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Abstract 

The workshop set out to evaluate and assess the advantages, disadvantages 
and barriers related to the various financing instruments for energy savings and 
energy efficiency. It also looked at the financing needs and relevant instruments 
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Financing energy savings and
 energy efficiency in Europe

organised by Policy Department A 
Tuesday, 4 October 2011, 15:00 – 17:00h

Venue: European Parliament, Brussels, room P1A002

1. Programme

15:00 Welcome and opening by Claude Turmes, MEP

15:05 Session 1 - Financial instruments for energy savings and energy efficiency
15:05 Dr. Johannes Feist, Division Chief, Global Loans Europe (until 30/09/2011), 

Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (KfW), Germany 
Leveraging EU funds with the market – Financing instruments for energy 
efficiency at EU/national level

15:20 Mr Terry Ward, Director of Studies, Applica
Financing of energy efficiency in the housing refurbishment sector

15:35 Questions & answers session
16:00 Session 2 – How to finance energy efficiency obligation schemes?

16:00 Dr. Brian Motherway, Chief Operating Officer, Sustainable Energy Authority of 
Ireland (SEAI), Ireland 
The financing needs resulting from the efficiency obligations schemes in Ireland

16:15 Dr. Didier Bosseboeuf, Chief of Energy Efficiency Study, World Energy Council 
and Senior Expert at French Agency for Environment and Energy Management
(ADEME), Economics and Forecast Department
Evaluation of relevant financing instruments and costs to achieving energy 
savings under energy efficiency obligation schemes in France

16:30 Questions & answers session
16:55 Closing remarks by Claude Turmes, MEP
17:00 End of the workshop

Registration and participation
The workshop will be held in English; interpretation in German and French will be available.

It is open to any interested party and registration is not obligatory for participants with an access badge to the 
EP buildings, however we would appreciate if you inform us of your intention to participate. 
For participants with no access badge to the EP building please contact us for registration. 
Contact email address: poldep-economy-science@europarl.europa.eu
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2. SPEAKERS' BIOGRAPHIES 
 

 
Dr. Johannes Feist 
 
Dr. Johannes  Feist has  been Head of Division Global Loans Europe at KfW Bankengruppe 
until 30 September  2011 where  he was responsible  for developing financing solutions for  
energy  efficiency  and renewable energies, as well as investment financing f or SMEs and 
municipalities). He has  been with KfW in di fferent positions since 1999. Mr. Feist holds  a  
Master in Economics and a PhD in Economics from the University of Munich, Germany, and 
Université de Bordeaux, France. 
 
Terry Ward 
 
Terry Ward is Director of Applica, a Brussels-based research company. He is  an economist 
who worked as  a senior  research officer in the Department of  Applied Econo mics at  the 
University of Cambridge for many years and was heavily involved in the preparation of the 
latest Cohesion Report, as well as all 4 preceeding ones. He directed the coordination of the  
ex post Evaluation of Objectives 1 and 2 of  Cohesion policy in 2000-2006 for DG Regio and 
was  the main author  of the synthesis  report published in  April  2010. He  is currently 
directing the network set up by DG Regio to evaluate the achievements  of Cohesion policy 
in the present programming period.  
 
Dr. Brian Motherway 
 
Dr Brian   M otherway is  Chief  Operations Of ficer and Head of  Strategy in  t he Sustainable 
Energy Authority of Ireland. SEAI is  Ireland’s national energy authority, with  a mission  to 
transform  Ireland  into a society  based on sustainable energy structures, technologies and 
practices. Brian  has been with the Authority for five years. He holds degrees in engineering 
and a PhD in social science. 
 
Dr. Didier Bosseboeuf 
 
Didier Bosseboeuf, Economist, is a PhD graduate  from University  of Grenoble. He is senior  
expert   at ADEME  and  has  more  than  25 years  of  experience on energy efficiency and  
environmental policies evaluation. He is Secretary  General of the World Energy Council 
(WEC) o n the Energy Efficiency Committee, coordinates the European project ODYSS EE-
MURE, chairs  the  group  for the   Europe an standard CEN-CENELEC  on  energy  saving 
calculation and is member and delegate on many other networks and organisations working 
on  Energy efficiency. He has  been  a member of the French delegation on climate change 
negotiations for 7 years and is associate professor at INSTN and lecturer in 5 universities. 
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3. SUMMARY OF THE WORKSHOP ON „FINANCING ENERGY  
SAVINGS AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY IN EUROPE“1 
The Chair of the workshop, MEP Claude Turmes, welcomed the participants and set the 
scene for discussing the financing of energy efficiency. He underlined that pre-financing 
energy savings were crucial for achieving the 20% energy savings target until 2020 and 
that, being the Rapporteur for the Energy Efficiency Directive, the topic of the event was 
of special interest to him. He also thanked the speakers upfront for having accepted the 
invitation. 

Session 1 - Financial instrum ents for energy savings and 
energy efficiency 
Mr Johannes Feist, Division chief at Kreditanstalt für Wiederaufbau (KfW), presented 
EU-wide energy efficiency financing programmes as well as examples of national 
programmes. The main differences between the programmes presented are in the 
structures: simpler structures usually target standard cases (i.e. panel houses) whereas 
more complex setups try to meet the needs of different types of buildings. He explained 
that the basic functioning however was usually the same: either borrowers apply for 
state-funded loans which are channelled by commercial banks or borrowers receive the 
loans from commercial banks directly with an interest bonification from the state 
development banks (subsidies are thus interwoven in the commercial loan). The national 
examples showed that carbon credits from the Emission Trading System are sometimes 
used for the financing of energy efficiency programmes and this may cause post-Kyoto 
problems. 

Mr Feist also presented the EU-wide EIB-ELENA programme that aims at supporting local 
and regional authorities in the fields of energy efficiency, local renewable energies and 
clean transport. In a complementary way, the European Energy Efficiency Fund (EEE-F) 
addresses specific financial needs of local public authorities for commercially viable public 
energy efficiency and renewable energy projects in the EU. As a conclusion, Mr Feist 
explained that leveraging funds with the market proved to make sense as 1 € of grant 
was backed with up to 80 € (i.e. under the KfW-ELENA programme) from the market. He 
noted that there are trade-off relations in financing programme design, i.e. between 
programme complexity, target ambitions, market demand and financial leverage. 

Replying to MEP Pilar del Castillo Vera’s question in the subsequent Question & Answer 
session on whether he believes that an overall annual savings target of 1.5% seems 
achievable, Mr Feist expressed his “slight concern”. He argued that higher targets would 
have a tendency to lead to more complexity for financing structures, which makes it also 
less interesting for regional banks. He added that municipalities today benefit from very 
low interest rates and further energy efficiency investments would require even lower 
rates to incentivise them. Mr Feist was more confident about achieving a binding savings 
target with economic growth and rising energy prices. 

                                                            
1 This summary is not a full summary. Please also refer to the enclosed Powerpoint presentations and the video 
recording http://www.europarl.europa.eu/wps-europarl-internet/frd/vod/player?eventCode=20111004-1500-
COMMITTEE-
ITRE&language=en&byLeftMenu=researchcommittee&category=COMMITTEE&format=wmv#anchor1. 
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MEP Markus Pieper’s question on whether there is a good know-how transfer between 
regional banks in different Member States received a split answer as Mr Feist warned not 
just to transfer models between regions that may have completely different needs. On 
the other hand, he confirmed that there is a constant and fruitful exchange between the 
banks involved in EU programmes and evaluates the role of banks acting as 
intermediates in the lending process very positively 

Mr Terry Ward, author of the evaluation synthesis report on renewable energies and 
energy efficiency of housing of the 2007-2013 regional policy, presented key findings of 
the study, analysing the effectiveness of using cohesion funds for energy efficiency. The 
first finding is that support policy for energy efficiency improvement varies a lot across 
regions and that support schemes were often linked to incentives and increasingly 
complemented (sometimes even replaced) by regulations. The effort was however often 
undermined by e.g. building performance certificates being ignored and not enforced by 
governments. On the other hand, large parts of the stimulus packages during the crisis 
supported energy efficiency in housing, increasing the amount of money available for 
energy efficiency. These funds are however getting cut now due to public spending 
consolidation. Mr Ward underlined that only 2% of the cohesion fund was actually used to 
fund energy efficiency in housing. For future policy making he advised to take the social 
returns from reducing energy and fuel consumption into account but to be aware of the 
fact that market failure as such was not a justification for every type of public support. 
One of the proofs was that in some Member States house prices started to reflect their 
energy use, signalling a functioning market-based tool. Making the case for spending 
cohesion funds on energy efficiency in housing Mr Ward noted that it favours social 
cohesion across the EU and evens up the level of living conditions across Member States. 

Commenting on MEP Pilar del Castillo Vera’s question mentioned above, Mr Ward said in 
the Question & Answers session that public intervention needed to be justified by 
market failure and more money alone would not solve the problem as the stimulus 
packages had shown. To the suggestion of MEP Silvia-Adriana Ţicău to fix a mandatory 
amount of the cohesion fund to be spent on energy efficiency Mr Ward replied that he 
had no doubts about the importance of energy efficiency financing, but that reasons are 
needed why the EU should do it, as he has the feeling that where there was a burning 
need for energy efficiency the money would be spent for it. Furthermore, the picture of 
needs is very diverse throughout Europe – and that, thus, it is difficult to come up with a 
single solution imposed by the EU. 

Session 2 – How to finance energy efficiency obligation 
schemes? 

Dr Bri an Motherway, Chief Operating Officer of the Sustainable Energy Authority of 
Ireland (SEAI), presented the work and underlying reflections that have been undertaken 
when designing the recent Irish energy saving obligation scheme. The intention was to 
improve energy efficiency but also to support the Irish economy directly through local job 
creation and indirectly through increased spending power resulting from lower energy 
bills. The underlying analysis showed that every 1 € of government grant for energy 
efficiency brings 5 € of private investment, i.e. a leverage of 1:5. The main goal of 
creating the scheme for Ireland was thus to shift away from grants to a new financing 
mechanism. Dr Motherway stressed that the most promising instrument to make the 
energy savings obligation scheme work will probably be the so-called “Pay-as-you-save” 
scheme under which costumers are attributed a loan to upgrade their home where the 
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payback time of the savings matches the repaying time of the loan. The most frequent 
problems encountered when testing the scheme were to persuade home owners to take 
loans with a duration of approx. 10 years in the context of the economic crisis. It is also 
challenging that energy efficiency related savings of €1,000 per year seem not enough of 
a motivation for home owners. And making home owners understand the value of 
thinking about upgrading as a package instead of isolated interventions is also difficult. 
Furthermore, Dr Motherway noted that a “healthy market” is needed to secure 
satisfactory quality standards, both in terms of personnel and hardware involved in the 
implementation of energy efficiency measures. 

Dr Didier Bosseboeuf, Senior Expert at the French Agency for Environment and Energy 
Management (ADEME) and Secretary General at the World Energy Council’s energy 
efficiency group, explained the French motivation to impose energy saving obligations on 
energy suppliers with the fact that the French government realised at some point that it 
would not achieve its housing efficiency targets. The scheme was thus designed to 
distribute the burden of financing energy saving among suppliers and consumers and to 
develop the supply side of the energy efficiency market in order to stimulate demand. 
The evaluation results showed that the companies pay 5 % of the costs of the scheme 
and 63 % are paid by the consumer. The “obliged parties” (25,000 actors, with 80% of 
obligations falling on EDF and GDF) have to make their customers save. Intended to be a 
complementary scheme, the industries covered by the saving obligations are all 
industries not covered by the EU ETS. Dr Bosseboeuf also underlined that one of the 
strong benefits of the French scheme is that the obligation will help promote energy 
efficiency through a higher number and more diverse channels and thus multiply the 
awareness raising effect. With regard to the effectiveness of the scheme, Dr Bosseboeuf 
presented evaluation data showing that the saving targets had been overachieved. On 
the other hand, he also made very clear that the French results indicated that the White 
certificates were not delivering savings on their own but were used by customers in a 
“package” with mainly the reduced VAT for energy efficiency construction works and 
other tax incentives (i.e. on highly efficient household equipment). The data seems to 
indicate that the tax reduction has the biggest effect on consumers. He added that it was 
– at this point - difficult to say whether the certificates have an additional effect or not. 
In light of these results, Dr Bosseboeuf recommended to create energy saving obligations 
schemes only if they are coupled with accompanying measures. 

