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City of Onkaparinga
Agenda for the Special Council meeting to be held on 19 May 2011

3.1

Confidential - Futurtec Project
Details the outcomes of stage 2 of the request for proposal (RFP) procurement process and
the subsequent steps to progress the Futurtec project.
This is an update on a previously reported project, concept or issue.
General Manager:

Bruce Williams General Manager Projects & Services

Report Author:

Brian Fitzpatrick, Project Leader

Contact Number:

8384 0522

Attachments:

1. RFP document (35 pages)
2. Proposal comparison table (1 page)
3. Power purchase costs (2 pages)
4. Analysis of SARC proposal (1 page)
5. RFP scoring results (1 page)

20

6. Letter from probity advisor (1 page)
7. Bioenergy fact sheet (2 pages)

7/

8. Comparison - staged approach (1 page)

15
/

9. Letter from SARC (3 pages)

Executive summary

1.1

Topic

SE

1

D

10.Flowchart – next steps (1 page)

Context

R
EL

1.2

EA

Details the outcomes of stage 2 of the request for proposal (RFP) procurement
process and the subsequent steps to progress the Futurtec project.

At its meeting on 7 September 2010 Council approved the implementation of the
request for proposal process with the four (4) approved shortlisted respondents;
the objective of which was to identify a preferred respondent with whom to further
negotiate the development of the Futurtec project.
This report details the recently conducted RFP process, evaluation outcomes,
submission analysis and seeks Council direction for the further development of the
project.
1.3

Suggested outcome
It is suggested that Council consider this item in confidence under Section 90(3)(k)
of the Local Government Act 1999. This report is presented as a confidential item
as it details the subject matter of an ongoing tender process which includes
commercial proposals for the development of the Futurtec project. The possible
implications of not considering this item in Confidence could reasonably be
expected to compromise an ongoing tender process.

3.1 Confidential – Futuretec Project

1

Date printed: 3 June 2015

City of Onkaparinga
Agenda for the Special Council meeting to be held on 19 May 2011

CONFIDENTIAL

That Council note the outcomes of stage 2 of the RFP procurement process and
consider further advancing the Futurtec project by commencing negotiations with
the currently preferred respondent, Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium
(SARC), on a non-binding basis.
Further clarification with SARC has identified that a staged approach is achievable
to independently advance the biomass and solar components proposed for the
Renewable Energy Precinct (REP) land. The recommended staged approach would
accommodate the potential scheduling risks associated with the biomass concept to
be progressed by SARC separate to the continuation of the solar and Meyer Road
Precinct (MRP) components of the proposal further discussed in this report.
Recommendation(s)
That:
under the provisions of Section 90(2) of the Local Government Act
1999, an order be made that the public be excluded from attendance
at the meeting in order to consider in confidence this item.

b.

the Council is satisfied that it is necessary that the public be excluded
to enable the Council to consider the information at the meeting on
the following grounds:

20

a.

15
/

1.

7/

2

Section 90(3)(k) tenders for the supply of goods, the provision of
services or the carrying out of works;

4.

D

EA

3.

That this report be received and noted.
That the Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium be approved as the
preferred respondent following the stage 2 request for proposal
procurement process.

R
EL

2.

accordingly, on this basis the principle that meetings of the Council
should be conducted in a place open to the public has been
outweighed by the need to keep the information or discussion
confidential.

SE

c.

That Council delegate its authority to the Chief Executive Officer to
undertake commercial negotiations with the Southern Adelaide
Renewables Consortium for the execution of any necessary non binding
legal documentation.

5.

That Council approve the progression of a staged approach for the biomass
and solar components of the Renewable Energy Precinct land and the
development of the Meyer Road Precinct land as outlined in the Southern
Adelaide Renewables Consortium proposal.

6.

That Council provide advocacy support for appropriate funding
opportunities sought by the Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium.

7.

That a further report be presented to Council that details the progress of
the Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium proposal and negotiation
outcomes by September 2011.

8.

That Council select Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium as the
preferred tenderer for Contract No 10070 as it:


presented a commercial proposal that addressed key evaluation
criteria
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offered a superior concept technology



provided greater economic development benefits

9. That an order be made under the provisions of Section 91(7) and (9) of the
Local Government Act 1999 that the abovementioned document (or part of
such document) including the minutes and the report of the Council
relating to discussion of the subject matter of that document with the
exception of part 8 of the recommendation and resolution, having been
dealt with on a confidential basis under Section 90 of the Act, should be
kept confidential on the grounds of information contained in 90(3)(k) until
the procurement process is complete and legal documents executed.

