy. Redukcia investicnych rizik a zvySenie likvidity predstavuje
dolezita tulohu predovsetkym na trhu so ,zelenymi“ osvedCeniami. Koncepcia
podpornych mechanizmov musi minimalizovat" zbyto¢né trhové riziko. ZvySend
likvidita by mohla zlepsit' moznosti dlhodobych zmlav a zabezpecit’ jednoznacnejsie
trhové ceny.

- Odstraiiovanim administrativnych prekazok vratane zjednodusovania spravnych
postupov. Musia sa obmedzit administrativne poziadavky pre zavadzanie
podpornych systémov, aby sa minimalizovalo zat'azenie odberatel'ov. Okrem uplnej
implementéacie smernice o RES-E medzi konkrétne navrhy pre clenské Staty patria
jednoznaéné pravidla, komplexné autorizacné organy, zavedenie mechanizmov
predbezného planovania a jednoduchsie postupy.
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- RieSenim sietovych otazok a transparentnostou podmienok pripojenia.
Posiliiovanie prenosu sa musi planovat’ avyvijat’ v predstihu s primeranym
financovanim. Komisia v prvom rade odportca, aby boli zasady hradenia a zdiel'ania
nakladov plne transparentné a nediskrimina¢né. Po druhé, nevyhnutne sa musi
zabezpeCit' rozvoj sietove] infrastruktury, aby sa prisposobila d’alSiemu vyvoju
vyroby obnovitelnej energie. Po tretie, ndklady suvisiace srozvojom sietovej
infrastruktury musia hradit’ prevadzkovatelia sieti. Po Stvrté, tvorba cien elektricke;j
energie v celej elektrickej sieti musi byt spravodlivd a transparentnd a musi
zohl'adnovat’ prinosy prislusného spdsobu vyroby elektrickej energie.

- Podporovanim rozmanitosti technolégii. Niektoré podporné systémy maju
tendenciu podporovat’ len najsilnejSie obnoviteI'né¢ technologie vo vztahu
k nakladovej konkurencieschopnosti. Napriklad vyuZzivanie energie pribrezné¢ho vetra
by sanikdy nerozvinulo, keby podliechalo rovnakému finanénému systému ako
energia vetra z pevniny. Takéto systémy by mali byt doplnené o d’alSie podporné
nastroje, aby sa technologicky rozvoj diverzifikoval. Spravna politika celkove;j
podpory obnovitelnej elektrickej energie by mala pokryvat’ rozliéné obnovitelné
technologie.

- Clenské staty musia lepSie vyuzivat moznosti oslobodenia od dani a zniZovania
dani poskytované pre zdroje obnovitelnej energie na zaklade smernice o zdanovani

. . 24

energetickych vyrobkov™.

- ZabezpeCenim Kkompatibility s vniatornym trhom s elektrickou energiou.
V ¢&lenskych $tatoch EU prebieha proces liberalizacie energetickych trhov. Toto
kritérium hodnoti, nakol’ko 'ahko mdze podporny systém vstupit’ na liberalizovany
energeticky trh a nakolko efektivne funguje spolu s nastrojmi existujicej a novej
politiky.

- Podporovanim zamestnanosti a miestnych a regionalnych prinosov. Podstatna
Cast’ prinosov pre verejnost’ vyplyvajicich z politiky podpory obnovite'nych zdrojov
energie suvisi so zamestnanost'ou, socidlnou politikou a rozvojom vidieka, pri¢om sa
musia reSpektovat’ a nalezite zohl'adiiovat’ aj ostatné ciele vnutrostatnej politiky.

- Doplnenim opatreni na dosiahnutie energetickej efektivnosti a riadenim dopytu.
Pokrok dosiahnuty vyrobou elektrickej energie zobnovitelnych zdrojov sa
kompenzuje nadmernym ndrastom spotreby elektrickej energie, ktorému treba
zabranit. Len kombinacia podpornych opatreni RES-E s opatreniami na dosiahnutie
efektivneho vyuzivania elektrickej energie koncovymi uzivateI'mi umozni Eurdpe
dosiahnut’ ciele jej energetickej politiky.

8.3. DalSie kroky

Velkéd regulacnd zmena na urovni Spolocenstva sa v kratkom case zdovodu snahy o
dosiahnutie cielov vroku 2010 neodporuca. Komisia vSak bude vzhladom na dusilie
o dobudovanie vnutorného trhu s elektrickou energiou a vzhl'adom na potencidlne zvySenie
efektivnosti ndkladov d’alej analyzovat moznosti a G€inky lepSej optimalizacie, koordinacie
amoznej harmonizacie, podmienky pokroku v oblasti liberalizacie a prenosovej kapacity

# Smernica 2003/96/ES o zdafiovani energetickych vyrobkov a elektriny (U. v. EU 283/51, 31.10.2003).
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a bude sa ucit’ z dalSich sktsenosti ziskanych z rozli¢nych podpornych systémov v ¢lenskych
Statoch.

Komisia bude dosledne monitorovat’ stav politiky obnovitelnych zdrojov energie v EU,
najneskor do decembra 2007 predlozi spravu o urovni systémov ¢lenskych statov uréenych na
podporu obnovitelnych zdrojov elektrickej energie aj vzhl'adom na priebezné hodnotenie
presadzovania cielov na rok 2020 a na politicky rdmec pre obnoviteI'né energie po roku 2010.
Na zéklade vysledkov tohto hodnotenia méze Komisia navrhnut odliSny pristup a ramec
systémov na podporu vyroby elektrickej energie z obnovitelnych zdrojov v Eurdpskej Unii,
zohladnujuc potrebu primeraného prechodného obdobia a zabezpecenia. Analyzovat’ sa buda
najmi vyhody a nevyhody d’al§ej harmonizécie.

Eurdpsky parlament nedavno prijal rezoliiciu o obnovitelnych energiach® objasiujucej
kritéria moznej budicej harmonizacie europskeho motiva¢ného systému.

