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What can influence the success of a quota system?

• The design of the system

• The ambition in relation to the available potential for different 

technologies

• Other factors

� Administrative structures and procedures

� Cultural views and behavior regarding market conditions and 

regulation

Research why the results of different quota systems differ are 

missing

• Why are some systems successful, others not?

• Could poor systems be amended and how?
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• Comparing the design of schemes in Sweden, UK and Italy

• Some results from the Swedish Elcert Scheme

• How to tackle big cost differences for different technologies in 
a quota obligation scheme.
- Example from US

• Conclusions



Why quota based certificate schemes?

According to the Swedish government:

• Promote competition between producers

• Technology neutrality foster competition between 

technologies

• Possibility to internationalize
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Comparing the design of the quota systems
Sweden-UK- Italy
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The Swedish elcert system 1(4)
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** More or less the same definition in Norway. Peat is eligible in Sweden but not counted as RES

* Norway has a target of 13,2 TWh 2020 and 2020
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The Swedish elcert system 2(4)
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The Swedish elcert system 3(4)
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The Swedish elcert system 4(4)
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What about Italy?

Certificati Verdi started already 1999

• Obligation on producers and importers

• Some parameters not decided long-term, like the yearly quota

� A lot of debate about the quota obligation

• A lot of exemption possibilities, ca. 45% of all electricity 

production and imports exempted

� Green imports exempted

� Producers <300GWh

• The demand for certificates reduced and consequently a 

pressure on price

� Most producers used the fixed buy out price stated by the 

authorities
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Reasons for changing the ROC system to a CfD

• Consensus is that the RO will not deliver the scale of long-term investment 

needed (£110bn by 2020), at the pace required.

• Green lobby has long pushed for FIT and so have investment houses/pension 

funds etc. who want nice safe returns and other people to carry risks.

• Political consensus that the measures (4) outlined in Electricity Market Reform 

are better positioned to meet the challenges of decarburization and security of 

supply
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Reasons for changing the ROC system to a CfD –

cont. 
• In theory FiTs provide higher degrees of certainty to investors. Contracts for 

Difference have been adopted as they are considered least cost to the British 

consumer – not only for renewables – alos for low carbon technologies (e.g

nuclear)

� A guaranteed price (per technology/project?) with CfD, covering the difference 

between the guaranteed price and the electricity price

• A huge number of amendments of the scheme/schemes may have caused 

some uncertainty of the RO system

� Banding – continuously updated

� Head room – changing the obligation to balance the supply of certificates stabilising

the certificate price

� The headroom and banding, makes the ROC scheme more like a premium model

� The buy out price is modified every year
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Why does the Swedish system work?
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• Politically stable – accepted by two different governments

� Cooperation with Norway strengthen the stability

� Clear rules regarding reviews – every fifth year

� Very few amendments

• The design parameters decided long term after an introduction

• Market prices without any political influence

� Cap and floor though the first two years

• Flat supply curve due to a lot of on-shore potentials

BUT

• Surplus situation causes lobby activities to raise the quotas

• Offshore wind not profitable causes lobby activities for additional support 

instrument
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Potentials for new RES production 2012-2020
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Some results from the 
Swedish Elcert Scheme
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The Swedish Elcert scheme, issued and cancelled 

certificates
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Swedish Quota 2003-2035 and new production
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Quotas in Sweden and Norway
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Electricity price and certificate price
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Income for elcert producers
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Issued certificates
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Customer’s cost for Elcert system (comparison with DE)
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How to tackle big cost differences for 
different technologies in a quota 

obligation scheme.
Example from US
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RES Portfolio Standards in US
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An example from New Jersey

• No federal programmes – investment tax rebates though

• "Class I" (REC) solar energy, wind energy, wave or tidal action, 

geothermal energy, landfill gas, anaerobic digestion, fuel cells using 

renewable fuels, sustainable biomass, hydro<3MW 

• "Class II” (REC) hydropower 3-30MW, resource-recovery facilities 

• Solar Carve-Out (SREC)

• Offshore wind (OREC) will be decided to be a carve-out from Class I 

as well

• All suppliers must present the required amount of certificates for each 

class.

� SREC can be used as a REC
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• Import of REC from the other states (12) within PJM area is accepted. 

• Import also accepted from outside PJM if the electricity is supplied into 

PJM
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Conclusions

• A quota system's success depends a lot on how it is designed

• The ambition in relation to the available potential of different 

technologies are decisive for setting the marginal price

� This problem can be handled by dividing the system into different classes 

– one for the volume – and one for developing immature technologies

• Competition seems to have an influence on the total costs

• There may be culture differences that have an influence on the 

success as well 
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