Key factors
Discussion

3.1

Planned Evaluation Process

20

3

15
/

7/

An evaluation plan was developed and subsequently approved by the probity
advisor prior to the closing of the stage 2 process. The evaluation plan details the
opening / closing procedure, evaluation criteria, weightings and the adopted
approach for the evaluation and scoring of responses.

D

An evaluation panel and non-voting technical experts were selected to conduct an
independent assessment of each proposal.

SE

The evaluation panel comprised of the following internal staff:
Bruce Williams - General Manager Projects and Services (chair)



Brian Hales - Group Manager Economic Development



Maggie Hine - Group Manager Sustainability



Kirk Richardson - Manager Infrastructure and Projects



R
EL



EA



Kathryn Kuchel – Contracts Engineer
Brian Fitzpatrick – Project Leader

Technical experts (specialist advisers) were engaged to provide advice to the
evaluation panel during the RFP processes. The advisors were:


Peter Agars – Accountant, Business Analysis and Financial Advisor



Andrew Nance – St Kitts Associates, Renewable Energy Advisor



John O’Brien - Australian CleanTech, Cleantech Advisor



Matthew Adcock – Leedwell Strategic, Property Advisor



Judith Bradsen – Minter Ellison, Legal Advisor



Brenton Ellery – Edwards Marshall, Probity Advisor
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3.2

Response to Request For Proposal
The RFP was issued to the approved shortlisted respondents on 22 October 2010
and closed on 9 December 2010. The four respondents invited to progress to
Stage 2 were:

Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium (SARC)



Ingenero



Jott Engineering/ United Microelectric Corporation/ Leighton Contractors



Nu Energy

The RFP document (Attachment 1) specified the criteria that each submission
would be evaluated against including the information required to be submitted as a
minimum.

20

All parties were invited to attend a formal briefing session under a probity
framework to reinforce project objectives, procurement processes and provide
respondents with an opportunity to seek clarification.

15
/

7/

Both Jott Australia and Nu Energy confirmed that they were not in a position to
submit a proposal and formally withdrew from the RFP process prior to its closure.

SE

D

Compliant proposals were received from Ingenero and SARC to develop the REP
and MRP elements of the Futurtec concept. The key features of each proposal, in
line with the key criteria, are outlined below and further information provided in
table format (Attachment 2).

Ingenero Proposal

R
EL

3.2.1

EA

Each of these proposals identified that both wind and landfill gas extraction were
not viable energy sources for this site and therefore focused on other renewable
energy options.

Proponents

The Ingenero consortium consists of the following commercial partners:

Ingenero - national solar generation company with its head office in
Queensland;



EESI Contracting - environment management;



Emmett Property – Adelaide based property development company; and



Moss Capital – venture capital company.

Land purchase
Ingenero offer to lease the REP land for $1.00 per annum for the life of the project
rather than a direct purchase.
The proposal included a highly conditional MRP land purchase offer for an
unspecified amount that would be negotiated as part of stage 3 negotiations.
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Risk transfer
A conditional acceptance was provided for the transfer of environmental risk
exposure associated with the former landfill use. The transfer would, however, be
limited in affect and ultimately retained by us in our continued capacity as land
owner.

Power purchase
Ingenero’s proposed energy cost is a fixed 24.8c/kWh rate over a 15 year term or
23c/kWh rate over a 20 year term. Both include a 3.5% per annum increase.

Net Present Value

20

The advisors prepared an assessment of the financial and risk proposals submitted.
For assessment purposes, a Net Present Value (NPV) model of both the power
purchase agreement and land value for the MRP and REP sites was undertaken.
The outcome of the NPV analysis indicated a negative $17,668,577 result.

7/

REP technology

15
/

Ingenero has successfully completed various large scale solar PV installation
projects across Australia.

EA

Capital funding model

SE

D

Rather than a hybrid solution, the proposal features fixed solar PV panels, with a
battery power storage option. The proposal covers the entire REP site and
encroaches upon a portion of natural vegetation zone excluded from development
to generate 4.8 MW of renewable energy that represents approximately 75% of our
current electricity needs.