Komisia bude podla ¢lanku 4 smernice 2001/77/ES d’alej hodnotit’ tispesnost’ podpornych
systémov vratane efektivnosti ndkladov. V pripade potreby doplni svoju spravu o ndvrh radmca
Spolocenstva tykajiceho sa podpornych systémov vyroby elektrickej energie z obnovitelnych
zdrojov. Kazdy navrh tohto ramca by mal:

(@) prispievat’ k dosahovaniu vautrostatnych indikativnych cielov;
(b) byt kompatibilny so zasadami vnutorného trhu s elektrickou energiou,
(c) zohladnovat charakteristické znaky rozlicnych obnovitelnych zdrojov energie spolu

s rozlicnymi technologiami a zemepisnymi rozdielmi;

(d) podporovat efektivne vyuzivanie obnovitelnych zdrojov energie a byt jednoduchym
a zaroven co najefektivnejsim, predovsetkym vo vztahu k nakladom,

(e) zabezpecovat’ dostatocné prechodné obdobia pre vnutroStitne podporné systémy
minimadlne sedem rokov a zachovavat' doveru investorov.

Rezolicia EP, 28. september 2005 (Turmesova sprava o podiele zdrojov obnovitel'nej energie).
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Annex 1 — Current share of electricity from renewable energy sources

Renewable energies promise to bring about strategic improvements in the security of supply,
reducing the long-term price volatility to which the EU is subject as a price-taker for fossil
fuels, and could offer an enhanced competitive edge for the EU’s renewable technology
industry. Renewable energies reduce air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. They could
also help improve economic and social prospects in the rural and isolated regions of
industrialised countries and provide a better means of meeting basic energy needs in
developing countries. The cumulative effect of all these benefits makes a robust case for
supporting renewables. The EU aims at having renewable sources provide for 21% of the
electricity consumed in its 25 member states by 2010. Romania and Bulgaria have set up a
target by 2010, maintaining the objective for the enlarged Union at 21%°. This target is
formulated in the EU Renewables Directive 2001/77/EC, which sets individual national
targets to this end. The electricity produced by renewable energy sources (RES-E) in the EU-
25 countries accounted for 394 TWh in 2003, corresponding to a share of 14% in electricity
generation (see Figure 1). The recent very dry years and the considerable growth of electricity
consumption affect the percentage of RES-E in consumption as a whole. One percentage
point of the objective on renewable electricity has been missed in the last three years due to
the important draughts occurring in Europe. Electricity consumption is growing at 2% per
year.

EU 25 electricity generation by fuel in 2003

Renewables

Gas 19% 14%

Oil 5%

Coal 31%

Nuclear 31%

Figure 1:
EU2S electricity generation by fuel in 2003.

To avoid the interference due to the variability of rain conditions in recent years, Figure 2
shows all renewable energies apart from hydropower. In recent years, the growth in renewable
electricity has been faster with the non-hydro sources. Figure 2 shows the impressive
evolution of wind (three countries were mainly responsible for the growth of this sector up to
2003) and the other sectors such as biomass, geothermal and photovoltaic solar energy.

2 Romania has set up a target for passing from 28% to 33% by 2010 and Bulgaria from 6% to 11% by

2010.
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Figure 2:
Historical development of electricity generation from ‘new’ RES-E in the European Union
(EU-25) from 1990 to 2003.

Hydropower remains the dominant source, but new renewable sources such as biomass or
wind are starting to play a role. Especially in the EU-15 countries, wind energy is the most
important of the new renewable sources in recent portfolios with a yearly growth of 35% in
the last ten years while biomass is prominently represented in some of the new Member

States.
# Biogas H (Solid) Biomass
0,
_ - 2% 7,0%
W Biowaste B Geothermal electricity
0,
15,3% ey
B Hydro large-scale # Hydro small-scale i
|
. . e bty
Photovoltaics Solar thermal electricity ]
i
) . e
Tide & Wave m Wind onshore o
o
"/ Wind offshore {
8,5%

EU-15 total
RES-E breakdown 2004

Figure 3:
RES-E as a share of the total achieved potential in 2004 for the EU-15.
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Figure 4:
Breakdown of RES-E in 2004 for the EU-10.
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Annex 2 — Inventory of current support systems

Table 1: Overview of the main policies for renewable electricity in EU-15

Country Main electricity support Comments

schemes

Austria Feed-in tariffs (now terminated) combined | Feed-in tariffs have been guaranteed for 13 years. The instrument was
with regional investment incentives. only effective for new installations with permission until December

2004. The active period of the system has not been extended nor has
the instrument been replaced by an alternative one.

Belgium Quota obligation system / TGC? combined | The Federal government has set minimum prices for electricity from
with minimum prices for electricity from |RES.

RES.
Flanders and Wallonia have introduced a quota obligation system
(based on TGCs) with the obligation on electricity suppliers. In
Brussels no support scheme has been implemented yet. Wind offshore
is supported at federal level.

Denmark Premium feed-in tariffs (environmental | Settlement prices are valid for 10 years. The tariff level is generally
adder) and tender schemes for wind offshore. | rather low compared to the previously high feed-in tariffs.

Finland Energy tax exemption combined with | Tax refund and investment incentives of up to 40% for wind, and up to
investment incentives. 30% for electricity generation from other RES.

France Feed-in tariffs. For power plants < 12 MW feed-in tariffs are guaranteed for 15 years

or 20 years (hydro and PV).
For power plants > 12 MW a tendering scheme is in place.

Germany Feed-in tariffs. Feed-in tariffs are guaranteed for 20 years (Renewable Energy Act).

Furthermore soft loans and tax incentives are available.
Greece Feed-in tariffs combined with investment | Feed-in tariffs are guaranteed for 10 years. Investment incentives up to
incentives. 40%.
Ireland Tendering scheme. Tendering schemes with technology bands and price caps. Also tax
. incentives for investment in electricity from RES.
It has been announced that the tendering
scheme will be replaced by a feed-in tariff
scheme.
Italy Quota obligation system / TGC. Obligation (based on TGCs) on electricity suppliers. Certificates are
Anew feed-in tariff system for photovoltaic | only issued for new RES-E capacity during the first eight years of
valid since 5™ August 2005. operation.
Luxembourg Feed-in tariffs. Feed-in tariffs guaranteed for 10 years (for PV for 20 years).
Investment incentives also available.

Netherlands Feed-in tariffs. Feed-in tariffs guaranteed for 10 years. Fiscal incentives for
investment in RES are available. The energy tax exemption on
electricity from RES ended on 1 January 2005.

Portugal Feed-in tariffs combined with investment | Investment incentives up to 40%.

incentives.

Spain

Feed-in tariffs.

Electricity producers can choose between a fixed feed-in tariff or a
premium on top of the conventional electricity price, both are available
over the entire lifetime of a RES power plant. Soft loans, tax incentives
and regional investment incentives are available.