In the following Question & Answer  session, MEP Bendt Bendtsen asked whether the 
speakers knew how many jobs could be created in SMEs with the introduction of a 
savings obligation scheme and whether an obligation scheme was really needed. Mr 
Bosseboeuf referred to his presented findings as an answer, adding that it was not yet 
clear whether these schemes were “needed” to deliver energy savings but added that the 
local job creation was certainly a strong case in favour of the schemes. 

In a final comment round, Johannes Feist underlined the i mportance of energy 
efficiency in connection with other objectives, not just energy efficiency alone. Terry 
Ward stressed that, even if benefits cannot be expressed in number of jobs created, 
energy efficiency investments are certainly more attractive than many other investments. 
Brian Motherway stated that energy efficiency makes sense; that the key question is 
how to fix market failures in energy efficiency investments; and that energy efficiency in 
any case helps keeping money inside the EU and research even indicates that this money 
is directly reinvested in the local economy. Didier Bosseboeuf noted that a general 
orientation towards lower costs of labour and increasing costs of energy would facilitate 
energy efficiency investments. 
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With his closing remarks, Chair Claude Turmes, summarised that public funds were 
getting scarcer during the recession but that energy efficiency was a good opportunity 
not only to save energy but also to maintain or create jobs. After announcing the next 
workshop on the topic on October 17, he thanked all speakers for their excellent and 
informative presentations and the audience for their participation. 
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Leveraging EU Funds with the Market –
Financing Instruments for Energy Efficiency at 
EU / National Level 

Johannes Feist, KfW

European Parliament, Brussels, 4 October 2011

222

Leveraging EU Funds with the Market – Financing
Instruments for Energy Efficiency at EU / National Level
Structure of Presentation

1) National Financing Instruments for Energy Efficiency (examples)
a) Panel Residential Housing EE Program in Hungary (MFB)

b) Panel Residential Housing EE Program in Czech Republic (CMZRB)

c) Flexible Residential Housing EE Program in Germany (KfW)

d) SME Sector EE Program in Poland (BOŚ)

e) National EE Programs – Financing Approach, Targeting, Complexity

2) EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programs
a) ELENA (EIB) - since 2010

b) ELENA (KfW) – since 2011

c) European Energy Efficiency Fund (EEE-F) – since 2011

3) Discussion Points for Policy Makers

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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1a) Building Sector EE Programs in Hungary (MFB) 
„Panel Plus“ Program

● Total programme amount: 40 billion HUF (EUR 136 million)

● Aim: loans to support energy-saving modernisation of residential housing built on 
“industrialised technologies” (panel buildings)

● Measures financed: exchange of windows/doors, isolation of facades/ceilings/roofs, 
modernisation of building engineering system (in particular heating), utilisation of 
renewable energies (e.g. solar panels)

● Eligible borrowers / loan amounts:

● Local municipalities

● Housing cooperatives, condominium owners associations

● Max. loan amount: 1 million HUF (3,400 EUR) per flat

● Combination with grant funds: 1/3 of financing of eligible measures (2/3 by loan)

● From 2005, 2006 and 2008 regular state budgets

● In 2009 from revenues from emission trading under the Kyoto Protocol

● Implementation: “non-complex” loans via intermediate finance

● Borrowers in parallel apply for / receive grant (loan) funding from state (bank)

● Loans are channelled via commercial banks

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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1b) Building Sector EE Programs in Czech Republic 
„Nový Panel“ Program

● Aim: modernisation of panel housing, according to standardized max. energy 
consumption ratios

● Max. 83-120 (150-250) KWh/m2 for housing constructed after 1990 (1945-1990)

● Relevance: approx. 1.2 million flats, 0.3 million flats already modernised

● Average Effects:

● Only building modernisation – 21.5% decrease in energy consumption

● Complex modernisation incl. flats – 64% decrease in energy consumption

● Eligible borrowers / loan amounts:

● Housing cooperatives, communities of housing owners

● average loan amount for complex modernisation: 12,000 EUR per flat

● Combination with grant funds: 200-400 bps interest bonification (dep. on complexity)

● From privatisation revenues and EU structural funds

● Total volume by mid-2010: EUR 142 million

● Implementation: “non-complex” loans, from commercial banks without public refunding

● Borrowers receive loans from commercial banks (e.g. Volksbank CZ)

● In parallel borrowers receive interest bonification from CMZRB (development bank, 
administrating the “Nový Panel Programme”)

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011

IP/A/ITRE/WS/2011-13 14 PE 464.455

Policy Department A: Economic and Scientific Policy



5

Capability of energetic renovation in Germany

● 39 million housing units 

● 75% built before 1979

● potential of renovation 20 million housing units

Programme started in 2001

● More than 520,000 loans, 1.5 million housing units

● Total Commitments since 2001: 31 billion EUR

● Commitments in 2010: 5.1 billion EUR

Macroeconomic Evaluation since 2006

● Sustained CO2 reduction of 3,9 million tons p.a.

● Investments of 51 billion EUR

“Complex intermediated Loans”

● State subsidies interwoven into loan (reduced interest)

● Channelled via commercial banks

1c) Flexible Housing EE Programs in Germany (KfW)
Demand Side, Impact and Programme Design

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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Broad Scale

Broad Scale

Top Runner

New Buildings

Building Stock

Top Runner
modell Scheme

Future
(EU-RL)

Future

KfW-
EH 130

KfW-
EH 115

KfW-
EH 100

KfW-
EH 85

KfW-
EH 70

KfW-
EH 55

KfW-
EH 40

KfW-
EH 25

1c) Flexible Housing EE Programs in Germany (KfW)
KfW-Efficiency Housing Standard

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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1d) SME Sector EE Program in Poland (BOŚ)
Loan and Carbon Finance

KfW
BOŚ

Bank 

Global Loan

Interest 
Subsidy
Fund

Carbon paymentCarbon Fund

Global Loans 
Europe

Department

Carbon credits

Final 
Beneficiaries

(e.g. enterprises,
municipalities,
households,

housing
associations)

Sub-loans

Advice for 
Design of 
Programm

atic 
Approach

Redemption

Redemption

Interest subsidy

Carbon titles

Carbon 
credits Carbon revenues

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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1d) SME Sector EE Program in Poland (BOŚ)
Loan and Carbon Finance

● Programmatic JI Approach

● Combination of Global Loan (30 million EUR) and Carbon Credits

● Parties involved:

➊ BOŚ Poland – Borrower and coordinating/managing entity

➋ KfW Germany – finance provider and purchaser of carbon credits

● Two Programmes of Activities (PoAs):

➊ Boiler Modernization

➋ Energy Efficiency in Buildings

● Emissions avoided (estimated total for 10 years): ~1.5 million t CO2 equivalent

● Challenges:

➊ Long lasting procedures

➋ Difficult market situation

➌ High post Kyoto risks as JI will expire end of 2012

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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1e) National EE Program Examples
Financing Approach, Targeting and Complexity

● Intermediated Finance as Standard Model
● All four examples involve state promotional banks in pivotal role

● Hungary: MFB as provider of re-funding at (close to) market conditions
● Czech Republic: CMZRB as administrator of grant financing (interest bonification)
● Germany: KfW as provider of re-financing with interwoven state-subsidies
● Poland: BOŚ lending to clients, KfW refinancing BOŚ and buying certificates

● Three examples (Germany, Hungary, CZ) with commercial banks for implementation
● Proximity to the Client
● Non-distorting role of promotional banks (with, not in competition against banks)

● Different degrees of flexibility, targeting perfection, leverage and complexity
● Panel Plus Hungary: standardised (Panel Buildings), very low complexity (grant for 1/3, loan for 

2/3  of investment), low leverage (2:1)
● Nový Panel Czech Republic: standardised (Panel Buildings), low complexity (grants for interest 

bonification), very market oriented (investment financing fully commercial), higher leverage
● Germany/KfW: flexible (diff. building types), strong targeting perfection (subsidy level 

depending on EE standard achieved 100, 85, 70, …), higher leverage, highly complex 
management (classification acc. to KfW standards, interwoven subsidy at different levels)

● Poland / BOŚ: most innovative (subsidy created via carbon trading from within the program), 
very high leverage (“zero” state subsidies required), very complex (long-lasting procedures, 
market risks, post Kyoto risks)

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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2a) EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programs
ELENA (EIB) - since 2010

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011

● ELENA: a IEE (Intelligent Energy Europe II) technical assistance facility to 
support local and regional authorities in contributing to the “20-20-20”
initiative of the European Union; 

● Grant facility to support project development: managed by EIB; funded by 
EU budget (CIP/IEE programme).

● Application to Energy Efficiency; local renewables; clean transport.

● Market replication focus; 

● Total Budget 2009 - 2010: 30 Mio €

● Results so far:

● Allocated ELENA contribution: EUR 27.3 million

● Expected investment supported: over EUR 1.7 billion

● To be financed separately, e.g., but not exclusively, by EIB

● very high leverage

● New budget 2011 (to be allocated until 2013): 19 Mio €

More information: => www.eib.org/elena
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2b) EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programs
ELENA (KfW) – since 2011

● KfW-ELENA facility for financing sustainable investments of small and medium sized 
municipalities and, where appropriate, Energy Service Companies (ESCOs)

● Intermediated financing: loans to local participating banks in order to reach smaller 
investments (up to EUR 50 million), additional carbon financing possible

● complementary approach to EIB-ELENA (for larger cities, inv. > EUR 50 million)

● Eligibility criteria for the investment projects: 

● energy efficiency investments in public and private buildings, 

● renewable energy sources, environment friendly transport, 

● smart and energy efficient local infrastructure.

● EU-funded TA support: 

● feasibility and market studies, structuring of programmes, business plans 

● energy audits, 

● municipal project implementation units (incl. staff)

● Budget and Results:

● EUR 8 million (2010), further EUR 8 million (2011) expected

● 3 contracts with banks in 3 MS under preparation; average leverage of 80:1

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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2b) EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programs
European Energy Efficiency Fund (EEE-F) – since 2011

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011

● Objective: address specific financial needs of local public authorities 
for commercially viable public EE and RES projects in the EU.

● Size at 1st closing: € 125m (EC) + € 75m (EIB)+ € 60m (CDP) + € 5m 
(DB) =  € 265m 

● Scope: EE (70%), RES (20%), clean urban transport (10%)

● Structured Fund:

● EC Funds so called junior or “first loss” tranche

● EC Funds not only funding investment, but also “securing”
other funds (EIB, CDP, DB), supporting market leverage

● Instruments: loans, guarantees, equity but no grants

● Complemented by Technical Assistance (TA)

● € 20m (EC), TA grant based on ELENA model

More info: www.eeef.eu
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3) Discussion Points for Policy Makers

● Leveraging via the (public and private) financial sector
● Multiplying EU Funds (from 2:1 in Panel/Hungary to approx. 80:1 in KfW-ELENA)
● Tackling standardised and flexible / complex financing needs, ranging from

● Standardised panel housing sector (Hungary, Czech Republic), to
● individual housing (German KfW standards), to
● different EE inv. with adapted fin. tools (loans, guarantees, equity) (EEE-F)

● Ability to support complex / ambitious regulation (the new EE Directive)
● But increasing complexity will come at a price

● New programs (KfW-ELENA, EEE-F) still in “market testing”

● Indication: target ambitions ⇧⇧ - market demand ⇩⇩ - leverage - ⇩⇩
● Intermediate vs Direct Financing Model

● Roles / Advantages of Intermediate Financing (e.g. ELENA-KfW)
● Integration of commercial banking sector (sustainable finance network)
● Applicability for smaller projects (housing, SME, small municipal)

● Roles / Advantages of Direct Financing (e.g. ELENA-EIB, EEE-F)
● Direct targeting / project design by public financial institution (i.e. EIB, EEE-F)
● Applicability for larger projects (corporate, larger municipal)

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programmes
ELENA (KfW) – Program scheme without Carbon Credit

KfW Participating
Financial 

Intermediary

Global Loan 
for Investment 
Programmes

Financing of Investment 
Projects through subloans

+ direct investment 
incentive

Smaller part of the
technical assistance for

consultancy services

+ Technical 
Assistance 

according to 
ELENA

Larger part of the technical
assistance for in-house
capacity building in the

municipality or
consultancy services

Final 
Beneficiaries: 
Municipalities

and 
ESCOs

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programmes
ELENA (KfW) – Carbon Crediting as Add. Fin. Instrument (1)

● Certification of achieved CO2 emission reductions over time:

● Additional cash flows for climate protection projects;

● Cost efficiency: market price signal;

● Exact quantification of achieved emission reductions.

● Broad range of flexible approaches including:

● Use of Joint Implementation (JI) including programmatic JI: e.g. buildings;

● Potential use of European Allowances (EUAs): e.g. street lighting;

● Potential of Assigned Amount Units (AAUs): e.g. urban infrastructure;

● Voluntary market carbon crediting.