R
EL

The project has an estimated project value of $26M and relies on $12M (or 46%)
state and federal government funding and $4M (or 15%) community investment as
a condition precedent for the project to proceed. The ability to realise this level of
grant and community investment for a solar only project was identified as a key risk
in the evaluation panel’s assessment of the Ingenero proposal.

Community investment
Details of the community investment model were considered by the evaluation
panel to be lacking in detail.

Implementation plan
The proposal timeframes are largely dependant upon grants and community
investment.

Financial capacity
The evaluation panel were satisfied with the level of financial capacity of the
Ingenero consortium partners.
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MRP development
Details of the MRP development were lacking with the consortium developer
identifying its need to potentially expand the land use to include non clean-tech
industries in order to be a viable concern.
3.2.2

Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium Proposal

Proponents
The SARC consortium consists of the following commercial partners:ResourceCo – environmental solutions and resource recovery - current lessee of
the former landfill (REP) site and adjoining land owner



Solar Shop Australia – national solar generation company with its head office in
Adelaide



Citimark Properties – national property development company – Queensland
based



Moss Capital – venture capital company



Hassell – Adelaide based design and planning firm

15
/

7/

20



Land purchase

Risk transfer

EA

SE

D

The proposal includes an offer by ResourceCo to purchase the REP land for $2M at
the time of settlement and an offer by Citimark to purchase the MRP land for $3.6M
($5.6M total) under a staged arrangement. Subject to Council approval, further
details of the proposed staged arrangements would be requested as part of stage 3
negotiations.

R
EL

The SARC proposal accepts the transfer of environmental liability. ResourceCo are
the current lessee of the REP / landfill site and are therefore familiar with the
associated environmental issues. An update on the formal closure of the landfill site
appears later in this report.

Power purchase

The SARC expects the solar component will exclusively cover our annual demand of
metered (peak) consumption with the unmetered street lighting and off peak load
provided by the biomass plant. An analysis of power purchase costs is included at
Attachment 3.

Net Present Value
The advisors prepared an assessment of the financial and risk proposals submitted.
For assessment purposes, an NPV model was prepared for both the power
purchase agreement and land value for the MRP and REP sites was prepared. A
complete analysis of the preferred proposal would be undertaken as part of the
stage 3 negotiations to assess the total impact to council.
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The analysis determined the SARC proposal as being negative $6,222,951. An
analysis of the SARC proposal is contained at attachment 4.

REP technology
The SARC proposal presents a hybrid energy concept consisting of sun tracking
single axis, solar PV panels proposed to cover a portion of the overall REP land and
generate 2MW of renewable energy. A biomass plant with the capacity to generate
10MW’s of energy is also proposed to be located on the REP site. A further
discussion concerning the biomass concept is provided later in this report.

Capital funding model

20

The full proposal has an estimated project value of $50M and relies on a grant fund
allocation of $5M to be viable. The level of successful funding is linked to the
proposed power purchase agreement in which electricity rates reduce as the level
of grant funding increases. The biomass plant component does not rely upon any
grant funding.

7/

Community investment

15
/

Details of the community investment model were considered by the evaluation
panel to be lacking. Subject to Council approval, further details of SARC’S
community investment approach will be requested as part of stage 3 negotiations.

D

Implementation plan

SE

The SARC proposal allows for a 6 month timeframe (18 months in total) for each of
the following stages of the project:
feasibility phase (including funding and approvals)



project initiation and system design



construction

R
EL

EA



Financial capacity

The evaluation panel were satisfied with the level of financial capacity of the SARC
consortium partners.

MRP development
Under the proposal, Solar Shop Australia would relocate its national head office and
warehousing facilities with over 150 employees to the MRP site as an ‘anchor
tenant’ to attract other clean-tech industries creating significant economic
development opportunities. Identified within the submission, Stellar Energy and
SunRay trackers have also indicated an interest in relocating to the MRP site.
3.3

Initial Evaluation of Proposals
The evaluation panel allocated team scores (out of 10) against the set evaluation
criteria. A net present value (NPV) analysis prepared by the financial consultant was
used as the basis for scoring the financial element of the proposals.
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The evaluation process resulted in SARC being identified as the highest scoring
submission with the following final weighted scores (out of 10) being allocated
against each proposal:

SARC

6.45



Ingenero

3.7

A summary of the RFP scoring results (including sub-scoring of criteria 2 – concept
and technology) is provided at attachment 5.
The panel concluded that the SARC proposal was the more sophisticated and
comprehensive proposal with elements exceeding expectations.
The probity advisor confirmed in a letter dated 7 April 2011 that no matters of
concern in relation to the probity of the process are outstanding (attachment 6).
Further Analysis - Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium Proposal

3.4.1

Economic Development

7/

20

3.4

D

15
/

An economic analysis modelling program ‘REMPLAN’ was used to forecast the likely
impacts upon the proposed development of the SARC proposal REP only (solar and
biomass) facilities. There was insufficient detail to undertake this modelling on the
MRP site. Subject to Council approval, to further negotiate, this analysis will be
undertaken as part of the detailed negotiations.

Total output, including all direct, industrial and consumption effects is
estimated to increase by up to $74.089 million. As a breakdown:

R
EL

1.

EA

SE

From a direct increase in output of $50 million capital expenditure over the 12
month implementation period (representing the SARC project cost), the following
four key economic result indicators are expected:

2.

3.



the demand for intermediate goods and services would rise by $17.533
million



the jobs consumption effects under this scenario are estimated at
$6.556 million with the creation of jobs a local economy is generally the
benefactor of consumption driven by increases in available income.

Total employment, including all direct, industrial and consumption effects is
estimated to increase by up to 156 jobs. As a breakdown:


creation of direct jobs at REP is estimated at 74 jobs



indirect impacts of goods and services to REP results in the gain of a
further 48 jobs



consumption effects under this scenario would further boost
employment by 34 jobs.

Total wages and salaries, including all direct, industrial and consumption
effects is estimated to increase by up to $14.020 million. As a breakdown:
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3.4.2

direct wages and salaries would increase by $8.457 million



indirect impacts would result in the increase in wages and salaries of
$3.734 million



jobs consumption effects increase in wages and salaries by $1.830
million

Total value-added, including all direct, industrial and consumption effects is
estimated to increase by up to $39.739 million. As a breakdown:


direct value-added is estimated at $29.736 million



indirect impacts would result in a further increase to value-added of
$7.063 million



consumption effects under this scenario would boost value-added by
$2.940 million

20

4.



Biomass Overview

D

15
/

7/

As noted previously, the SARC proposal included a hybrid power generation model
including solar PV (2MW) and biomass (10MW). The biomass element is explained
in some detail as this waste to energy technology and its regulatory regime is in its
infancy in this State and has the potential to attract some negative public
perceptions, particularly in regard to potential emissions and biomass’ role in the
waste management hierarchy.

SE

The following information is provided by the Clean Energy Council which defines
biomass (or bioenergy) as:
‘a renewable energy such as electricity or thermal energy made from

R
EL

EA

biomass (organic matter). The technology produces clean, low-emission
electricity from biomass sources such as agricultural crop wastes, plantation
wood waste. Bioenergy is a clean energy source that creates little or no net
greenhouse gas emissions depending on the type of biomass and
conversion technology used.”

In addition to the skilled workforce required to construct and manufacture
local bioenergy plants, bioenergy provides significant ongoing employment
opportunities, such as biomass feedstock production, sourcing and
transportation, plant operation and ongoing plant maintenance.
Bioenergy has been embraced internationally in many countries and has the
potential to make a significantly increased contribution to clean electricity
generation in Australia. Technologies required to implement bioenergy
production already exist here and the industry is faced with the challenge of
raising awareness of the potential benefits of bioenergy in Australia.’

A bioenergy ‘fact sheet’ produced by the Clean Energy Council is attached for
members’ further reference (attachment 7).

3.1 Confidential – Futuretec Project
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Regulatory Regime
The biomass element of SARC’s proposal would require development, environment
and energy market approvals. However, the regulatory regime relevant to a bioenergy /waste to energy projects is relatively new in Australia and in this State.
At a State level the Environment Protection (Waste to Resources) Policy 2010 (W2R
EPP) became operational in September 2010. It refers to the Environment
Protection Agency (EPA) Standard for the production and use of Refuse Derived
Fuel (Feb 2010). The policy and standards form a key part of the approach to joint
licensing of the feedstock production process facility and the fuel
combustion/energy production facility. The standard is also clear that it is seeking
to ensure that the feedstock does not contain waste that has a viable higher order
use (from the standard waste hierarchy). For example, if a waste stream could be
recycled or reused then this is to be pursued before being combusted for the
recovery of energy.