Sweden

Quota obligation system / TGC.

Obligation (based on TGCs) on electricity consumers. For wind
energy, investment incentives and a small environmental bonus are
available.

UK

Quota obligation system / TGC.

Obligation (based on TGCs) on electricity suppliers. Electricity
companies which do not comply with the obligation have to pay a buy-
out penalty. A tax exemption for electricity generated from RES is
available (Levy Exemption Certificates which give exemption from the
Climate Change Levy).

27

TGC = tradable green certificates.
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Table 2: Overview of the main policies for renewable electricity in EU-10

Country

Main electricity support
schemes

Comments

Cyprus

Grant scheme for the promotion of RES
(since February 2004) financed through an
electricity consumption tax of 0.22 E/kWh
(since Aug. 2003).

Promotion scheme is fixed only for a 3-year period.

Czech
Republic

Feed-in tariffs (since 2002), supported by
investment  grants Revision  and
improvement of the tariffs in February
2005.

Relatively high feed-in tariffs with 15-year guaranteed support.
Producer can choose between a fixed feed-in tariff or a premium
tariff (green bonus). For biomass cogeneration, only the green
bonus applies..

Estonia

Feed-in tariff system with purchase
obligation.

Feed-in tariffs paid for up to 7 years for biomass and hydro and up
to 12 years for wind and other technologies. All support schemes
are scheduled to end in 2015. Together with relatively low feed-in
tariffs this makes renewable investments very difficult.

Hungary

Feed-in tariff (since January 2003)
combined with purchase obligation and
tenders for grants.

Medium tariffs (6 to 6.8 ct/kWh) but no differentiation among
technologies. Actions to support RES are not coordinated, and
political support varies. All this results in high investment risks
and low penetration.

Latvia

Quota obligation system (since 2002)
combined with feed-in tariffs.

Frequent policy changes and the short duration of guaranteed
feed-in tariffs result in high investment uncertainty. The high
feed-in tariff scheme for wind and small hydropower plants (less
than 2 MW) was phased out in January 2003.

Lithuania

Relatively high feed-in tariffs combined
with a purchase obligation. In addition
good conditions for grid connections and
investment programmes.

Closure of the Ignalina nuclear plant will strongly affect
electricity prices and thus the competitive position of renewables
as well as renewable support. Investment programmes limited to
companies registered in Lithuania.

Malta

Low VAT rate for solar.

Very little attention to RES-E so far.

Poland

Green power purchase obligation with
targets specified until 2010. In addition
renewables are exempted from the (small)
excise tax.

No penalties defined and lack of target enforcement.

Slovak
Republic

Programme supporting RES and energy
efficiency, including feed-in tariffs and tax
incentives.

Very little support for renewables. The main support programme
runs from 2000, but there is no certainty as to the time frame or
tariffs. The low support, lack of funding and lack of longer-term
certainty make investors very reluctant.

Slovenia

Feed-in system combined with long-term
guaranteed contracts, CO, taxation and
public funds for environmental
investments.

None.

Bulgaria

Combination of feed-in tariffs, tax
incentives and purchase obligation.

Relatively low levels of incentive make penetration of renewables
especially difficult as the current commodity prices for electricity
are still relatively low. A green certificate system to support
renewable electricity developments has been proposed. Bulgaria
recently agreed upon an indicative target for renewable electricity,
which is expected to provide a good incentive for further
promotion of renewable support schemes.

Romania

Subsidy fund (since 2000), feed-in tariffs.

Normal feed-in tariff modest, but high tariff for autonomous small
wind systems (up to 110-130 €/MWh). Romania recently agreed
upon an indicative target for renewable electricity, which is
expected to provide a good incentive for further promotion of
renewable support schemes.
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Annex 3 — Costs of current support systems and effectiveness

The generation cost for renewable energies shows a wide variation (see Figure 1). Any
assessment of support schemes should therefore be carried out for each sector.

Wind offshore | I |

Wind onshore B = costrange (LRMC)
Tide & Wave

Solar thermal electricity

Photovoltaics

Hydro small-scale
Hydro large-scale

Geothermal electricity

Biowaste

(Solid) Biomass

(Solid) Biomass co-firing

Biogas

0 50 100 150 200
Costs of electricity (LRMC - Payback time: 15 years) [E/MWh]

Figure 1:
Cost of electricity generation —Long-run marginal costs (LRMC). Sources: FORRES report.

The current level of support for RES-E differs significantly among the different EU Member
States. This is due to the different country-specific cost-resource conditions and the
considerable differences in the support instruments applied in these countries. In order to
compare the prices paid for the different RES-E generation options with the costs in each
Member State, both quantities are analysed and shown simultaneously for wind onshore,
agricultural biogas, biomass forestry, small-scale hydropower and solar photovoltaic.

Before comparing costs and support levels among the countries, we have to make sure we are
dealing with comparable quantities. In particular, the support level in each country needs to be
normalised according to the duration of support in each country, e.g. the duration of green
certificates in Italy is only eight years compared to 20 years for guaranteed feed-in tariffs in
Germany. The support level under each instrument has therefore been normalised to a
common duration of 15 years. The conversion between the country-specific duration and the
harmonised support duration of 15 years is performed assuming a 6.6% interest rate.

Only minimum to average generation costs are shown because the readability of the graphs
would suffer if the upper cost range for the different RES-E were shown as well.

Effectiveness® can be defined in simple terms as the outcome in renewable electricity
compared to what’s remains of the 2020 potential. This means that a country with an 8%

28 The source of the indicators for Annexes 3 and 4 is the work carried out under the OPTRES contract of

the European Commission, Contract EIE-2003-073.
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yearly average effectiveness indicator over a six-year period has been delivering 8% of the
2020 potential every year over that period — as is the case for Germany in Figure 5 (wind).
Over the complete six-year period, therefore, 48% of Germany’s 2020 potential has been
deployed.

In more complex terms, effectiveness is defined as the ratio of the change in the electricity
generation potential over a given period of time to the additional realisable mid-term potential
by 2020 for a specific technology, where the exact definition of effectiveness reads as
follows:

i G,i — Grit—l
" ADD- POT!
E! Effectiveness Indicator for RES technology i for the year n
G! Electricity generation potential by RES technology iin year n

ADD - POT!  Additional generation potential of RES technology i in year n until 2020

This definition of effectiveness is a measure of the available potentials of a specific country
for individual technologies. This appears to be the correct approach since Member State
targets as determined in the RES-E directive are based mainly on the realisable generation
potential of each country.