● Technical assistance:

● To municipalities: e.g. identification of projects/programs;

● To implementing entities (financial intermediaries or other coordinating entities): e.g. 
program development.

● Focus: programmatic approaches targeting small and micro activities.

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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EU-wide Energy Efficiency Financing Programmes
ELENA (KfW) – Carbon Crediting as Add. Fin. Instrument (2)

● Requirements for the carbon credit projects/programs:
● Proof of additionality of the project/program (determination of the „baseline“)
● Homogeneity of the bundle of emission reduction measures and standardized 

program monitoring
● Minimum size of the project/program: 50,000 t CO2 p.a. (for a crediting period of 10 

years)

● Designing an adequate incentive structure by using the carbon credit proceeds and via 
seed funding (prefinancing of the carbon credit proceeds by PFI):
● Direct payment to the Final Beneficiaries in line with the incoming carbon credit 

proceeds
● Setting off with the repayment installments (redemption)
● Interest rate subsidy or subsidization of the fees

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011

© KfW B li O t b 2011
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● Combination of EU grants in favour of local banks with loans from International 
Financial Institutions like KfW/CEB

● EU grants (e.g. investment incentives, consultancy costs, administration fee) 
and loans for energy efficiency measures providing energy savings (min 20%, 
or 30% for buildings) or reduction of GHG emissions (min 20%)

● Eligibility SMEFF 

 SMEs according to EC recommendation

 Housing associations if qualified as SME, Building sector projects

 sub-loan amount up to 1 million EUR

● Eligibility MFF

 Municipalities, Private or public companies delivering municipal services

 Buildings sector subprojects

 sub-loan amount up to  5 million EUR

Energy Efficiency Programmes in CEE 
SMEFF/MFF Energy Efficiency Window

Objective: To induce SMEs (Municipalities) to undertake energy efficiency 
investments and to encourage banks/leasing companies to expand their 
financing of energy efficiency measures of SMEs (Municipalities)

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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Project Examples
ELENA (KfW) and SMEFF Energy Efficiency Window

ELENA: 3 projects in 3 member states under preparation

● Combination of EU-TA with existing energy efficiency municipal programmes (general
energy efficiency, energy efficient street lightning); possibility for smaller municipalities 
to prepare projects which they could not without financing for the technical support

● new programme for energy efficiency and renewables for municipalities, including 
marketing and sales concept for a regional coverage throughout the country

● new programme for energy efficiency investments, consisting of local and regional 
projects for individuals and private housing co-ownership. The local and regional 
authorities would prepare the implementation of a public guarantee fund in order to 
lower financial risk in loans for energetic refurbishment of housing co-ownership. 

SMEFF EE Window: ProCredit Bank Bulgaria

● Credit line of 10 million EUR combined with EU grants amounting to 2 million EUR (1.5 
million EUR Investment incentive, 600 TEUR Administration fee, 300 TEUR 
Consultancy services)

● Current status as of June 30, 2011: 13 sub-projects with average loan amount of 81.5
TEUR and average maturity of 4.1 years

● Minimum requirement for Industry Sector Indicator (= Energy Saving Ratio + 1/2 x 
Emissions Reduction Ratio) of 20% is more than achieved with on average 57.8%

© KfW • Berlin • October 2011
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Financing energy savings and
energy efficiency in Europe

Financing energy efficiency in housing

Terry Ward 
Applica sprl.

European Parliament, Brussels
4 October 2011

Financing energy efficiency in housing

Background

 Presentation based on recent report for DG Regio on renewable energy and 
energy efficiency in housing 

 Prepared as part of work of Network of Evaluation Experts (Evalnet) set up to 
review and assess achievements of Cohesion policy in present programming 
period

 Report synthesised findings of 27 national reports which examined:

 national policies in place in Member States to support energy efficiency in 
housing

 contribution of ERDF to these

 rationale for government intervention in this area

 rationale for Cohesion policy support

IP/A/ITRE/WS/2011-13 23 PE 464.455

Workshop proceedings on 'Financing energy savings and energy efficiency in Europe' 



Financing energy efficiency in housing

Member State policies

 All Governments across EU supporting investment in improving energy efficiency 
in buildings – industrial, commercial and public as well as residential

 Motivated by large share of energy consumed by heating, lighting + cooling –
especially in EU12 countries – old apartment blocks + neglected housing stock

 Support on different scales and in different forms - mix of tax concessions, grants 
and preferential loans – availability can vary a lot between region

 These often coupled with incentives to switch to renewable energy for heating, 
lighting and cooling – plus carbon tax in FI and SE to give extra incentive 

 Increasingly, financial support complemented or even replaced by regulations:

 certification of energy efficiency of new buildings and renovation schemes

 certification of energy consumption when selling or renting houses

 Regulations vary markedly in strictness and extent – still to become fully effective 
in many Member States – lack of effective enforcement

Financing energy efficiency in housing

Recent developments

 Support varies with energy saved in some countries (e.g. DE)

 Special funds set up in many EU12 countries, in some financed by selling energy 
emission certificates

 In some countries (e.g. FR, FI, IE and UK), support for low income households to 
switch to renewables for heating 

 Support stepped up in 2008-2009 in many countries to counter effects of recession 
– means of giving direct aid to construction industry and creating jobs, e.g.:

 in DE (10% of stimulus package); in PT (for solar panels), in NL (for double 
glazing), in FI (for switch to renewables)

 Action also in EU12 – e.g. in CZ, SK 

 In LV, shift from support of renewables to energy efficiency – here and in LT, 
shift from national to ERDF financing and so increase in scale

 In some countries, support cut back post-recession because of public finance 
problems – as in LU and RO
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Financing energy efficiency in housing

Cohesion policy contribution

 Up to June 2009, use of ERDF only in EU12 and only in distressed areas, 
apartment blocks, publicly-owned buildings or non-profit organisations (social 
housing)

 Extended to EU15 as part of recovery measures and ‘to further social cohesion’

 Some EU15 countries have shifted ERDF to housing, many have not – those that 
have, mainly on social housing

 In practice, funding allocated more to public buildings and SMEs – complements 
national support for housing

 In DE, AT, DK, FI, PT, SI, CY, little or no use of ERDF to support housing

 In some cases, support to housing only in some regions (BE, in Flemish region, 
SE, mainly in Upper and Mid Norrland)

 In LT, much bigger allocation than elsewhere – in form of loans (JESSICA fund) 
and grants to depressed areas. Loan scheme slow to get underway

Financing energy efficiency in housing

Scale of support in Cohesion countries

 Scale of allocation hard to identify but small in EU12 as in EU15 – less than 2% of 
total, probably much less

 In PL, less than 1% of total allocation , in EE, support greatly reduced to only just 
over 1%

 In SK, no support allocated to housing up to now, but new JESSICA scheme 
introduced for Bratislava 

 In BG, support confined to public buildings, but plans to launch measures for 
renovating housing 

 In HU and RO, support for district heating schemes with indirect effects on 
households

 But in LV, big shift from support of renewables. In GR, two large programmes 
initiated in 2011

 In LT, two programmes absorb 5% of total allocation – close to maximum allowed
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Financing energy efficiency in housing

Justification for intervention to support energy efficiency in housing

 Strong grounds for public intervention – social returns from reducing energy use and 
consumption of fossil fuels in particular 

 Market failure as private returns from investment not adequate or not sufficiently 
recognised to stimulate investment – or institutional obstacles to realising returns:

 landlord-tenant problem

 collective decisions/free rider problem 

 Failure not enough to justify public support of investment – justify establishing 
framework conditions for market to function effectively

 Need for house prices and rents to reflect energy use – evidence this is happening, 
especially as energy certification schemes become established

 But other determinants of prices tend to predominate, location especially – link 
concealed by turmoil in housing market 

 However, only few countries (ES, MT, SI) where no link reported 

Financing energy efficiency in housing

Justification for ERDF (EU) support

 Equally strong case for Cohesion policy support – as implicitly recognised in 2009 
change to ERDF regulations – increasing social cohesion while furthering EU aims

 Support can be justified in terms of evening up living conditions across regions 
while also stimulating local employment and reducing EU energy use – especially 
fossil fuel consumption 

 Case especially strong if support concentrated on social housing, low income 
households and deprived areas

 EU funding particularly important in EU12 countries as well as EU15 southern 
Member States– likely to become more so in future as budget consolidation 
reduces national funding available

 But need to ensure funding used in cost-effective way – targeted where need for 
support to achieve objectives – does not simply go to increase income of property 
owners and others involved
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Financing energy efficiency in housing

Conclusions

 There is a clear role for the Structural Funds to support measures to assist and 
stimulate investment in energy efficiency in housing (and buildings generally)

 This is particularly the case in the Cohesion countries where funding likely to 
become increasingly constrained and for social housing in the rest of EU

 But parallel need for measures to improve workings of housing market to ensure 
appropriate incentives for investment in energy efficiency – not only question of 
financial support

 This means effective regulation and certification schemes, but these cost money to 
establish and enforce – possible case for EU funding to provide support

 Accordingly, need for suitable mix of measures – loans, regulations and tax 
concessions as well as grants at varying rates – to increase investment and assist 
both low income areas and low income families but avoid subsidising wealthy 
property owners who stand to gain from lower fuel bills 

Financing energy efficiency in housing

Thank you 

for your attention
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Energy efficiency obligations 
and financing in Ireland

Dr Brian Motherway
Sustainable Energy Authority of Ireland

Retrofit in Ireland

• Government grants are driving strong activity in 
retrofitting buildings

• 70,000 homes will be upgraded in 2011

• Total efficiency spend in Ireland (public and 
private) will be close to €250 million

• This is supporting almost 6000 jobs

• Quality and confidence have been key
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Economic evaluation

• A new full cost benefit analysis
• Examining the first 62,000 grant-aided upgrades 

in 2009 and 2010
• Detailed data on measures, costs, impacts

• Lifetime savings outweigh costs by €300 million
• Every euro Government spends brings 5 euro 

economic benefit

The next steps

Programme is to move away from grant basis:
• Obligations on energy suppliers
• New finance mechanisms – Pay as You Save

• Energy suppliers are now signed up to efficiency 
targets

• Scale of targets informed by NEEAP
• Several suppliers are now establishing efficiency 

businesses
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New finance model

• Pay as you Save principles
• First build a healthy market
• PAYS dimensions:

– Structure of finance and loans
– Repayment on bills?
– A national scheme or a range of offerings?

• Focus needs to be on what householders will 
accept

Understanding what will work

• Examining householder thinking:
– Efficiency is not a package
– Scepticism about future savings
– Long term finance is not attractive

• Design must appeal to consumers
• Finance will flow to a credible programme
• Energy suppliers will be active, but will not be 

source of loan funds
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The scale of the mission

• One million deep home upgrades:
– Costs up to €8 billion
– Energy savings up to €14 billion

• Net present value energy and CO2 benefits €8 
billion

• Could employ 10,000-15,000 over ten years
• Could reduce annual CO2 emissions by 3 Mtonnes

Discussion points

• Current momentum is good basis for next phase
• We are leveraging the grants to address market 

failures and build confidence
• We need solutions to drive activity beyond 

grants
• PAYS is the solution, but important detailed 

design questions remain
• Challenge of delivery should not be 

underestimated
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Energy efficiency obligations and financing 
in Ireland

Dr Brian Motherway
brian.motherway@seai.ie
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Dr Didier BOSSEBOEUF, ADEME, France
General secretary of WEC energy efficiency group

European Parliament workshop on "Financing 
energy savings and energy efficiency in Europe"

Brussels, 4 October 2011

White certificates implementation and financial schemes

Contents

 Issues

 The French WhCs Scheme: Principle and design 
issues 

 Can WhCs deliver?

 Relationship between WhCs and financial schemes

 Key messages / conclusions 
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Some issues related to WhCs Implementation

 What is working well, what are the drawbacks of the French scheme on 
WhCs? 

 Is there a measurable increase in energy efficiency measures due to the 
energy savings obligation scheme introduced France?

 What are the financial mechanisms attached to the WhCs?

 How much is the up-front investment cost to set up an energy savings 
obligation scheme?

 What kind of compensation mechanisms can be envisaged for energy
providers when introducing an energy savings obligation scheme?

 Is the 1,5 % yearly savings obligation mentioned in the EDD affordable 
and if so, under which conditions?

 Would there be any advantage to set up a uniform Europe-wide scheme 
instead of national schemes? What are the main obstacles?