7/

20

In relation to the ‘green-ness’ of the electricity produced from bioenergy, the
national Office of the Renewable Energy Regulator (ORER) released a ‘Guideline for
determining the renewable components in waste for electricity generation’
December 20102 which states:

D

15
/

The combustion of Municipal Solid Waste is listed in the Renewable Energy
(Electricity) Act 2000 as being eligible as a renewable energy source. Waste
streams contain both renewable and non-renewable components, and therefore,
eligible components need to be determined.

3.4.4

EA

SE

These guidelines detail a methodology for determining the eligible renewable
components of municipal and commercial wastes for use by electricity generation
plants which are utilising waste as a fuel source.
Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium Biomass Concept

R
EL

The SARC consortium partner, ResourceCo propose to install a 10MW combustion
boiler plant with a firing grate that will convert waste into energy. SARC confirm
that the biomass plant proposed for Futurtec is designed to generate renewable
energy from alternative fuels namely, process engineered fuel (PEF) that consists of
construction and demolition combustible waste with low moisture content.
ResourceCo advises that currently 95% of these waste streams in Australia are
disposed of in landfill.
ResourceCo currently collect the necessary waste material at its existing
recycling/sorting plant at Gillman where the waste is separated and the combustible
materials are sized and blended to produce a fuel that meets the power plant
specifications. Currently the PEF fuel is produced for Adelaide Brighton Cement and
ResourceCo state that this will be very similar for the proposed Futurtec power
plant.
ResourceCo advise that their existing facility has capacity to produce sufficient
additional PEF fuel to be transported to the Futurtec site at Lonsdale for processing
into energy. The residual waste produced at the combustion site will be an ash
residue that is expected to be approximately 8,000 tonnes per annum. ResourceCo

3.1 Confidential – Futuretec Project
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believe this material could be used in recycled road base, cement products or sent
to licensed landfill.
ResourceCo are aware of the EPA standards and are confident that the biomass
technology currently used in Europe and proposed for Futurtec will exceed these
standards.
3.4.5

Biomass – the Issues
There is potential for concern amongst our communities regarding the installation
of a biomass combustion plant at Lonsdale. It is anticipated that the visual amenity
and emissions produced by the biomass plant would be the main points of concern
for local residents. At a broader level some stakeholders may have concerns
regarding poorly regulated bioenergy facilities burning waste that should be
recycled or reused for other higher value purposes.

15
/

7/

20

Confidential discussions with the chief executives of the EPA, Zero Waste SA and
the Department of Environment and Natural Resources highlighted the potentially
negative community perceptions regarding the biomass plant. The longevity of
appropriate feedstock fuel supply was another point of concern raised at this
meeting.

EA

SE

D

The proposed development would be the subject of a Development Approval
application that is likely to be referred to the Development Assessment Commission
for a decision, given that it is proposed to occur on our land. The application would
be referred to the EPA for comment and appropriate conditions invoked if approval
is granted. The EPA conditions of approval would specify its requirements to ensure
their standards are factored into the development. The EPA has a framework in
place and this proposal would need to fit within this framework for approval to be
granted.

R
EL

In discussions, the EPA have confirmed that the biomass plant would require a
separate licence issued to the operator of the biomass facility. The EPA would have
a responsibility to monitor and enforce any conditions associated with the
development approval and/or the licence relating to issues such as air emissions,
noise, odour and the fuel type criteria.
The EPA have specific concerns regarding the incineration of waste. These concerns
include but are not limited to:


fuel source used for incineration



incineration emissions form biomass



residual waste material from the combustion process



production and transportation of fuel material

The EPA have advised that as part of any assessment it would also take into
consideration the PEF fuel production site at Gillman to ensure that any additional
supply of waste material and production of fuel does not cause environmental
issues. The operation at Gillman is currently licensed by the EPA.
Formal advice from the EPA has been sought but has not yet been received at the
time of finalising this report.