The yearly effectiveness of a Member State policy is the ratio of the change of the electricity
generation potential in that year compared to the remaining additional realisable mid-term
potential until 2020 for a specific technology.

Figure 2 below shows the concept of the yearly effectiveness indicator:

Growth and Existing Potential - Biogas UK
20
18 -
16 -
14 | Effectiveness
Indicator represents
12 the RES-E produced
§ 10 Additional realisable © recnc;;r}g;red ;ct)et:t?al
E Potential in 2002 until gp
8 4
AU E = (B-A)/C
6 4
4 4
2 | H
0 ‘
2002 2003 Total potential
for 2020

Figure 2: 2003 effectiveness indicator — example biogas in UK
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The indicators included in this Communication are calculated in an average period of six or
seven years>. In figure 2, we show the annual effectiveness indicator for the particular
example of biogas in UK for the years 1998 until 2003 as well as the average during the
period. The interpretation of this indicator can be pursued as follows: if a country has an
average effectiveness indicator of 3% - as indicated by the dot line in figure 3 - it means that it
has already mobilised a 17% of its additional potential until 2020 in a linear manner.

Average Effectiveness Indicator - Biogas UK

10%

9%

8%

7%

6%

5%

4%

3% fsssssssssssssEEEEEEn R EE] S EEEEEEEEEEEEE SRR R
2%

] =

0% T T

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003

Effectiveness Indicator [%]

| ===mmmmmne Average Effectiveness Indicator in a period of 6 years |

Figure 3: Average effectiveness indicator for the period 1998-2003 —Example biogas in UK

In the following section, effectiveness indicators are shown for the sectors wind onshore and
solar photovoltaic for the period 1998-2004, and solid biomass, biogas and small hydro for
the period 1998-2003. It must be clarified that in the subsequent section for the period 1997-
2003, over which the effectiveness indicator is analysed, a mixed policy is considered in
Belgium, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden and the UK.

Wind energy

Figure 4 and figure 6 show the generation cost of wind energy and the level of the supported
prices in each country. Support schemes for wind vary considerably throughout Europe with
values ranging from €30/MWh in Slovakia to €110 per MWh in the UK. These differences —
as seen in Figures 4 and 6 — are not justified by the differences in generation costs. Generation
costs are shown in a range based — in the case of wind — on the different bands of wind
potential.

» The period of seven years applies to the case of wind energy and PV.

As the remaining potential decreases every year that more renewable electricity is generated, the
complete figure is 17% instead of 18% (3% x 6 years).
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Figure 4:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for direct support of wind onshore in EU-15 Member States
(average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal generation costs (minimum to average
costs). Support schemes are normalised to 15 years.

How effective are these support schemes? The definition of effectiveness has been taken as
the electricity delivered in GWh compared to the potential of the country for each technology.
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Average effectiveness indicator
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Figure 5:
Effectiveness indicator for wind onshore electricity in the period 1998-2004. The relevant policy schemes
during this period are shown in different colour codes.

The three countries that are most effective in delivering wind energy are Denmark, Germany
and Spain as can be seen in Figure 5.
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Germany applies a stepped tariff with different values depending on wind resources. France
uses the same system. This stepped support scheme — although controversial as it does not use
only the best potentials — is justified at national level in order to extend potential resources in
the country and avoid concentration in one region and hence NIMBY effect. The values used
in Figure 4 consider the maximum tariff for Germany"'.

It is commonly stated that the high level of feed-in tariffs is the main driver for investment in
wind energy especially in Spain and Germany. As can be seen, the level of support is rather
well adjusted to generation cost. A long-term stable policy environment seems to be the key
to success in developing RES markets, especially in the first stage.

The three quota systems in Belgium, Italy and the UK, currently have a higher support level
than the feed-in tariff systems. The reason for this higher support level, as reflected in
currently observed green certificate prices, can be found in the higher risk premium requested
by investors, the administrative costs and the still immature green certificate market. The
question is how the price level will develop in the medium and long term.

Figure 4 shows the three countries with the lowest support: FI, DK and IE. The situations in
these countries are very different. DK has a very mature market with the highest rate per
capita of wind installations in the world and current support is concentrated in re-powering’>,
while IE has the best wind potential in Europe but only 200 MW installed capacity, and
Finland has chosen a policy of biomass promotion and provides too little support to initiate
stable growth in wind.

For the EU-10, the comparison of costs and prices for wind onshore as shown in Figure 6
leads to the conclusion that the supported price level is clearly insufficient in Slovakia, Latvia,
Estonia and Slovenia, as the level is below marginal generation costs.

The level seems to be sufficient in at least Cyprus and Czech Republic. For countries like
Hungary and Lithuania, support is just enough to stimulate investment’>.

3 Germany wind onshore: tariff €87/MWh (maximum tariff). Duration of support is 20 years. Interest

rate: 4.8% (considering the soft loans granted by the German federal government). Wind conditions:
1 750 full load hours (country-specific average).

The DK system is now concentrating on re-powering (replacement of old turbines by more efficient
ones) and offshore which is not included in this text.

For Poland no figures are shown since a green certificate price cannot yet be given.

32

33

29



160

Minimum to average generation costs [€/MWh]

140 + @ Average to maximum support level [€/MWh]

120 +

100 +

20 +

CcY Cz EE HU LA LT MT PL SK SI

Figure 6:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for supported wind onshore in EU-10 Member States
(average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long term marginal generation costs (minimum to average

costs).
Effectiveness indicator
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Figure 7:

Effectiveness indicator for wind onshore electricity in the period 1998-2004. The relevant policy schemes
during this period are shown in different colour codes.
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Biogas™

Comparing apples and pears sometimes seems easier than analysing the biomass sector — as
the latter is like comparing cows and trees. Biomass is a very complex sector as it covers
wastes, products and residues from very different sources: agriculture, forests, cities, animals,
etc. Analysis of the support schemes becomes even more complex when 25 countries are
considered.

This report is intended to give an overview of two main biomass sectors in Europe: biogas
and forest residues.

The different support levels are shown for agricultural biogas electricity generation in Figure
8 for EU-15 and Figure 10 for EU-10. The effectiveness indicators are depicted in Figures 9
and 11.