Why implementing WhCs? 
A  market-based approach (compared to command-and-control policies)

1. Difficulty to achieve visible results with classic P&Ms already 
implemented in “diffuse” sectors. Best suited to traditionally 
“high transaction cost” sectors – residential and small 
organisations. Energy savings obligations are thus imposed on 
energy suppliers because of their proximity of the diffuse 
consumers

2. Saving of public money (compared with subsidies)

3. Higher cost-effectiveness in the achievement of saving targets

4. Creation of incentives to privately financed energy efficiency 
(ESCOs, etc.)

5. Avoids energy price distortion between sectors (if compared with
energy taxes)

6. Higher consistency with liberalised energy markets
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The French WhCs scheme: The role of obliged parties 

 Development of services relative to energy savings in the commercial 
offer of energy supplier :

 Advice, audits, diagnostics,

 Follow up on energy efficiency works,

 Soft loans, subsidies

 Examples for households :

 EDF / Offre Bleu Ciel “Objectif Travaux”: cost estimation, realisation of 
workplan, relationship with installers

 GDF Suez / Offre Dolce Vita : Soft loan for efficient boiler replacement

A logic of supply developement, not direct support to 
end-use consumers. The WhCs helps the obliged party to 
develop and structure and makes the promotion of the 
tax credit.
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Do WhCs deliver energy savings? (1/3): Yes
but the target was low

Result from the first phase: 84 TWh cumac saved, 56% 
above the obligation, slow take off

1st phase 0,03% of eligible consumption, 2nd phase 0,8%

Delivered certificates

1st phase transition 2nd phase

Certificats délivrés au cours du temps
(TWh cumac)
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Obj. 2nd phase 345 
TWhc

Obj. 1st period 54 
TWhc

End of 1st phase: 65,2 TWhc = +20% 
of the obligation

End of transition period: 164,3 TWhc = 
30% of second phase obligation

30 June 2011 : 204.9 TWhc =  43% of 
second phase obligation

Certificates delivered (TWhcumac)

8

Energy efficiency improvement for final consumers (1996-
2008)*(ODEX source ODYSSEE data base )

1.3% per year of energy efficiency improvement between 1996 and 2008 for EU as a whole. For 4 
countries, energy efficiency improvement higher than 2% per year since 1996; 14 countries 
with improvement higher than 1%year and 3 countries without improvement.

Since 1998 for Hungary, Czech Rep, Slovakia and Slovenia
Since 2000 for Cyprus, Finland and Latvia

EED: 1,5%
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Do WhCs deliver energy savings? (2/3): Yes, but most 
activity is in the Residential Sector

Country Period % energy savings from 
residential sector

Belgium -
Flanders

2008 58%

Brazil Since 2005 At least 50% required

Denmark 2008 42%

France 2006-9 87%

Italy 2005-8 83%

UK 2005-8 100%

Do WhCs deliver energy savings? (3/3) : Yes, because 
cost effective actions have been taken

Heating equipment 72.3% of certificates (insulation: 14.4%)

0,00%

5,00%

10,00%

15,00%

20,00%

25,00%

30,00%

1

Percentage of certificates / measures

Condensing boilers

Low  temperature boilers

Heat Pumps

Roofs insulation

Window s

Electronic speed variator

Wood boiler

Wall insulation

Solar w ater heater

CFL
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What costs are involved and who pays? (1/3)

 Cost of energy efficiency measures (energy companies, 
customers, landlords, charities, manufacturers, etc)

 Cost of energy company marketing, sales, reporting, 
planning etc (in UK estimation of ~15% of total costs)

 Auditing & verifying of energy saving projects and 
whether target is met (typically <1% of energy company 
costs)

 Government resource to set target every few years (very 
small compared to energy company costs)

French Whcs scheme: Average cost per KwhC (2/4)
The company bears the costs. In France, the law allows an increase of the regulated 

tariff to account for the extra cost (no repercussion so far on the tariffs) .
This cost is not far from the market price but far below the penalty (2 c €/Kwh C)

Overall obligation 54 TWh Cumac

Direct costs 24,8 Mds € / year

Indirect costs 45,2 Mds € /year

Fiscal aids (fuel) -8,4 Mds € / year

Total costs (without fiscal 
aids)

61,5 Mds € / year

Average costs 0,342 ceuros/kwh cumac
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French scheme: Total costs of the EE actions (3/4)
€ 4,0 bn invested in works, of which € 1,3 bn of tax credit.

WhCs scheme would have cost € 210 mio to obliged parties (5% of 
total costs). Most effort made by the consumer.

Consumer energy bill reduced by € 4,3 bn

Millions Euros Direct costs Indirect 
costs

TOTAL

Obliged 74 136 210           5%

Consumers (1) 2551 2551        63%

Fiscal costs 1305 1305         25%

TOTAL
3839

97%

136

3%

4 006        100%

100%

(1) Including the full cost of the measures and not only the additional cost*

WhCs: price evolution on the French market in 2010 (in 
blue)

A weak market (less than 3% of WhCs exchanged) and 
low price of certificates: between 0.30 and 0.35 c€/kWh 

cumac
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Impacts of policies on energy efficiency works 
households expenditures in France

The continuous rise is mainly due to several financial 
tools rather than WhCs
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Main incentives to achieve energy efficiency works in 
France besides WhCs
There is no financial scheme directly packaged with the WhCs in France.  
Tax credit supports the demand and is the real economic trigger. Total 
budget of WhCs represents less than 10% of the financial schemes.

% of household 200 2008 2010

5,5 VAT on EE works (instead of 19,6%) 20,5 19,8 21,8

Tax credit scheme 34,5 33,8 29,0

Soft loan, zero rate loan 4,3 3,5 3,1

Classic banking loan 1,1 1,3 2

Audit 2 2,7 4,0

Advice from professional including info 
center

16,5 15,9 14,3

Others (advertising, change of dwelling, 
other works etc.) 

19,1 23 25,8
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An exception: a case study from the  region 
“Centre”: the recycling of the WhCs revenue

 Objective: to create a fund to increase the means 
dedicated to energy efficiency

 This regional authority received 59 GWhc (actions in 
schools, public sector, zero rate loans etc) and has 
sold it to obliged parties (Nov 2009)

 The revenue of this WhCs sale has allowed the region 
to increase the “guarantee fund” of 4 banks (so called 
ISOLARIS budget) 

Transaction Costs: different point of views

1. Scale of such TCs may range from approximately 10 up to 40% of 
total direct investment costs and can affect TWC scheme 
performance.

2. There is a negative direct correlation between the burden of TCs and 
the size and performance of projects.

3. TCs arising during EE project planning phase may range from 5 to
20% of total direct investment costs (in particular finding information 
on customers willing to implement EE measures seems critical).  

• Main outcomes

Life cycle of 
TWCs
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Conclusions (1/3)

 The WhCs can deliver energy savings but a pilot period is needed 
to leave time to market actors to get familiar with the scheme. A 
1,5% annual saving target is manageable in a medium term 
because of the past achievements and the future potential

 It is best suited to “high transaction cost” sectors – residential and 
small organisations in general due to the “obliged” strategy. 
However it is advisable to cover all end-use sectors

 Cost effective actions can be implemented. Need to address 
deadweight / free riders / additionality issues – those that would 
have done it anyway and this is linked to the size of the target

 The WhCs cannot operate alone but are just one more component 
of the policy: Accompanying measures are key of success such as 
various financial or fiscal incentives: it acts as an accelerator of 
households decisions; utilities also contribute to inform 
consumers about actions and incentives and provide new services

19

Conclusions (2/3)

 The total investment induced by the scheme can be significant 
(e.g. around $6bn in France in 3 years)

 The WhCs market can work but still few experiences; what is 
important is the level of the obligation

 The benefit for the government is to add other actors (the obliged 
parties) in the promotion of energy efficiency

 The benefit for the companies may be to reduce the peak demand 
and  improve their profitability, to give a positive image by 
communicating on their actions in the field of energy efficiency
and to develop new business activities and diversify their business 
(ESCO activities)

 These benefits are all the more important if the market is fully
liberalised and attracting new customers and developing new 
markets is important

20
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Conclusions  (3/3)

 Set long-term targets 

 Set clear, simple and correct penalty  - it is essential for 
compliance (e.g. 2 c€/KWh cumac in France)

 The transaction costs are relatively low if the scheme design is
simple as well as the M&Vs .

 WhCs can take care of equity issues by ring fencing share of 
energy saving target for low income consumers

 Adds wider possibility for ESCOs on the market

 Combine with requirements from other directives  (EPBD, 
ESD/EDD, ETS)

 Ensure sufficient liquidity (increase the number of obliged)

 Pursue a continuous policy 

Thank you for your attention

For more information:

Didier.bosseboeuf@ademe.fr

www.worldenergy.org

www.ademe.fr

www.odyssee-indicators.org
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Annexes

The French WhCs on WhCs (1/4)

 The French Energy Savings Certificates Scheme was set up by the 
French Energy Strategy law of 13th July 2005

An obligation of energy savings is set on energy suppliers in 
proportion of their sales for a 3 year period

 Start in July 2006 for 3 years: a first “training” period / low target

 A second period, more ambitious this time: 2011-2013

1st period
Obligation target : 54 TWhcumac

2006 2013201220112010200920082007 2014

Transition
No obligation

2nd period
Obligation target : 345 TWh cumac

84.5 TWhcumac

30 sept 2009 
164.3 TWhcumac

31 déc 2010
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French WhCs scheme: The eligible actions (3/4)

 “Eligible actions” = energy efficiency actions which can receive WhCs

 Energy Savings Certificates (ESC) are delivered for actions referenced in an 
official list of 270 “standardized actions” with predetermined saving targets 
(savings are estimated ex-ante through a standard methodology)

Sector Number of 
Standardized 
Operations

Operations

Residential
buildings

58
Building insulation, heating, production of 
hot water, lighting, household appliances,
ventilation, etc

Commercial
buildings

80
Building insulation, heating, production of
hot water, lighting, ventilation, etc

Industry 19
Lighting, electric utilities (motors, 
compressors), heat recovery, etc

Systems 8 Heating systems, public lighting, etc

The French WhCs scheme  “obliged bodies”

 First phase: an obligation of 54 TWh cumac

 An energy savings obligation for every energy supplier whose sales exceed (final 
energy):
 Electricity, natural gas: 400 GWh/year 

 Liquefied petroleum gas: 100 GWh/year

 Heating / cooling: 400 GWh/year

 Heating oil: 500 m3/year

 Around 2 500 companies concerned:
 A few dozen large companies (electricity, gaz, LPG, heating / cooling)

 A large number of small and medium size heating oil suppliers

 Second period: new target of 345 TWh cumac with new obliged companies: 
about 50 motor fuel suppliers (mass retailers like “Auchan” and petroleum 
companies like “Total”)

 Liquefied petroleum gas: 7 000 t / year

 Motor fuel : 7 000 m3 / year
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French WhCs scheme:  The “eligible parties”

 “Eligible parties” can also implement actions, obtain ESC 
and sell them to “obliged bodies”, without having any 
obligation 

 Concretely, the “eligible parties” are :
Local authorities for actions on their own buildings or 

toward third party bodies belonging to their territory
The National Agency for Housing (ANAH)

Social housing agencies or social landlords
 Large companies were eligible in the 1st period only for 

actions on their own building, process or site; they are no 
longer eligible in the 2nd period (but they can continue to develop 
energy efficiency actions by making partnerships with obliged suppliers)

 A free trade market between ESC buyers and sellers, on 
the register EMMY (ww.emmy.fr)

 “kWh cumac”, the specific measurement unit
 Calculation rules :

 the energy savings are calculated in end-use energy, 
cumulated over the lifetime of the project and discounted, 
with a rate set at 4%

 the baseline is the stock (heating systems and buildings 
envelope actions) or the market (for other actions)

 Examples :

 Low - energy light bulb: 190 kWh cumac

 Loft insulation: 660 to 1 900 kWh cumac per sq.m of 
installed insulation

 Condensing boiler: 65 000 to 100 000 kWh cumac

 Energy Saving Certificates are attributed after the achievement of 
the action

French WhCs scheme : The eligible actions
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French WhCs scheme: How to obtain White Certificates?

 The realised operation must respect all the requirements 
of the standardized synthesis worksheet to be eligible to 
certificates (minimum level of performance, equipment 
certification, …)

 The local administration (“DREAL”) attributes the 
Energy Saving Certificates and controls the projects.

 The Certificate attribution is realised by the inscription 
on an electronic registry named “Emmy”

 Energy Savings Certificates are attributed after the 
achievement of the action

 In October 2011, creation of a “National Pole of White 
Certificates” to centralize the attribution of all WhCs , controls 
and sanctions.