3.1 Confidential – Futuretec Project
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Southern Adelaide Renewables Consortium Discussions
As part of our due diligence process, discussions were held with SARC
representatives on 4 May 2011 to highlight potential scheduling risks associated
with the biomass component of their proposal. These risks could mean this element
may take longer than anticipated to achieve necessary approvals (a minimum of 18
months). Furthermore, there is a real possibility that the biomass plant may be
significantly delayed or ultimately not be able to secure the necessary statutory
approvals necessary for this component to proceed.
Issues raised with SARC included the level of inter-dependency of the solar and
biomass components and the likely commercial impact and structure of a staged
approach. SARC confirmed that:solar and biomass components were able to be treated as independent projects



a solar only development would have marginal impact upon the proposed
electricity prices detailed in its submission



relocation of Solar Shop Australia headquarters and warehouse could still
proceed if the biomass component is delayed or unable to proceed



other alternative options are available to ResourceCo for the establishment of a
biomass plant



the biomass plant does not rely upon grant funding.

15
/

7/

20



D

A diagram detailing the likely commercial impacts of a stage process as compared
with the original approach is provided at Attachment 8.

SE

Ultimately, SARC reinforced its willingness to work closely with council and remain
flexible to develop a project that meets our objectives.

EA

A letter from SARC confirming its position under a staged approach is provided at
Attachment 9.

R
EL

As a result of this development, an internal summary of costs associated with
power purchase as currently submitted (subject to further negotiations) is provided
in Attachment 3.
3.4.7

Grant Opportunities
Solar energy production is expensive and attracting grant funding is competitive,
therefore, the project will need to demonstrate unique characteristics to achieve
the required funding levels.
A $20M Renewable Energy Fund (REF) administered by Renewables SA is set to
expire on 30 September 2011. SARC have reported holding preliminary discussions
with Renewables SA concerning their concept for the Futurtec project. There is
also an opportunity to seek REF funding for the community investment element of
the project. This funding would focus on establishing the appropriate governance
and legal framework for this form of investment to occur.
SARC have advised the project has a reasonable prospect of being granted funding.
Hence, if they were successful in this stage of the procurement they would submit

3.1 Confidential – Futuretec Project
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an application to the REF. A prior commitment from Council, and its support in an
advocacy role, is sought by SARC before making a submission.
SARC propose to apply for a $5M REF grant. The success of SARC obtaining grant
funding has a direct impact upon the electricity price offer to us whereby the more
grant funding obtained the less we pay for electricity. The table below is the
example shown in the SARC submission:Funding received

Price (c/kW for 25 yr contract)

29.6

$1M

27.2

$2M

24.8

$3M

22.8

20

Nil

17.7

7/

$5M

SE

Conclusion
The SARC proposal has sufficiently addressed our objectives to progress to the next
stage of the procurement process.

EA

4

D

15
/

The short time frame remaining to maximise the above funding opportunity is a risk
to the project and provides grounds for consideration to progressing with a staged
approach.




R
EL

This represents a unique opportunity for Council to realise its strategic objectives
for the site, namely:
an iconic renewable energy generation facility being one of the largest solar PV
installation in Australia to supply energy to council as a foundation customer
a catalyst to the development of new industries in Southern Adelaide which
create new employment, investment, education and other benefits to the region



a development structure that minimises capital requirements and risk (including
environmental) to council



an opportunity for participation of the community and local business as
investors in the REP project as part of our broader efforts to support community
owned energy generation



a renewable energy research, development and education/training capacity



a commercial return for the land.

It is recommended that Council resolve to proceed to negotiations for a Heads of
Agreement with SARC.
We are aiming to maximise potential outcomes and minimise risks prior to a final
report to Council in September 2011.

3.1 Confidential – Futuretec Project
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CONFIDENTIAL

Progress and reporting
Subject to Council approval of SARC as the successful tenderer, the following steps
are required to advance the Futurtec project:

Develop a comprehensive financial impact model to assess the total revenue
and cost implications of the project including rates, electricity, environmental,
capital and recurrent costs. The financial impact model would ensure we have a
full understanding of the project impacts providing commercial negotiation
parameters to ensure there is no negative impact to council.



Enter into a Heads of Agreement to negotiate in good faith the key elements of
the proposal including:
1. Biomass impacts
2. Land price

20

3. Power purchase
4. Meyer Road development

7/

5. Transfer of risk

15
/

6. Project timing

The Heads of Agreement document is a necessity for SARC to seek the required
grant funding ($5M) from Renewables SA in support of their proposal.
Enter into formal negotiations with SARC to maximise the potential of the
project and minimise council exposure.



Report to Council the outcomes of negotiations with subsequent regular
updates.

EA

SE

D



R
EL

A flow chart diagram outlining the proposed next steps is detailed in (attachment
10).
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