Among the EU-15 level, the level of promotion in France and Sweden appears to be
insufficient when compared to long-run marginal generation costs. Finland clearly does not
specifically promote this technology. For Greece, Ireland, and Portugal, the support level is at
the lower end of the cost range. In Austria, the tariffs’” are relatively high with policy aiming
to support small-scale agricultural applications (average range of 70-100 kW) as compared to
large centralised plants. Germany also promotes small-scale installations with a high
effectiveness (Figure 9). UK has a rather high support (TGC + CCL exemption)’®, resulting in
a high effectiveness. Denmark has a medium support with a fairly high effectiveness. The
Danish support scheme prioritises large central power plants. The Swedish and Finnish tax
rebates have been unable to trigger relevant investment in biogas plants. Similarly, the Irish
tender rounds seem to have ignored biogas as an option for increasing RES-E generation
capacity. It should be noted here that the high growth in Italy and the UK has been based
mainly on the expansion of landfill gas capacity, whereas in Austria, Denmark, and Germany
agricultural biogas has had a significant share in the observed growth.

3 Biogas includes all biomass fermentation processes: biogas with co-fermentation, sewage and landfill

gas.

Paid for new installations until December 2004. The system has now stopped.

36 The total level of support in the UK is about: €110/MWh = €68/MWh certificate price +
€6.9/MWh CCL + €36/MWh market price. Before 2002, the UK had different tender rounds for biogas
applications.
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Figure 8:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for direct support of agricultural biogas in EU-15 member
states (average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal generation costs (minimum to
average costs).
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Figure 9:
Effectiveness indicator for biogas electricity in the period 1998-2003. The relevant policy schemes during
this period are shown in different colour codes.

The effectiveness of the biogas support level is influenced by the following factors, rather
than the choice of support scheme:
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The choice of small or large plants: large plants yield a higher effectiveness. Small
plants are supposed to be more important for the rural economy, but the cost is
higher.

The existence of a complementary support scheme. The biogas sector is intimately
linked to environmental policy for waste treatment. Countries like the UK support
biogas with a secondary instrument such as tax relief (CCL exemption)’’. A
complementary investment aid is a good catalyst for this technology.

If a country supports agricultural biogas, generation costs are higher but so are
environmental benefits. For supporting landfill gas, the cost is ‘cheaper’ but the
environmental benefit is reduced.

The existence of district heating networks has proved to be an important aspect in the
successful development of the biogas sector, e.g. Denmark.

The EU-15 figures lead to the conclusion that, when the feed-in tariffs are set correctly, the
support scheme is able to start market development. The green certificate systems seem to
need a secondary instrument (based on environmental benefits) for a real market effect.

The picture for the new Member States looks rather different from the EU-15. For most EU-
10 countries, the supported price is low compared to the long-run marginal generation costs.
Except in the Czech Republic and Slovenia, financial support is insufficient to trigger
significant investment into biogas technology. Effectiveness is nearly zero due to the lack of
sufficient support.
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Minimum to average generation costs [€/MWh]

140 ® Average to maximum support level [€/MWh]
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Figure 10:

Price ranges (average to maximum support) for supported agricultural biogas in EU-10 member states

37

The total level of support in the UK is about: €110/MWh = €68/MWh certificate price +
€6.9/MWh CCL + €36/MWh market price. Before 2002, the UK had different tender rounds for biogas
applications.
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(average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal generation costs (minimum to average
costs).
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Figure 11:
Effectiveness indicator for biogas electricity in the period 1998-2003. The relevant policy schemes during
this period are shown in different colour codes.

Biomass/forestry residues

Before any analysis is carried out, the complexity of this sector should be recalled as it
includes small combined heat and power systems, the big pulp and paper industry, the co-
firing of wood residues, etc.

Figures 12 and 13 show the differences between support schemes around EU-15 and also the
variation in generation costs®®. The level of Member States support in the EU-10 is generally
relatively lower than in the EU-15.

38 The support for combined heat and power (CHP) is not included in this figure.
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Figure 12:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for supported biomass electricity production from forestry
residues in EU-15 member states (average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal
generation costs (minimum to average costs).
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Figure 13:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for supported biomass electricity production from forestry
residues in EU-10 Member States (average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal
generation costs (minimum to average costs).

* = countries with co-firing.

Figures 14 and 15 show the effectiveness of RES support for electricity produced from solid
biomass. The first conclusion is that at EU-15 level, only a small part of the available
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potential was exploited on an annual basis during the period 1998-2003. The effectiveness
indicator for solid biomass electricity is significantly lower compared with wind
exploitation®. This confirms the conclusion of the Communication of May 2004 that the
development of biomass electricity is lagging behind expectations at EU level.
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Figure 14:
Effectiveness indicator for biomass electricity in the period 1998-2003. The relevant policy schemes during
this period are shown in different colour codes.
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3 Countries with a high effectiveness in wind energy have an indicator between 6-8%. For biomass, the

top figures are around 4%.
Communication on the share of renewable energy in the EU - COM(2004) 366.
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Figure 15:
Effectiveness indicator for biomass electricity in the period 1998-2003. The relevant policy schemes during
this period are shown in different colour codes.

It must be clarified that, for Denmark, Figure 14 covers not only forest residues but also
straw, which represents half of their solid biomass market. The figure for the Netherlands also
includes the co-firing of palm oil, which in 2003 represented 3% of the total solid biomass
market.

Denmark saw strong growth in biomass until 2001 with large centralised CHP plants, initiated
by the relatively high feed-in tariffs and a stable policy framework.

In the Netherlands, a partial tax exemption was introduced in July 2003 for a feed-in tariff
system. Additional support was given by investment grants. Co-firing is the main technology
in NL. It is highly likely that the Netherlands will already reach their 9% target for 2010 by
2006.

In Finland, the tax refund for forestry chips has been the main driver of market growth in
recent years. An additional 25% investment incentive is available for CHP plants based on
wood fuels. The key element in the success of this mix of tax relief and investment incentives
is the important traditional wood and paper industry.

In 2002, Sweden switched from investment grants to a TGC system and tax refunds.

Austria and Germany have chosen a policy of medium- and small-scale biomass installations,
which has higher costs but is driven not only by energy policy but also by environment and
rural development considerations.

The new German support system shows a larger gap between support and generation costs.
This new level was adopted in August 2004. Effectiveness in the biomass forestry sector
needs still to be demonstrated in this country.