 Cost for obliges parties:  0,34 c€ / kWh cumac, representing  5% of total amount of 
works

 2/3 of indirect costs, a logic of supply development, no direct support to end-use 
consumers.

 A hierachy of operations not on line with theoritical cost efficiency:

French WhCs: Costs effectiveness for obliged parties
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Cost Effectiveness – Case of UK

 Considers ALL costs (energy suppliers, customers, landlords, manufacturers, 
charities etc.)

 Evaluates NPV (net of deadweight, energy valued at resource cost (not 
residential prices)

 Only UK data available at present

 Total investment of €1.4 billion (2005-8) (1£= €1.1)

 NPV = €3.4 billion (3.5% discount rate)

 CO2 saved 2.0MtC/year (corrected for deadweight and comfort); equivalent to 
5% of household emissions

 Resource cost to save ton of CO2 = - € 58 i.e. a benefit

 National cost to save a unit of electricity was 2.2c€/kWh - compare 10.6 
c€/kWh consumer cost

Key issues to consider for a European WhCs scheme

 Harmonised design 

 Target definition (which types of savings and ambition 
level)

 Sectoral coverage (fuels, end-use sectors)

 Monitoring and verification (common and harmonised, or 
each project with a different value depending where is 
undertaken

 Equal stringency of targets

 Equity issues

 Share of certificates coming from another country?

 Relationship with ETS
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Energy Efficiency Obligations in EU & South America

Country 

Nature of 
saving 
target 

Current 
size of 
target 

Discount 
rate 

Cost 
estimate 
(€M/yr) 

Penalty if 
miss target? Trading? 

Belgium-
Flanders 

Annual 
delivered 
energy 

0.58 TWh 
annual n/a 25.8 

10€/MWh 
missed + fine 
not eligible 
for tariff No 

Brazil 

Annual 
money 
expenditure 

0.5% of 
electricity 
revenue n/a 120  No 

Denmark 

Annual 
delivered 
energy 

0.82 TWh 
annual n/a 25 

Linked to size 
of under 
performance 

Only 
between 
distributors 

France 

lifetime 
delivered 
energy 

54 TWh 
over 3 
years 4% 180 

20€/MWh 
missed  Yes 

Italy 

cumulative 
primary 
energy 

24.7 
TWh/year 
in 2009 0% 196 

Related to 
non-
compliance Yes 

UK 

lifetime 
delivered 
CO2 

185 MtCO2 

in 3 years 
to 2011 0% 900 

Related to size 
of miss  

Only 
between 
suppliers 

 

Energy Efficiency Obligations in EU & South America

Country 
Obligated 
Company Eligible Customers Target set by Administrator 

Belgium- 
Flanders 

electricity 
distributors 

residential and non 
energy intensive 
industry and service 

Flemish 
Government 

Flemish 
Government 

Brazil 

electricity 
distributors/ 
suppliers (not 
split) All except transport Government 

Regulator 
(ANEEL) 

Denmark 

electricity, gas 
oil & heat 
distributors 

All except transport 
and those covered by 
EU ETS Government 

Danish Energy 
Authority 

France 
all suppliers 
of energy 

All (including 
transport) except those 
covered by EU ETS Government Government 

Italy 

electricity & 
gas 
distributors All including transport Government 

Regulator 
(AEEG) 

UK 
electricity & 
gas suppliers Residential only Government 

Regulator 
(Ofgem) 
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Leveraging EU funds with the market – Financing 
instruments for energy efficiency  
 
by  Dr. Johannes Feist 
 
Summary of presentation conclusions 
 
Leveraged energy efficiency financing programmes, in which EU structural or national 
government  grant funds, for example, are combined or leveraged with loan funds from 
public and commercial banks, are applied successfully in EU Member States as well as on 
EU-level. 
 
Standardised financial packages combining loans and grants are used for energy 
efficiency measures implementation in for example standardised panel housing 
modernisation. In these cases, the grant will be used to either finance parts of the 
investment (like for example in the Hungarian Panel Plus Programme) or reducing the 
investors’ interest rates on a commercial loan (like for example in the Czech Nový Panel 
Programme). Public or cooperative ownership of housing units are often supported by 
such programmes because modernisation and hence borrower obligations cannot only be 
applied to single flats only. Individualised approaches such as for example the KfW 
housing standard-related funding are used for leveraged financing of energy efficiency in 
existing or newly constructed individual housing. 
 
For housing modernisation, like for energy efficiency improvements in the SME sector, 
rather small loan amounts are required for each unit, which should typically be provided 
by local commercial banks. These local banks, however, have to rely on the public 
promotional banks to manage the grants/subsidies and provide them the funding. Such 
intermediated financing has two advantages: it builds up “sustainable finance networks” 
(of promotional and commercial banks) and does not draw public promotional banks into 
competition with private commercial banks.  
 
On an EU-level there are a number of effective mechanisms. The European Local Energy 
Assistance (ELENA) funds are applied for technical assistance (TA) supporting energy 
efficiency investment programmes on municipal level. The EIB-ELENA comprises TA for 
project preparation of large municipalities and investment programmes above 50 million 
€. Financing in this case can but does not need to be provided by EIB (direct financing). 
The KfW-ELENA targets smaller municipalities for investment programmes below 50 
million € in a combined approach of loan funding and TA. The municipalities benefit 
mainly from the TA but it also increases the participating banks’ capacities for green 
finance. In the “structured” European Energy Efficiency Fund (EEE-F), EU funds currently 
account for 47% of funding, but additionally have a “guarantee function”: in case of 
defaults of the Fund’s borrowers, the EU funds lose in value first (“first loss piece”). This 
“guarantee function” makes the EEE-F attractive for other investors such as currently the 
EIB, CDP and the fund manager Deutsche Bank. The EEE-F is also very flexible because it 
can apply different types of direct financing instruments such as loans, equity, or 
guarantees. 
 
Leveraging EU funds with loan funds of the banking sector increases the quantitative 
impact of energy efficiency investments. We can observe leverage factors from 2:1 in the 
case of the Hungarian Panel Plus example to leverage factors of approx. 80:1 in the case 
of the KfW-ELENA example.  
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Are EU funded loans used e fficiently when in cooperation with regional 
banks? How do regional banks exchan ge on best practices in financing  
energy efficiency? 
 
Besides its quantitative impacts (see above), the case of “leveraging” is also supported 
on the grounds of fair competition and the principle of subsidiarity. Energy efficiency 
investments generally provide both a private good for the investor (reduction in energy 
costs) and a public good (reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, contribution towards 
20-20-20 goals of the EU). In principle, at least in the private sector (housing, SMEs), 
only the public good created by such investments should be funded/subsidised by EU 
taxpayers, whereas investment costs for the private (part of the) good should be borne 
by the investor who is also beneficiary of the private good. The borderline at which 
energy efficiency investments pay-off for investors and hence should be left to the 
market without employment of EU taxpayers’ money, mainly depends on energy prices 
including specific taxation and the specifics of the respective investment projects (“low or 
higher hanging fruits”). Regulation can enforce higher investments into energy efficiency 
irrespective of their profitability for the investor. The new, draft EU Energy Efficiency 
Directive inter alia contains the obligation to increase the quota of annually modernized 
public sector buildings to 3%. In any given set of conditions (prices, investment objects 
and binding regulation) there will be energy efficiency investment opportunities which 
create both a public and a private good (the latter for the private investor) and hence 
merit the combination of subsidised public funding with market funding, i.e. the 
involvement of banks. 
 
The leveraging of EU funds with bank/market funds can be achieved at (central) EU level 
like for instance in the case of EIB-ELENA1, or in a decentralised manner, resulting in 
financing packages and conditions adapted to the respective needs and situation in 
different Member States. KfW-ELENA is an example for such a more decentralised 
approach: KfW selects competent (regional) partner banks and prepares, in cooperation 
with these banks, an ELENA TA package and a global loan to finance their ELENA-
supported loans. The targeting of investments and hence the conditions of the TA 
package and the global loan vary between Member States. The third type of leveraging 
directly involves regional (promotional) banks that act in a national programme based on 
EU structural funds (e.g. Czech Nový Panel programme with ČMZRB). 
 
In general, only public promotional banks can be employed for leveraging EU funds since 
they qualify for implementing EU funds either under “joint management”2 (EIB, CEB), 
under “indirect centralised management”3 after passing a so-called Six Pillar Assessment 
(e.g. KfW) or as national promotional banks under “shared management”4, selected by 
their respective governments in national programmes involving EU structural funds. 
Commercial banks are not eligible to leverage EU funds directly but are involved as 
lenders to final borrowers in the intermediated financing approach. 
 

                                                 
1 Another example for central leveraging is the EU-EIB Risk Sharing Finance Facility (RSFF) for innovative 
enterprises and scientific institutions where the EU contribution of up to 1 billion € shares the risks of the 
investment portfolio and hence allows the EIB to engage in such riskier, innovative projects as well. 
2 Acc. to Article 53(d) of Council Regulation (EC, Euratom) No. 1605/2002 of 25 June 2002 on Financial 
Regulation applicable to the general budget of the European Communities, as amended by Council Regulation 
No. 1995/2006 of 13 December 2006 
3 Acc. to Article 54(2)(c) of the same regulation 
4 Acc. to Article 53(1)(b) of the same regulation 
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The cooperation with regional (promotional) banks has advantages, in particular 
compared with a centrally planned and implemented programme for being able to take 
account of specific financing needs and constraints in the Member States, e.g. the 
prevalence of industrially-built panel housing in Central and Eastern Europe. But the aim 
of designing programmes involving regional banks does not exclude a central contracting 
partner towards the Commission, like EIB, KfW or any other bank qualified for “joint” or 
“indirect centralised management”. This central partner can still deliver the programme 
adapted to local circumstances in cooperation with and via local banks. 
 
Besides regular bilateral contacts, there are several associations or clubs for exchanging 
best practices in energy efficiency financing between promotional banks: 
 
The European Association of Public Banks (EAPB) has 34 member banks from 15 Member 
States and 3 non-Member States (Croatia, Norway, Macedonia). Energy efficiency 
financing is discussed in the working group on infrastructural finance. In December 2008, 
EAPB together with the Committee of the Regions organised a Conference on Financing of 
Renewable and Efficient Energy in Europe. 
 
The Club of Institutions of the European Union Specialising in Long-Term Credit (ISLTC 
Club), founded in 1973, has 26 members, of which 24 are financial institutions from 20 
Member States and 3 non-Member States (Norway, Croatia, Turkey). The other 2 
institutional members are the EIB and the European Commission, represented by DG 
ECFIN. From its membership-base, the ISLTC Club is an excellent forum for exchanging 
best practices in energy efficiency financing between European promotional banks. 15 of 
its member banks are the major public promotional banks of their respective country that 
usually are the focal institutions for implementing energy efficiency programmes 
leveraged by EU funds. The sole topic of the Club’s 2010 Annual Meeting was climate 
financing, whereas the 2011 Annual Meeting focussed on innovation finance. The 
weakness of the Club as a platform for information exchange is that no regular working 
groups have been arranged so far in between the Annual Meetings. 
 
The Network of European Financial Institutions for SMEs (NEFI), founded in 1999, 
consists of 17 financial institutions from 16 Member States of the European Union and 
Croatia. Among them are - similar to the ISLTC Club - 14 institutions which could be 
considered focal for programmes of energy efficiency finance under an EU umbrella in 
their respective countries. NEFI is a network of EU promotional banks, formulating joint 
statements and positions vis-à-vis the EU. Although still focussing on the core mission of 
SME finance, “green finance” is increasingly prominent on NEFI’s agenda. NEFI has for 
instance participated in the public consultation process on a successor programme to the 
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP), under which the 
Intelligent Energy Europe (IEE) programmes and among them the ELENA programme 
were launched. 
 
The largest European public promotional banks (EIB, KfW, CDC and CDP) have 
furthermore created the Long-term Investors Club (LTIC), but with a G-20 rather than an 
EU-focus. It currently has 14 member institutions from India, China, United Arab 
Emirates, Morocco, Russia, Canada (2), Turkey, as well as financial institutions from 5 EU 
Member States and the EIB. Since inception in 2009, the LTIC has organised three major 
conferences of which the 2011 Berlin conference had climate/green finance as a major 
topic. 
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Will national fundi ng or EU fundi ng deliver b etter results in improving 
energy efficiency in Europe ? If EU funds are deployed, what should they 
be targeted at? 
 
