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Preface 

Directive 2012/27/EU, are the Energy Efficiency Directive EED, requires each Member States to apply 

an energy efficiency obligation scheme (EEOs) or alternative policy measures that would deliver a 

certain amount of end-use energy savings over the 2014-2020 obligation period.  The ENSPOL 

ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ŀƛƳ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ member states who intend to set up new EEO schemes.  Starting 

from experiences of existing obligation schemes is one corner stone to reach this objective.  

Therefore, this deliverable describes and analyses the existing EEO schemes in the European Union: 

Flanders (Belgium), France, United Kingdom, Denmark, Poland and Italy.   Based on the results and 

the lessons learned, member states opting for EEOs can further improve the design of their new EEO 

in order to be more effective in reaching the energy efficiency objectives.   
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1 Summary 

 Design and results of existing EEOs 

This deliverable describes and analyses the existing EEOs within the European Union; i.e. 

those of Belgium (Flanders)1, Denmark, France, Italy, Poland and the United Kingdom. Some 

of these EEOs are already well documented in the peer reviewed literature and in national 

evaluation reports; some others not, such as the scheme of Flanders and Poland.  This task 

starts from the existing literature, updates it and completes it based on stakeholder 

consultation in order to present an actual snapshot of the existing EEOs.   

The next table summarizes important characteristics of the current schemes.  In the 

following chapters, the schemes are described in detail for each country individually.  The 

results of the schemes, like the realized savings, the cost effectiveness are also discussed in 

these country chapters.     

 

                                                      

 

 

 

1 The Flemish EEO scheme ended in 2012: the energy savings targets for electricity distributors were 
eliminated and replaced by action obligations.   
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 UK 

(since 1995) 

France 

(since 2006) 

Italy  

(since 2005) 

Poland 

(since 2005) 

Flanders 

(2003-2012) 

Denmark 

(since 1990) 

Design EEO       

Target setting 
Mt CO2 savings over 

lifetime  

Heat cost reduction for 

vulnerable households 

ƪ²Ƙ ά/ǳƳŀŎέ Ŧƛƴŀƭ 

energy savings over 

lifetime taking an in-use 

factor (4%) into account 

2005-2013: Mtoe 

yearly , primary energy 

savings  

Since 2013: million of 

white certificates, incl. 

lifetime 

TWh yearly, final 

energy savings 

First-year, primary 

energy savings 

First year, final energy 

savings 

Type of measures 
Mainly subsidies Energy Saving 

Certificates; incentives to 

consumers as low 

interest loans or primes 

White Certificates Energy Efficiency 

Certificates 

Financial support 

(premiums) and 

information campaigns 

Mainly advice and 

subsidies 

Scope sector 
Households All final consumers, but 

mainly households.   

All final consumers, 

except electricity 

generation.  Mainly 

industry.   

Households, 

commercial and 

industry 

All final consumers, 

but mainly households 

All final consumers, , 

but mainly industry 

and households 

Obligated parties 
Gas and Electricity 

suppliers 

Suppliers of gas, 

electricity, LPG, heating 

oil and district 

heating/cooling. Also 

wholesalers of autogas 

Electricity and natural 

gas distributors 

Energy companies 

selling gas, electricity 

and heat 

Electricity distributors Grid and distribution 

companies for 

electricity, gas, district 

heating and oil 
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and gasoline/diesel 

Administrator 
Ofgem, regulatory body 

electricity and gas 

market 

DGEC (Directorate 

General for Energy and 

Climate) and PNCEE 

(National Authority for 

Energy Saving 

Certificates) 

GSE operating WhC 

scheme, GME 

providing WhC market 

platform 

MoE (Ministry 

Economy): general 

supervision, ERO 

(Energy Regulation 

Office): operational 

role 

VEA (Flemish Energy 

Agency) 

Technical Working 

Group 

Flexibility 
Transfer between 

suppliers or between 

scheme phases 

Fungibility; eligible 

parties; trading; 

bankability between 

periods; transfer 

between parties 

Trading, bankability Trading, substitution 

fees 

Transfer between 

years 

Transfer between 

years and between 

parties 

Results EEO See detailed description per member state 
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 Lessons learned and what can be improved 

Based on the detailed information described for each obligation scheme, we can summarize 

some strong characteristics and areas for improvement of obligation schemes in general.  

First of all, the EEO have delivered in general very substantial improvements in energy 

efficiency within the member states.  They have demonstrably been a factor in a large 

fraction of the energy efficiency improvement achieved.  Placing obligations on energy 

suppliers in a competitive market has been successful in that targets have, with rare 

exceptions, been delivered. In addition, EEOs have developed incrementally and grown 

steadily in scale, resulting in growing targets over the years (higher savings realized).  Many 

of the existing schemes started with low targets, but were increased over time, allowing a 

"learning" period for subject under the obligation.  In the UK and Denmark, EEOs have been 

in place for around 20 years, and became an important component of the national policy 

mix.   