The main barriers to the development of this RES-E source are both economic and
infrastructural. Denmark, Finland and NL show the best effectiveness and a smaller gap
between support and generation costs. Denmark and the Netherlands have implemented feed-
in tariffs and Finland has tax relief as the main support scheme. The common characteristic in
these three countries is that centralised power stations using solid biomass attract the largest
share of RES-E investment.

Nevertheless, biomass features a large band of options, uses and costs. The promotion of large
biomass installations should not ignore promising technology options with a significant
potential for technology learning.

To conclude on this sector:

- In UK, BE, IT and to some extent SE, the level of support is just enough.
Nevertheless, it looks like that the biomass sector is not yet able to cope with the risk
of green certificate schemes.

- Denmark, Finland and NL show the best effectiveness and the smallest gap between
support and generation costs. Denmark and the Netherlands have implemented feed-
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in tariffs and Finland has tax relief and 25% investment support. Centralised power
stations using solid biomass attract the largest share of RES-E investment.

- In France, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spain, the feed-in tariff
support is not enough to bring about a real take-off in the biomass sector.

- Secondary instruments especially small investment-plant support and tax relief are
good catalysts for kicking off biomass. They also have the advantage of less
interference with the wood market.

- CHP support is very good for the biomass development, adding higher energy
efficiency.

- It is not a matter of demand: good management of agriculture and forest residues is
an important factor for good biomass exploitation.

Hydropower

As our third example, we provide the same analysis for small-scale hydropower. In this case,
country-specific costs show very large differences. The technology is also especially relevant
for some of the new member states. Again, it can be seen that existing feed-in tariffs are quite
well adjusted to the costs of generation, with the Austrian and the Portuguese tariffs at the
lower end of the cost spectrum. The Finnish tax measure is again unable to cover the costs
needed to stimulate investment in new generation capacity. Very good financial conditions for
small hydropower exist in France and in Slovenia. For Cyprus, the support level might be
higher than shown in the figure, since additional investment grants are not considered.
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Figure 16:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for direct support of small-scale hydro in EU-15 Member
States (average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal generation costs (minimum to
average costs).
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Figure 17:
Effectiveness indicator for small hydro electricity in the period 1998-2003. The relevant policy schemes
during this period are shown in different colour codes.
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Figure 18:
Price ranges (average to maximum support) for direct support of small-scale hydro in EU-10 Member
States (average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal generation costs (minimum to
average costs).
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Figure 19:
Effectiveness indicator for small hydro electricity in the period 1998-2003. The relevant policy schemes
during this period are shown in different colour codes.

Photovoltaic solar energy

As can be seen from Figure 21, photovoltaic electricity generation showed the strongest
growth in Germany®' followed by the Netherlands and Austria over the period considered.
The support system in these three countries consists of fixed feed-in tariffs supplemented by
additional mechanisms such as the soft loans in Germany. As expected, quota obligations and
tax measures provide little incentive for investment in PV technology, since these schemes
generally promote only the cheapest available technology. The PV support scheme in DE,
NL, ES and AT is implemented as part of a long-term policy for the market development of
this technology.

4 DE has just become the world leader, overtaking Japan.
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Price ranges (average to maximum support) for direct support of photovoltaic electricity in EU-15
Member States (average tariffs are indicative) compared to the long-term marginal generation costs

Figure 20:
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Effectiveness indicator for photovoltaic electricity in the period 1998-2004. The relevant policy schemes

Figure 21:

during this period are shown in different colour codes.
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Annex 4 — Methodology for the investor’s perspective

We define the effectiveness of a member state policy in the following as the ratio of the
change in electricity generation potential during a given period of time to the additional
realisable mid-term potential by 2020 for a specific technology, where the exact definition of
effectiveness reads as follows:

Ei — Gi’z B G:lfl
" ADD- POT!
E! Effectiveness Indicator for RES technology i for the year n
G! Electricity generation potential by RES technology iin year n

ADD — POT!  Additional generation potential of RES technology i in year n until 2020

Annuity

One possible approach for calculating actual support over the entire lifetime from an
investor’s perspective is to determine the average expected annuity of the renewable
investment. The annuity calculates the specific discounted average return on every produced
kWh by taking into account income and expenditure throughout the entire lifetime of a
technology.

S i . Z”: Income, — Expenditure,
(I-1+™") S 1+

A= annuity; i=interest rate; t=year; n=technical lifetime

The average expected annuity of wind energy investment for Germany, Spain, France,
Austria, Belgium, Italy, Sweden, the UK and Ireland is calculated based on the expected
support level during the period of promotion. The level of support in the German system is
annually adjusted according to the degression implemented in the German EEG. For the four
countries using quota obligation systems, the certificate prices of the year 2004 are
extrapolated for the entire active period of support.*” Furthermore, an interest rate of 6.6% is
assumed® and country-specific prices of wind technology are used, taking the average market
prices of wind turbines in those countries in 2004. Therefore, the expected annuity considers
country-specific wind resources, the duration the support is given as well as additional
promotion instruments, such as soft loans and investment incentives. An important limitation
of this approach is that an estimate of the future evolution of certificate prices in quota
systems is needed. Such an estimate typically does not exist. We therefore assume that TGC
prices will remain constant at 2004 levels.

42 This assumption might be questionable because certificate prices might reduce as the certificate markets

in those countries mature. However, only very little knowledge exists about the temporal development
of prices in these markets.

s For Germany only, an interest rate of 4% was used based on the soft loans granted.
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In this section, a comparison of profits from an investor perspective and effectiveness has
been made for a limited number of Member States and assumping current prices over a longer
period.

Therefore, the effectiveness indicator as defined in Annex 3 is shown against the expected
annuity of investment in wind and biomass energy for each country. In this way one can
correlate the effectiveness of a policy with the average expected annuity of investment. This
gives an indication as to whether the success of a specific policy is primarily based on the
high financial incentives, or whether other aspects have a crucial impact on market diffusion
in the considered countries.

Wind energy

This analysis has been carried out only for a selection of countries in order to show the
principal differences between the different policy schemes. The reference year for both the
effectiveness indicators and the expected annuity is 2003. This analysis covers the country-
specific costs of generation and the duration of payments. Furthermore, country-specific wind
yields are used to calculate the income generated during the lifetime of plants.
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Figure 1: Historically observed efficiency of support: effectiveness indicator in relation to the expected
annuity. WIND.
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Forestry Biomass

The same analysis has been carried out for electricity generation from biomass. However, the
biomass sector is influenced by other factors, such as secondary instruments™, the
combination of heat and electricity generation or an optimal forest management.