National or EU grant funding for energy efficiency financing should wherever possible be 
combined with market funds (see reasons given above). The question whether national 
or EU funding delivers better results in improving energy efficiency can hence be turned 
into the question whether national or EU funding is better suited for being combined with 
market resources. Contrary to the common prejudice of EU funds being strongly 
constrained by bureaucratic procedures, the presentation has shown ample examples of 
EU funds being implemented in leveraged financing approaches (practicability test). 
 
Global warming and the scarcity of natural resources, the fact that climate by definition is 
a cross-border issue, the need to come to an international (post-Kyoto) climate 
agreement, and the increasing need for and attempts at defining a joint European 
(external) energy policy to reduce dependency on energy imports render energy 
efficiency a legitimate and forward-looking topic for European policymakers. 
Consequently, energy efficiency and the EU’s 20-20-20 goals are an important part of the 
general strategy for jobs and smart, sustainable and inclusive growth (Europe 2020 
Strategy)5. But in reality, the Energy Efficiency Plan 2011 adopted by the Commission in 
March 2011 confirmed that the Union is not on track for achieving its target of reducing 
primary energy consumption by 20% by 2020. Hence, there is ample reason to invest EU 
funding into the energy efficiency issue. 
 
As concerns the targeting of EU funding for energy efficiency, it can be recommended for 
several reasons to focus on municipalities: (1) The Commission Proposal for the new 
Energy Efficiency Directive in Art. 4 foresees a compulsory annual renovation rate of 
public buildings at 3%, and there is a political case for streamlining EU funding with EU 
regulation. (2) When financing (or subsidising the financing of) municipal investments, 
the EU stays clear of critical competition issues which might arise when supporting 
investments of the private sector. Even if the support or “grant element” provided by EU 
funding in the municipal sector is larger than required to cover only the public good 
created, it is the general public that remains the beneficiary. (3) Municipal investments 
for energy efficiency usually offer excellent opportunities for visibility of EU funding. 
 
Continued targeting towards the municipal sector hence is consistently recommended for 
EU funding on an EU-wide level (ELENA, EEE-F and follow ups). 
 
For energy efficiency funding within the structural funds, on the other hand, flexibility 
should be given to Member States for receiving/co-financing when targeting e.g. public 
or private buildings, transport or industry. Priorities and areas with the highest social 
return on energy efficiency investments vary and hence regional expertise and the 
competence of national promotional banks and other institutions should support the 
design process of the programmes. If the 3% annual renovation target is agreed, a focus 
on public buildings will most likely also emerge in energy efficiency programmes with 
structural funds. 

                                                 
5 cf. Presidency Conclusions of the European Council of 17 June 2010 
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The case of Structural Fund support for energy efficiency 
in housing 

by Mr Terry Ward 

Summary of presentation conclusions 

Housing   accounts  for   a  large  proportion of  energy consumption across  the  EU.  All 
Member States support investment in improving energy efficiency in housing in order to 
reduce the amount of fuel used  for heating, cooling and lighting purposes and to  bring 
about  shift  from fossil  fuels  to renewable sources. They  do so, however, to  varying 
extents, partly reflecting thei r financial means, partly the priority attached to  reducing 
energy use in housing. There is a clear role for the E U to encourage Member States to 
provide such support and for the Structural Funds to contribute to meeting the financial 
costs, especially in relation to social housing. This is particularly the case in the Cohesion 
countries, especially those which have entered  the  EU since  2004, where  the  financial 
means are in short  supply and are increasingly likely to  be   so because of  tightening 
budgetary constraints and where the need for investment is most acute.  
 
There is, however, a parallel need to improve the workings of the housing market so that 
there are appropriate incentives for house-owners to undertake the investment required. 
This  is  not only  to relieve the  burden on  government finances  at  both  the EU and 
national level but to bring about a  fairer distribution of the costs – to shi ft  them away 
from  taxpayers to those who stand  to benefit from  the  investment concerned.  The 
application  of effective regulations on  new buildings and t he refurbishment of  existing 
ones as well as the est ablishment of certification schemes for recording energy use are, 
therefore, an essential complement to grants, tax concessions and subsidised loans. 
 
How can energy efficiency best be optimised in Europe?  

The evidence of several decades of attempts to improve the  efficiency of energy use  is  
that energy saving, in the sense of the amount of energy consumed per unit of GDP, or 
output, tend to occur most rapidly at times of high and increasing prices, when there is a 
clear and significant incentive for people, businesses and governments to cut down on 
the energy they use. Moreover, when prices go down, there is an equally clear tendency 
for energy use to increase. These  tendencies  are  apparent in all countries. High prices, 
therefore, are a proven and effective means of increasing energy efficiency. Equally they 
impose the costs of taking the measures required to achieve such an increase on energy 
users,  with  the  heaviest  users  bearing  the  highest costs. The simplest   solution  to 
achieving  an  optimal use of energy, or  at  least of reducing  excessive consumption, is,  
therefore, to increase  energy pric es through taxation to the extent required to  reduce 
energy use relative to GDP by the amount desired. Leaving aside issues to  do  with  the 
distribution  of  income - and the ability to pay  for the measures required - and  other 
considerations,  such  as  the extent of control people and businesses have  over  the  
amount of  energy they consume,  such an approach has a good deal of merit  from  a  
social justice perspective and is fully in line with the ‘polluter pays’ principle.  
 
The problem is that it is not possible to set these kinds of issue aside, especially so far as 
governments are concerned. Rising energy prices, and even more, raising them  through 
increased t axes, has proved t o be politically dif ficult and social ly unacceptable. This  is 
partly because many of the poorest in the community are least able to pay the  higher 
fuel costs, and in many cases have the least efficient means of heating their houses.  
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It is also, however, because the industries and services (transpor t especially) which  are 
the heaviest users of energy employ a great many people and to increase their fuel costs 
would put a significant number of jobs at risk. This is a part icular problem in times such 
as the present when unemployment is high virtually throughout the EU and employment 
growth  is minimal. While it  can  be legitimately  argued that higher energy costs would 
equally  provide  an  incentive for the development of  industries and services using  less  
energy  intensive  methods  of   production, the loss  of jobs cannot  simply be  ignored. 
Indeed, the poli tical di fficulty is that such job losses are only too apparent and can  be 
clearly  linked  to  the  increases in  energy  prices – and almost certainly  will be by the 
industries and services  affected – whereas the jobs created tend to be less visible  and  
more widely spread across the economy. Like it or not, job losses are news and a matter 
of public concern, job creation much less so. 
 
Such considerations inevitably t end t o lim it t he ex tent to which prices  can  be used t o 
bring about improvements in energy efficiency. Nevertheless, prices remain an essential 
part of  any policy  f or in creasing energy efficiency. The  above arguments do not  imply  
that energy prices should  be kept low, but rather that high energy  prices need to be  
accompanied  by  the necessary measures to  prevent  them having  the  damaging  
consequences for social well-being and jobs that they will otherwise lead to. This means, 
in practice, protecting the income of those in society who cannot afford to pay  higher 
fuels bills.  
 
In practice, governments across  the EU make use of taxes on fuel to reduce energy use 
– as well as to raise revenue – or refrain from offsetting increases in oil and gas  prices,  
but tend to stop short of implementing the accompanying measures required to prevent 
the adverse effects on social welfare and jobs that the higher prices lead to. 
 
There are, however, other measures that government can – and need to – take  to 
provide  the necessary incentives for  energy  saving which do not involve giving  direct 
financial support to those making the investment concerned. The failure of market forces 
to ensure sufficient investment in energy saving is not only due to prices being in some 
sense too low. It is also because there are various obstacles which exist acros s the EU 
which prevent prices, and the savings in fuel costs that they imply,  from stimulating the 
expenditure  required  to reduce fuel consumption. These are apparent in  t he  housing 
market in particular. They consist of a lack of awareness on the part of owners about the 
potential  gains from investing in  improvements of  energy  efficiency, such  as through 
double glazing, roof   and wall insulation, t he  replacement of old heating systems  with 
energy-efficient  ones and solar  panels. They also consist of a lack of incentive to do so 
because house pri ces, or  the  rents t hat can be charged to tenants, fail to  reflect  the 
energy efficiency of houses or apartments, so that when they come to sell  or rent,  
owners are  not sure of  recouping the costs  of the measures they take to save on  fuel 
bills. There is evidence that this is the case in most countries across the EU1.  
 
Equally, the  institutional arrangements  in  place can mean  that house-owners do not 
enjoy  the  benefit of   any gain in  energy  effiency from investing in  measures   to save  
energy  because  tenancy  agreements are framed in such a  way  that those renting  the  
property are responsible for meeting energy costs rather than owners.  

                                                            
1 See Evaluation Network, ‘Renewable energy and energy efficiency of housing’, Synthesis report of national 
studies prepared for DG Regional policy - 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/pdf/eval2007/expert_innovation/2011_synt_
rep_en.pdf 
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The house-owners concerned, therefore, have little incentive to do so. While in principle 
they might be able to raise rents to cover the cost involved (lea ving tenants with the 
same overa ll outgoings as before  – higher re nts but  low er f uel b ills), in  pract ice ren t 
agreements and the regulations in force might prevent them from doing so. 
 
In  addition, a  common   obstacle  to  nvestment in energy efficiency  in  the  EU-12  
countries, where home ownership is very high  (around 90% or more of households  are 
living in the house they own in most of the former communist countries), arises from the 
fact that much  of the housing concerned consists of  apartment bl ocks. While many of  
these are extremely energy inefficient and in urgent need of renovation, undertaking the 
necessary expenditure may require all of  the people owning apartments in the building 
to   agree   to   share   the  cost   concerned. Any  one  owner  refusing  to  do so  might, 
accordingly, prevent the work from being carried out. 
 
To   overcome  these   kinds  of  obstacles is really   a matter  of  putting  in place  the 
appropriate regulations to   preventing investment from being blocked or to ensure  that 
rents can be raised rather than giving  grants   or tax concessions. So  far as the price of  
housing or rents are concerned, it is a case both of raising awareness of the importance 
of  energy costs  in the  overall cost of accommodation  and  establisging a suitable 
certification  scheme which  ensures  that  buyers  or tenants are notified of the  true 
consumption  of  energy  of housing. Such  schemes  are  in place  in  many EU Member  
States, but in a significant number of these they are not effectively applied because of a 
lack of funding. 
 
At the same time, it is not only important to certify existing housing but to regulate the 
construction of new buildings to ensure that they are constructed in a way which ensures 
that they are energy efficient.  
 
These regulatory and legislative measures are arguably much more important than fiscal 
means of stimulat ing energy efficiency. At the very least, they ensure the latter operate 
in a context in which market forces are being managed in such a way as to give effective 
incentives for t he investment involved. The use of grants, tax concessions and low  cost 
loans  can   then add to  the   incentives  arising from market forces and be  targeted at  
house-owners  and are as where such incentives  are not  sufficient to bring about  the 
investment required, primarily because of a lack of financial means to pay for it.  
 
In wh at way ca n the cohe sion fund s be best put to use for energ y 
efficiency? 

At present, the evidence is that that very little of t he Structural Funds are allocated  by 
Member  States  to energy  efficiency2. This  is  partly  because  up until June 2009,  the  
regulations prevented the ERDF from being used to co-finance investment in improving 
the  energy  efficiency of housing in EU-15 countries. Even  in  the  EU-12  countries, 
however, where  they  could  be used for  this  purpose from  the  beginning of the 2007-
2013 programming period, typically at most 1-2% of the overall allocation of funding has 
been allocated to this use in the present programming period.  
 
 
 
 

                                                            
2 Evaluation network, op cit 
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Nevertheless, there is a strong case for the ERDF being used to support energy efficiency 
in both housing and other buildings, since it can help to even up living conditions – and 
energy  costs – across  the   EU  while  contributing  towards  the  common  objective  of 
reducing energy consumption, especially of fuels, to reduce  reliance on imports as  well 
as to further sustainable development. Equally, it   can help to boost  the local  economy 
and create jobs since much  of  the expendi ture concerned tends to go to locally-based 
firms. 
 
It is important, however, that funds are e ffectively used and do not  go  to  supporting 
investment which would have occurred anyway or to property owner s who can afford to 
undertake the spending involved without receiving subsidy and who, in any case, stand 
to  enjoy  what  could  be a significant return in the form of  lower fuels bills from the 
investment  they  make. This  argues  for concentrating support on social housing  or  on  
deprived  areas  (though not  necessarily  on  the  landlords renting out  accommodation 
there)  where  access  to  the  finance needed for the measures concerned is likely to  be 
limited. It also argues for applying  a suitable  rate of co-financing on support to owners 
who are   likely  to  gain from  reduced  fuel  bills  and  for  the  judicious use of  financial 
engineering instrument (preferential loans) rather than non-repayable grants as a means 
of support. (Access to lending is of importance  in many countries since there is  evidence 
that  banks  and  other lending institutions tend  to  underestimate the  return  from 
investment in energy efficiency.) 
 