The final result of this exercise, carried out for the year 2003*, is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: Historically observed efficiency of support: effectiveness indicator in relation to the expected
annuity. BIOMASS
The economic data regarding investment costs and operation and maintenance costs are based on biomass
electricity generation using CHP*® technologies. The sale of heat as a by-product is therefore also taken
into account for the economic assessment.

“ Some Member States ‘reinforce’ the main instrument (normally feed-in tariff or green certificate) by tax

relief or investment support. These instruments are good ways of catalysing the kick-off of biomass.
They also have the advantage of less interference with the wood market.

Again, as in the case of wind, the reference year for both effectiveness indicators and the expected
annuity is 2003.

CHP = Combined Heat and Power generation.
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Annex 5 — Intermittency in production and balancing power: need for an appropriate
combination of internal market and renewables regulation

As previously stated in Chapter 3.3, balancing costs will of course depend on the volume of
intermittent power that has to be balanced, which again depends on the prediction of
renewable production, gate closure etc. Moreover, the cost will also depend on the availability
of balancing power, which will in turn depend on the generating system (energy mix) and
interconnectors to other countries. As said before, an appropriate forecast of wind generation
so as to minimise deviations will optimise system costs and regulation services. Under certain
conditions, RES-E integration can match with local and regional demand peaks (e.g., solar
energy with respect to peaking and grid-destabilizing air-condition demand in Mediterranean
countries during daytime.

Balancing Cost depending on wind penetration
(Comparison of international studies (except Germany))
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Figure 1:
Comparison of international studies on additional balancing cost due to large-scale intermittent wind
integration.

It should be stressed that most existing power markets are designed to cater to the needs of
conventional thermal and hydropower, and therefore only to a very limited degree take into
account the needs of new renewables. At EU level, therefore, the need for rules and other
measures to integrate intermittent RES-E technologies should be considered.

The influence of wind power on cross-border bottlenecks between Germany and its
neighbours has created some disturbances in the Netherlands and Poland. Arrangements for
power plant scheduling, the possible rigidity of the structure of electricity market, reserve
capacity for cross-border transmission and congestion management seem to be crucial points
requiring further analysis.

If developed in a more intensive manner, demand flexibility can also handle some of the
fluctuations in power production from intermittent sources. At the same time, this
flexible demand which could ensure a better balance between supply and demand, may
offer advantages not only for integrating RES-E capacity, but also for the general
operation of a liberalised power market.
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How is the cost of support systems reflected in the electricity tariff? The consumer’s
point of view.

The transparency of consumers of the different support systems depends almost entirely on
the design of the system, especially the flexibility of the market. The majority of countries in
the EU do not give the explicit cost of renewable energies in electricity bills.

The transfer of the cost of renewable electricity depends on national regulation aspects and
the tariff structure.

The structure of the electricity market and the design aspects are very different in Europe, so
the following graph should be considered an estimate of the inclusion of RES support in
electricity prices. The cost of the renewable support systems as reflected in the tariff is
between 4% and 5% for Germany, Spain and UK and around 15% for Denmark. The share of
renewable electricity in Denmark is currently higher than 20%.

electricity prices end 2004 / medium industry consumer
(~20 GWhlyear)

100,00
. 90,00
S 80,00 —
S 70,00 @ PSO
g 6000 | ] B taxes
5 50,00 O CHP and other support
2 40,00 O renewables support
:g 30,00 . M transm & distr
§ 20,00 O generation
w 10,00

0,00 :
Denmark Germany Spain* UK

Figure 2: Approximate breakdown of electricity prices. European Commission, own estimation®’. * No tax
is considered for Spain.

4 The structure of the electricity tariff varies between countries in Europe. The figures included in this

table are based on data from Member States and further elaborated by Commission services in order to
compare different countries.
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Annex 6 — Administrative barriers

Many Member States recognise the problem that renewable energies come in many cases
under different codes and legislations. This multiple regulation leads to extra work for both
applicants and the authorities concerned.

Complex legislation concerning renewable projects:

*  Spatial planning laws involve competent authorities at different hierarchical
levels (e.g. central, provincial and local government); civil construction works
law and building codes involve local government as the competent authority.

*  Environmental laws justify a favourable environmental impact assessment for
granting environmental permits.

* Noise disturbance laws (in the case of wind) are intended to limit noise
‘pollution’. Competent authorities are typically at local and/or provincial level.

*  Nature diversity laws aim at protecting indigenous plants and animals, notably
birds. The competent authority is typically central government.

* Laws for the management of water and road infrastructure seek to protect and
promote the efficient use of public infrastructure. The competent authority is
central government. (More problematic in the case of small hydropower plants).

*  Electricity laws governing the transmission, distribution and supply of electricity.

Pre-planning: the experience in Denmark and Germany

In the 90s, more systematic planning procedures were initially developed at national level in
Denmark, with directives for local planners. In addition, an executive order from the Minister
of Environment and Energy ordered municipalities to find suitable sites for wind turbines
through the country. This “pre-planning” with public hearings in advance of any actual
applications for turbine sites was a considerable help in gaining public acceptance of
subsequent sites for wind turbines.

Around 1997, another set of planning regulations were developed for offshore wind farms,
with a central, national authority, the Danish Energy Agency, designated to hear all interested
parties, public and private. This “one-stop shop” method has facilitated the planning process
considerably, and is being widely studied around the globe.

In Germany, under the principle of proportionality, small projects may be authorized by the
local authorities. Large projects are subject to authorization by a national body under the
Federal Emission Control Act (BImSchG).

Under the national building code (Federal Building Code, BauGB), wind power installations
are privileged and therefore generally permitted outside residential areas. However, the
Ldnder (Federal states) can designate specific areas in which wind energy use is restricted.
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Success rates and average approval timing — a good evaluation method

The British Wind Energy Association publishes overall planning approval rates. From the
outset, the approval rate in the UK as a whole has been around 80%. The statistics also
include figures for different parts of the UK: Scotland has had an approval rate of over 90%
compared with less than 20% in Wales. The time taken to decide on wind farm applications is
also publicly available: this is currently around 13 months for local decisions and over 2 years
for national or federal decisions.

Estimation of administrative barriers to renewable energy deployment in the EU,
excluding grid barriers
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Member States have to report again — new Member States for the first time — on the existing
administrative barriers by October 2005.
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Annex 7 — Guarantees of origin

Article 5 of Directive 2011/77/EC requires Member States to implement a guarantee of origin
system (hereafter GO system) by 27 October 2003 for EU-15. For the 10 new Member States,
the deadline for implementing such a system was, in accordance with the Treaty of Accession
of 2003, 1 May 2004. The main objectives of such a system are to facilitate trade in electricity
from renewable energy sources and to increase consumer transparency by distinguishing
between electricity from renewable and non-renewable energy sources. This Annex contains
an overview of the different stages reached with of GO systems in Europe.

The main stages in the implementation of a GO system are:
- implementing legislation,
- appointing an issuing body,

- setting up an accurate and reliable operational system for issuing guarantee of
origins.

In accordance with Article 5 of the Directive, a guarantee of origin is issued on request. It is
not an obligation for renewable electricity sources.

Based on national reports and supplementary information, the situation in September 2005
was as follows:

Legislation Issuing body Ready to GO

EU-15

Austria Passed DSO Operational
Belgium Passed Regulator Operational
Denmark Passed TSO Operational
Finland Passed TSO Operational
France In process TSO In process
Germany Passed Auditors Operational
Greece In process TSO In process
Ireland Passed Regulator In process
Italy Passed TSO Operational
Luxembourg Passed Regulator In process
Netherlands Passed TSO Operational
Portugal In process TSO In process
Spain In process Regulator In process
Sweden Passed TSO Operational
UK Passed Regulator Operational
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EU-10

Cyprus In process In process

Czech Republic Passed In process
organisation

Estonia Passed

Hungary In process

Latvia

Lithuania In process TSO In process

Malta Passed Regulator In process

Poland Passed Regulator In process

Slovenia Passed Regulator In process

Slovakia In process Regulator In process

In total only 9 of the 25 Member States have fully transposed this article into national
legislation and put in place an operational system for issuing guarantees of origin. At present,
none of the new Member States has an operational system issuing guarantees of origin.

Most of the EU-15 have passed legislation concerning a system of guarantees of origins, the
exceptions being France, Greece and Portugal. However, these countries are in the process of
adopting legislation. Of the new Member States, only the Czech Republic, Estonia, Malta,
Poland and Slovakia have passed legislation regarding a system of guarantees of origin. The
remaining new Member States, with the exception of Latvia, are in the process of preparing or
have proposed legislation.

Altogether 21 countries have designated an issuing body. The majority of countries have
appointed either a transmission system operator (TSO) (9 countries) or a regulator (8
countries) as the issuing body. The exceptions are Austria, Germany and Czech Republic,
which have opted for a distribution system operator (DSO), a group of auditors and a
governmental organisation, respectively. The tasks assigned to the issuing body also vary
from country to country. In some countries, issuing bodies maintain a national register of
guarantees of origin, while in others they are also responsible for accrediting the power
generating plants. However, the task of plant accreditation and verification of eligibility is
more often assigned to an institution other than the issuing body. All 9 countries with an
operational system in place, with the exception of Germany, have established a national
registry for keeping track of ownership of guarantees of origin and to facilitate redemption, if
required. Only 3 countries, Austria, Belgium and the Netherlands have introduced
redemption. Registry and redemption requirements help reduce the problems of multiple
counting.

Other design features, also regarding applications for guarantees of origin, vary greatly from
country to country. All countries with a fully operational system in place, with the exception
of Italy and Germany, allow for the transferability of guarantees of origin. Italy requires
transferability to be linked with the physical electricity, whereas Germany does not allow the
transfer of guarantees of origin issued to production eligible for the German feed-in system. A
few countries have introduced earmarking of guarantees of origin. In addition to Germany,
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Austria, Denmark and the Netherlands require that the guarantee of origin is earmarked for
support received or for tax benefits.

Under Article 5 of the directive, the Commission has to consider the desirability of proposing
common rules for guarantees of origin. At present, the Commission does not see the need for
proposing common rules. There are several reasons for this. Firstly, regarding the objective of
facilitating trade, a necessary clarification was made in COM(2004) 366 on the role of the
guarantee of origin and under what conditions a Member State can consider that imported
renewable electricity can contribute to the achievement of the RES-E targets:

The Commission has decided to apply the following principle in assessing the extent to which
national targets are met:

A Member State can only include a contribution from imports from another Member
State if the exporting state has accepted explicitly, and stated on a guarantee of
origin, that it will not use the specified amount of renewable electricity to meet its
own target and has thereby also accepted that this electricity can be counted towards
the importing Member State’s target.

This agreement should be included in a mutually recognised guarantee of origin. Currently, it
seems there are no transfers of guarantees of origin between Member States in order to
achieve targets.

Secondly, Directive 2003/54/EC*® was adopted after Directive 2001/77/EC. Under Article
3(6) of Directive 2003/54/EC, Member States are required to implement a scheme for the
disclosure of the fuel mix and selected environmental indicators on electricity sold to final
consumers. The Commission regards this provision as an important measure in meeting the
objective of consumer transparency as it covers the whole electricity sector, not only
electricity from renewable energy sources. Several countries with legislation on the disclosure
of generation details have already indicated that they will use the guarantee of origin to track
information on renewable electricity generation. The guarantee of origin can therefore
facilitate the implementation of electricity disclosure. The further development of disclosure
would clearly increase consumer transparency.

Thirdly, a few countries have opted for a mandatory renewable energy quota obligation as the
main support mechanism for renewable electricity. The quota obligation is administered by a
system of tradable renewable energy certificates and there can be significant similarities
between the guarantee of origin and tradable green certificates.

Nevertheless, the majority of Member States have chosen feed-in tariffs as the main
instrument for promoting renewable electricity. Although there may be similar tasks required
for the feed-in tariff system as for the issuance of a guarantee of origin, such as accreditation
and verification procedures for renewable electricity production, the issuance of a guarantee
of origin is not strictly necessary to facilitate feed-in tariff system.

The Commission considers that for the moment, the further development of disclosure would
clearly increase consumer transparency.

48 Directive 2003/54/EC concerning common rules for the internal market in electricity and repealing

Directive 96/92/EC.
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