In addition, as argued above, it is important that the necessary regulatory and legislative 
system is put in place to enable the market to provide effective incentives for investment 
in energy efficiency to complement – or even as a precondition for – public subsidies. To 
do so, however, requires money and sufficient numbers of competent people to establish 
and  police the  system. Consideration  should, therefore, be given to  the possibility  of 
using  the Structural Funds for  this purpose in Member States  where public financial 
resources are in short supply. 
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How to design an attractive energy savings 
obligation scheme?  

by Dr. Brian Motherway 

Summary of presentation conclusions 

Energy efficiency  activity  has  grown very  strongly in  recent years  in Irel and, driven by 
government  grants  for  retrofitting homes and workplaces. These  grants, administered  by 
Sustainable Energy Authority Ireland (SEAI) on behalf of the government, have stimulated 
the upgrade of 150,000 build ings in the past three years. In 2011 alone, €90 million will be 
disbursed in grants for energy  efficiency, leading  to total investment of almost  €250m  in 
one year. This is bringing many benefits for all involved in the programme, which includes 
the  upgrading  of  70,000  homes  in 2011. It  is  directly  supporting   6,000 full time jobs, 
improving comfort and  well-being, and reducing Ireland’s energy imports and families’ and 
businesses’  energy   bills.  In total  there is  an  economic benefit of  €5 for  every  €1 the 
government spends on energy efficiency. 
 
The next step is tobuild on the current positive momentum in the retrofit industry  and to 
continue  improvements  to  wards the  2020  target  in  energy efficiency  in  Irish  homes. 
Government plans to retrofit over  one million  buildings and facilities by 2020. At the same 
time, a transition  is  underway  to  move away  from exchequer grants  to  new forms  of 
financing by the end of 2013. The new models will be rooted in the principles of Pay as you  
Save ( PAYS). This will  build upon the healthy marked that has been  created through the 
current   grant  scheme,  where   quality  and  consumer confidence  are  emphasised.  The 
transition will also centre on the implementation of energy efficiency  obligations on energy 
suppliers. These obligatons are now in  place , and all energy companies are starting to  act  
to meet thei r targets. Some intend to establ ish core business activities in energy efficiency  
services, others intend to partner or outsource in order to meet their obligations. 
 
Deepening and widening retrofit activity while phasing out grants is a  significant challenge. 
Its success depends on designing finance models that are attractive to consumers, and our 
research  indicates that  some significant shifts  in   current mindsets will  be required. It  is  
likely that more than one model will be required to appeal to different  segments of society, 
and testing and  piloting will be essential. Our  strong starting point is the high levels  of  
current activity and hence  awareness, and this must be exploited in  moving  to new, less 
proven models. Such challenges will be addressed, as the  economic and  environmental 
benefits of a strong retrofit programme are simply too important to leave untapped. 
 

Will  national  funding  or  EU  funding  deliver  better  results in  improving 
energy efficiency in Europe? If EU funds are deployed, what should they be 
targeted at? 

Ireland’s focus is on a transition away from direct exchequer funding of  energy  efficiency  
retrofit. Exchequer grants have pl ayed a very import ant role in  building  a market -  with 
quality on the supply side and confidence on the demand side. However,  the scale of  the 
long-term retrofit mission is beyond the reach of direct exchequer support.  
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Also,  most  retrofit activity is economically rational in itself, but  faces  a range  of   market 
failures and barriers that prevent uptake. Thus the focus is on policies and measures that, 
as far as possible, addressss  this market  failure  and allow economically rational action to  
happen in a self-sustaining market.  
 
Building a healthy market for  investment  in  retrofit is  essential  for  a  successful PAYS 
scheme. We believe that finance will flow to a credible scheme with strong demand, though 
of  course  the  cost of this finance will be  a crucial issue. Roles for public finance include 
nascent market building, risk  sharing, quality development, and the  capture of  external 
benefits. In some cases, whether such funding is national or EU is less important, though of 
course ma y affect costs of capital. Al l  f inancial opti ons  should  reflect thtat the actions in 
question are for the most part economically rational in themselves, and thus costs and risk-
sharing structures  should reflect this. EU funding  could  also build  confidence in energy  
efficiency as an investment opportunity, which is lacking at present, both on the supply and 
demand sides.  An  important role or the EU  is  to  address  certain market failures  through 
regulation, awareness, and other instruments.  
 
PAYS is the  suggested solution for Ireland, but important detailed design questions remain  
for the full potential of its delivery. This includes a need to consider the source and cost of  
financing, as  wel l as the communication challenge  for  the  delivery of the project to  the  
public.  Communication  of the PAYS  scheme will  need  to address  the details in a  clear 
manner that enables all to understand the benefits. The structure of finance and repayment 
is still to be developed. Most people don’t believe in long term saving and are not currently 
interested  in  taking  out  loans. Consumers  a  reluctant to invest due to issues  around  
length  of   tenure, lack   of information  regarding suitable energy saving measures,  and  
financing issues. Irish consumers generally do not consider borrowing to invest in  home 
retrofit and nearly all upgrades are funded from savings. 
 
Ireland remains very interested in  considering new   ways   to  finance  energy   efficiency 
activity, including  through EU mechanisms. Platforms such as ELENA, or the  EIB  itself, 
remain very   relevant. The EIB's role is  to  provide long-term finance  in support  of  
investment projects in relation to producing alternative energy and reducing dependence on 
imports. ELENA can help solve problems of initiating the large energy efficiency projects by 
offering specific support for the implementation of the investment programmes and projects 
such as retrofitting of public and private buildings, and energy-efficient schemes. These two 
sources of funding  could deliver  better results throughout Europe as a whole in improving 
energy efficiency. These types of funds could include a focus on raising awareness of energy 
efficiency  throughout  Europe, funding  for  training, regulation  and  monitoring. Any such 
funding  should  consider phases of engagement , starting from a stronger need for support 
while barriers remain, moving towards declining supports as a mature market emerges. 
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How  many  jobs  could  be  secured  /  created  in  Europe  due  to   the  
introduction  of  an  energy  savings obligation  scheme with  a  binding  
reduction target? 

In 2011, total  investment  in energy  efficiency  in  Ireland  will  be close to  €250   million. 
Analysis by SEAI demonstrates that this is supporting 6,000 full-time jobs in Ireland, mainly 
in the  construction sector. Retrofit investments often have  a labour  content greater  than 
50%, and thus represent a diversion  of  funds formally  flowing to other countries to  buy 
fossil fuels, into local labour-intensive services. As well as direct employment, two additional 
job  supporting  effects are  created. Firstly, induced  employment  benefits  arise from  the  
spending  of energy  savings (from lower bills)  in  the local economy, and secondly, jobs in 
other sectors are  protected where firms  have  improved their competitiveness by  lowering 
energy costs. 
 
The quality of work delivered has driven confidence in the retrofit scheme and has been key 
to  the  retrofit schemes’  successful  delivery  to date. Witth the phasing out  of  the  grant 
scheme  by the end of 2013 and the  predicted  successful  uptake of the PAYS scheme it is 
hoped that the ambitious target of over one million homes retrofitted by 2020 will be met.  
This w ill co st in  the region  of  €8 billion of  t otal investment, with ultimate l ifetime energy 
savings up to €14 billion in present value terms. A sustained programme over a number  of 
years  could  support  of  the  order of  10,000 jobs  per annum, and would reduce Ireland’s 
annual CO₂ emissions by 3 Mtonnes. 
 
To what extent could the Energy Efficiency Directive be instrumental to the 
Irish energy savings obligation scheme? 

The current momentum surrounding retrofitting in Ireland is a firm basis for the next phase, 
based on two  new structures. The first is th e transi tion to  new finance models, and  the 
second  is   the  implementation  of energy obligations on suppliers. The  grant  scheme in 
Ireland has  built confidence in homeowners and helped  customers understand  the energy 
market. However, there would need to be a sea change in the depth and range e of retrofits 
in the residential sector if we are to meet proposed EU energy saving targets.  
 
The Energy Efficiency Directive can play a role in  guiding Ireland to meet these targets. It 
sets a common framework  for all member countries  to work together to promote energy 
efficiency in Europe beyond 2020, and  sets  important signals to investors and market 
actors. 
 
The Directive  will be beneficial  in clarifying  overall wider signals and common goals for 
energy  efficiency in Europe. This will act  as an  overall driver for energy suppliers to see 
their work in Ireland in a wider European context. This will encourage important innovation 
and development in the delivery of energy efficiency to customers. Driving innovation with a 
goal to deliver energy efficiency will in turn deliver cost-reduction in an EU context so all can 
benefit. 
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Further ana lysis wi ll  be required to  understand the common targets, their costs and their 
overall  deliverability  throughout Europe. It  will be  important to get  the right balance of 
coherence and a stable framework in  place for delivery. In  doing this it  will also be  
necessary  to   recognise   that   local  actors  can find  least-cost solutions  within  such  a  
framework. It will also be important to focus on overall objectives and targets while allowing 
local contexts to determine the detail of responses.  
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Will White Certificates help the EU achieve the 20% 
energy efficiency target? 
 
by Dr. Didier Bosseboeuf 
 
This  brief   is based on  several works  coordinated  by ADEME (French Agency for 
Environment and Energy Management) namely the WEC-ADEME 2010  study, the 
ODYSSEE-MURE project and internal ADEME works (see references below). 
 
Summary of presentation conclusions 
 
Eight schemes on “obligation of energy saving for energy suppliers or White Certificates 
(WhCs)” are currently   implemented or planned in Europe. For the four most important 
schemes where evaluations are available (UK, FR, IT, DK),  results1 clearly indicate that 
they can deliver energy savings. It should be noted that  it  is  the level of obligat ion 
that   leads  to   savings rather than the exchange of  WhCs on a market. Also, a clear, 
simple  and   correct  penalty setting is essential for compliance (i.e. 2 c/KWh cumac2 in  
France). 
 
In France, the objective of the first 3-year-period (2007-2010) has been overachieved by 
20%  (65,2 TW h cumac  instead  o f 54  TW h cumac). Accordingly,  the new three years 
target have been increased (by factor 6,4 i.e. 345 TWh cumac) and extended to a larger 
eligible consumption base and yet 43% of this increased target has been already reached 
by the “obligated parties” within six months. 
 
The   WhCs   deliver cost  effective actions such as  replacement  of  old boilers  by 
efficient boilers, insulation etc. with relatively low transaction costs. The total investment 
induced by the WhCs can be significant (around €4 bn in France in 3 years). However, a 
pilot  period  is  needed  to give  the market  actors  time to get familiar with the scheme.  
WhCs are best suited to “high transaction cost or diffuse sectors” – residential 
and small organisations in general, due to the “obligated” strategy, but it is advisable 
to cover all end use sectors. 
 
The most important note however is that WhCs cannot  operate alone but should 
only be a  component  of an overall  policy. Accompanying  measures  such as 
various  financial  or  fiscal  incentives  are absolutely  key for success  (i.e. tax  
credits, zero rate soft loans in France3 or the “Pay as you save principle” as in  the Irish 
programme4). They essentially act as an accelerator of household decisions.  
 
It should also  be  noted  that there  is  an  alternative approach  which simply  uses the 
energy companies as a way of raising  funds for the  government as it is applied  both in 
Spain and Portugal.5 

                                                 
1 WEC-ADEME; Eoin Lees “European and South American Experience of White Certificates”, March 2010 
2 KWh cumac: cumulated saving over the lifetime of the equipment and actualised at 4% 
3 The €4 bn invest ment of en ergy savings of the Fren ch scheme result from the co mbined effort of consumer  
(€2,5 bn), support from the government (tax credit and z ero rate soft loan, €1,3 bn) and the obligated parties 
(€0,21 bn of which €0,074 bn of direct costs, i.e. subsidies to costumers); see ADEME-CIRED 2010 
4 See Brian Motherway’s presentation: “Energy efficiency obligations and financing in Ireland”, Oct 2011 
5 In Spain, a levy equivalent to 1.5% of fuel bills is raised on electricity and gas distribution companies to 
provide a “pot of money” t o whi ch funds f rom t he central govern ment and Europea n regiona l dev elopment 
funds are added. The l evy on Spanish energy customers goes up to 70% of t he €0.47 bn per year that are to 
be us ed a s p ublic f unding of the initiatives in the 5  y ear per iod o f the Spanish E nergy Ac tion Plan. T he 
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How can energy efficienc y best be  optimised in Europe? What are 
the   most   promising  instruments   and   possible risks  linked  to 
these? 
 
There are around 1500 national measures currently implemented in the EU (registered in 
the  MURE  data base) 67. Various  actions of different nature that had been identified as 
being best practices on energy  efficiency have already been implemented in the EU (e.g. 
legislation,  economic  measures  or education  and  communication) for  all types of  end  
uses. The  EU  directives  (Energy  Performance   of   Builings Directive  (EPBD),  Energy 
Services Directive (ESD), Ecodesign Directive, etc.) have clearly in fluenced the national 
policies  and   their  implementation.  All   measures   introduced  in the revision  of  the 
directives can be considered as promis ing. Member States implement additional polic ies, 
in   particular    economic    instruments.  Also,  based    on    previous  experiences   and 
achievements,  classic tools  are reshaped or redesigned in order to be more effective (for  
example  audits  or voluntary agreements), or  applied in new sectors. One  can  also  
observe an increasing trend on market based instruments and public private partnerships. 
These new  trends  on policy  implementation  should  however not mask the fact that 
regulation  and economic instruments  still constitute the bulk of  the policies. It   is  also
important  to  recall  that policy implementation depends on national circumstances for a  
given  period  of   time.  Finally,  implementing   authorities  increasingly consider  that  a 
package  of  measures is more effective  than  the  sum of  single  measues  and   it  
becomes controversial to advocate for  single measures8. The following proposal mainly 
relies on the recommendations of two series of work: the WEC-ADEME study9 and MURE. 
 
White  certificate  schemes: In  addition   to what has  been presented  above,  the  
experience of France including the transport and industry sectors in its White Certificate 
scheme is certainly of interest.The obligation of achieving a certain amount of savings in 
low i ncome households is  also innovative and has demonstrated its effectiveness in the 
UK, to   the  extent that France  is  currently also discussing this concept. However, some 
countries are reluctant to implement WhC certif icates independently of the fact that the 
obligated  part ies  are not in  favour of the scheme, but above all because they consider 
that they already have numerous policies in place that will allow to reach their national or 
European targets. They also want to avoid double counting and confusion or interaction 
between policies.  
 
Bonus-Malus on ene rgy-using equipment: A purchasing tax  ( malus) i s applied on 
highly  c onsuming   equipment. The  tax  r evenue is used to incentivise  (bonus)  the 
purchase of new highly efficient equipment. Both bonus and malus are based on level of 
performance given by labels. The scheme is designed in a way that the balance between 
bonus and malus is fiscally neutral for the government.  

                                                                                                                                                         
autonomous Spanish regi ons are responsi ble for the de livery of the Act ion Pla n in t heir reg ion (s ee W EC-
ADEME; Eoin Lees). 
6 MURE data base IEI project www.MURE2.com. Database on energy efficiency measures covering EU-27 
countries, Norway and Croatia. Information is provided by each national team which generally belongs to the 
national energy efficiency agency. 
7 See the 3 books on energy efficiency policies implementation on http://www.odyssee-indicators.org/ 
8 This means that the concept of a sin gle mandatory measure may not be the adequate concept but rather a 
mandatory pa ckage of m easure ded icated or focused o n a spec ific t argeted end use (e. g. s pace heating for  
existing building, new cars or electrical appliances ) 
9 WEC-ADEME report: “Energy efficiency: a recipe for success” London 2010 (www.worldenergy.org) 
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This scheme has been successfully applied for cars in France10 and Belgium. In principle, 
this tool can be applied to a series of mass market products such as electrical appliances.  
In the pas t, this tool was able to rapidly transform the market, however, to balance the 
system, the measure s hould be  carefully calibrated (which had no t been the case for 
France in the first years). Some countries are implementing only the malus (Ireland) with 
good results. It can only be applied for labelled products though.  
 
Green deal (UK)11: The aim of this very innovative scheme is to remove the barrier of 
upfront  cost  to installing  measures  (making high cost measures accessible), to tackle 
barriers  of  investment  in  the  private  rented  sector and to provide an  accreditation 
scheme for advice  and   works. The general principle is based on a loan provided by the 
energy  suppliers  (7% over  25 years) to the  households for energy efficiency works at  
home. The “green deal” is dedicated to the dwelling and not to the owner which ensures 
a continuity of the measure and limits the barrier due to owner rotation. This tool forms a 
package with the Energy Company Obligation (ECO)12 as this scheme will work alongside 
the Green Deal to support the most vulnerable households (e.g. those suffering from so-
called fuel poverty) and to subsidise expensive measures (e.g. solid wall insulation). This 
scheme  can  be applied both  on housing and  se rvices and probably also applies to the 
public  sector.  This  promising instrument  which  overcomes the barrier of  the owner-
tenant  dilemma  is planned to be  implemented in 2012. Due to the large potential in 
particular for cavity wall insulation, this scheme may achieve its objectives. 
 
Subsidies for super-efficient electrical appliances: Beyond the Ecodesign Directive, 
it  is  advisable to  enlarge the  list  of  labelled  products as well as Minimum  Energy  
Performance   Standard MEPS   (for instance in  industry  on  electric  motors,  boiler, 
compressed air equipment, cooling equipments etc), and to systematically adopt dynamic 
labelling, comparable to the Japanese “ top runner p rogram” that has successfully been  
implemented for a very extensive list of products (more than 20). Besides these dynamic 
labels,  some  additional financial measures for promoting super-efficient equipment are  
needed such as direct incentives for the purchase of products advertised in the “top ten” 
free interactive database13 on energy efficiency performances of electrical appliances. 
 
National  and sectorial   targets   (ES) in  terms of    energy     savings or 
stabilisation/reduction of the energy demand (DK) : Generally, national targets are 
expressed in terms of energy intensity reduction14. This type of target does not always 
reflect the reality of the energy efficiency implementation because some structural effects 
of the economy are included in this indicator. The adoption of a target based on energy 
demand leads to monitoring both the activity level and the energy efficiency development 
which can easily be monitored at sectorial levels. 
 
Special funds for energy efficiency in small and medium enterprises (SMEs)15 
(DE): This  program has  two  components: Subsidising advice for energy audits in SMEs  
and funding through low interest loans for energy efficiency measures by a bank  (KfW). 

                                                 
10 ADEME; Gael Callonec “Evaluation of the economic and ecological effects of the French ‘bonus malus’ for new 
cars”, ODYSSEE workshop May 2009, Paris 
11 DECC; Stephen Oxley: The green deal: “A game changer for energy efficiency”, Second meeting ODYSSEE-
MURE, Warsaw October 2011 
12 The Carbon Emissions Reduction Target (CERT) runs to the end of 2012 and will be replaced by the new 
Energy Company Obligation (ECO) scheme. 
13 “Top ten data base” is an ecological ranking of energy efficient electrical appliances (www.guidetopten.com) 
14 Enerdata; Bruno Lapillonne “Review of Policy Targets in the EU”, Second workshop ODYSSEE-MURE, 
Ljubljana March 2011 
15 Fraunhofer-ISI; Barbara Schlomann, Tobias Fleiter, IREES; Edelgard Gruber: SME program in Germany. Third 
technical workshop, ODYSSEE-MURE, Oct 2011 
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The  program  promotes  the  market  of energy  efficiency technologies and contributes 
significantly  to  establishing  a  large pool of  qualified energy efficiency consultants in  
Germany. SMEs largely implement the audit recommendations.  
 
Some further instruments include:  
 
- Reduction on VAT for energy efficiency equipment (UK), 
- Voluntary agreement for the services sector (FI) and products, 
- Zero interest rate soft green loans for packages of energy efficiency works (FR) 
depending on the level of building energy performance improvement (certified by a label). 
 
Will a target of 1,5% energy savings be achieved with White Certificates 
in Europe? 
 
Article 6 of the proposed Energy Efficiency Direct ive (EED) mentions a 1, 5% obligat ion 
level of annual savings of the eligible consumption (excluding transport). To evaluate the 
feasibility of such a target at national and European level we can refer to three types of 
arguments. 
 
1) On the one hand, there is still a sufficiently large cost effective energy savings 
potential which can be tapped through policies in EU Member States. This is the point of 
view of the Commission, based on a recent communication16 according to which there is 
still 30% of potential. 
 
2) On the other hand, the past achievement of energy efficiency in the EU is below 
the proposed 1,5% target (the annual achievement of energy efficiency improvement 
in the EU and MS17 for all end uses rounds to 1% on average over the period 1997-2009). 
However, we observed large discrepancies among Member States in a range of a factor 5 
between Po land and the South of Europe. Clearly the achievement of  thi s 1,5% target  
implies  the implementation of additional policies in  some of  the Member States. The  
adoption  of  this  target also leads to organising an effort sharing across Member States 
(pros and cons can be found in Bosseboeuf and al 2010)18. 
 
3) The level  of obligation achieved with the existing WhC schemes which have 
been evaluated is  below the proposed EU target. In France, the level of obligation 
for  the first  period  has been of 0,2% and for  the second period 0,8% per year .19 This 
evaluation certainly includes some  double counting with the accompanying measures in 
particular the tax credit scheme.20 The impact a lso depends on the level of the “deemed 
savings” allocated to  each o f the 270 types of actions eligible to  the WhC  scheme and  
raises the issue o f the additionality. However, we can establish that the proposed target 
level is compat ible with the full potential available in France. It is difficu lt to have a full 
and comprehensive picture of the level of the obligation when the target is expressed in 
percentage of the consumption in the different existing schemes.  

                                                 
16 Commission document: SEC (2011) 277 based on the study Frauenhofer ISI et al: “Study on energy saving 
potential in EU members states and candidates countries and EEA countries”, March 2009 
17 Results from ODYSSEE using the energy efficiency index (ODEX) 
18 Bosseboeuf Didier, Broc Jean-Sébastien “Energy efficiency binding target for Europe: why and how to 
organize a burden sharing”, ECEEE proceedings 2010 
19 See ADEME-Enerdata (Bruno Lapillonne): Alternative evaluations from ADEME regarding the % effort have 
been carried out, showing larger figures but related to only part of the eligible actions. Calculation also depends 
on the lifetime taken into account i.e. 10 years on average.  
20 ADEME: Barometer on household behaviour: 14, 4 % of French households have made energy efficiency 
works in their home. These works have mainly been financed by the tax credit scheme and 16% by a Zero soft 
loan. These figures largely influence the WHC scheme (double counting). 
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Certainly Denmark has the most stringent target (i.e. 0, 82 Twh annual savings) 
which  corresponds  to 1,2% of the eligible consumption. Fo r Italy, the target  is
24,7 Twh/year cumulative primary energy (2009).  
 
For  the UK,  the  objective  is  expressed  in CO₂ (185 MtCO ₂ over 3 years). In Belgium 
(Flanders), the saving obligation is 0, 58 Twh annually. In  Poland, the  planned level of  
obligation that will be introduced is conceived to be flexible on a yearly basis.  
 
As a conclusion I can say that I consider a 1,5% annual savings tar get manageable in a  
medium   term  because  there   still is  a  large  potential and Member States  have 
experienced  past  achievement on  energy efficiency  which are  relatively  close to this 
objective.  The  existing  schemes  have proven  that  they  can deliver  energy  savings. 
However, currently, there is no concrete practice that has reached the level of obligation 
close to the EU proposal. Among the several conditions of success for the achievement of 
this  target   the most  important  one  is by far to provide  adequate  financing   to   the 
consumers, either directly by the suppliers or indirectly by public funding. A step by step 
approach  in  the target  setting is  recommended  due  to lack of  experience of the new  
actors i. e. the obligated parties  as  well  as  the government in managing the level  of  
obligation, organising the Wh C market and monitoring it. Due to national circumstances 
this target can be specific for each Member State except if we have evidence that a large 
potential exists in all Member States. A certain level of harmonisation at EU level of 
the  deemed  savings  calculations may  be recommended  for the standardised 
actions.  Obviously,   the question  whether  it is easy to  reach the obligation level  will 
depend on the deadwe ight/free riders/additionality issues.  It can be suggested to take 
care of  equity  issues by ring fencing the share of energy saving targets for low income  
consumers.  Finally, a   deep   assessment  of  the interactions  bet ween other  existing 
directives is  needed   and   efforts  should   be  made  to   combine  the  scheme  with 
requirements from other directives (EPBD, ESD/EDD, EU ETS etc.). 
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