Overall, the majority of savings have come from relatively low cost energy measures in the 

buildings sector. This has meant that the EEOs have delivered very cost effective savings, 

which have reached large numbers of householders and organisations. The approach has 

been different in Denmark and Italy, where most savings have come from the industrial 

sector. This illustrates the flexibility of EEO as a policy instrument, and its adaptability to 

national circumstances and policy priorities. The challenge for EEOs is adapting to continue 

to deliver savings, as the low-cost mass market technological savings opportunities reduce. It 

is difficult, for example, to see how EEOs could support deep and complex refurbishment.  

Can they support technical innovation or behavioural change, or are EEOs unsuited to this?   

One option is to move focus from the buildings sector, and look to delivering savings from 

industry and transport.  Denmark and Italy have realized strong savings in the industrial 

sectors, France is one of the few that obliges suppliers of automotive fuel to achieve energy 

savings. Including them in the scope of the EEO, allows targeting a much more ambitious 

objective, while increasing the competition between obligated parties and the diversity of 

offers and business models developed to reach final consumers.   

A financial support system by means of premiums, closely linked to extensive information 

and awareness raising campaigns is an effective way to save energy as well as to sensibilize 

many (non)-households.  It also raises the awareness of Energy Efficiency.  In some 

countries, the EEO scheme is still quite unknown or misunderstood by end users (eg. 

Denmark and France).  It is then key to improve the communication around the scheme 
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towards all its potential beneficiaries.  Public campaigns and giving advice do not necessarily 

trigger direct energy savings but are a prerequisite to increase the awareness and 

understanding of energy efficiency.  Moreover, having a strong focus on low income groups 

enables all income groups to benefit (eg. UK, Flanders).  On the other hand, the element that 

obligated parties can fully recover their costs (tariff reimbursement) has been crucial in 

order to remove economic risk from the obligated parties.  

An effective scheme needs to achieve a balance between rules and procedures that are 

simple enough for obliged parties to work with, while being complex enough to meet 

requirements for additionality, flexibility, auditability and transparency.  Having a catalogue 

of standardized actions listing best practices in terms of energy efficiency measures and 

deemed savings that can be expected from these measures can be very effective.  These 

deemed saving projects can be fundamental during the first years of the scheme.  Besides 

simple rules, it is important to work with a continuous improvement approach (re-design) 

and to monitor the evolution of the scheme and of the market.  Increasing the transparency 

(eg. calculation methods, detailed results per sector), besides a proper evaluation of the 

scheme (cost effectiveness) can result in a higher effectiveness of the scheme.  So far, no 

quantitative ex-post evaluation was run on most of the schemes, like in Flanders and France.   

Member States ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀǊŜ ƭŀǘŜǊ ŀŘƻǇǘŜǊǎ ƻŦ 99h ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΩ 

experience. Before designing its own EEO, Poland studied the schemes in Italy, France and 

Denmark. However, learning from experience does not necessarily ensure that the EEO will 

be problem-ŦǊŜŜΦ Lƴ tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŎŀǎŜΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǊŜŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 99h ǎŎƘŜƳŜ 

introduced in 2012, and it is currently being extensively re-designed.  So this illustrates that 

schemes also have to reflect national peculiarities. No two EEOs are the same. They differ in 

many respects, including the number and type of obliged parties (distributors or retailers; 

type of energy supplied: electricity, gas, heating oil, district heating, transport fuel), eligible 

sectors, eligible projects, monitoring, the fund raising mechanism, and the metrics used for 

target setting.      
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2 Methodology 

The already existing Obligation schemes are described and analysed for different topics, 

which we can cluster in three main themes: 

¶ Policy objectives 

¶ Design of the EEO to realize these objectives 

¶ Results of the EEO so far 

In this Methodology chapter, we explain the different topics that are discussed for each of 

the existing Obligation schemesΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǎǘŀǊǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ άBest Practices in Designing 

and Implementing Energy Efficiency Obligation Schemes, IEA, 2012 (Task XXII)έ.  To describe 

these topics, the ENSPOL partners started from their own expertise within the EEO domain, 

completed it with a literature study and national stakeholder consultation.   

Policy objectives of EEO 

Determining and stating the policy objectives is an important stage in designing an EEO 

scheme because these objectives define what the obligation is intended to achieve and will 

significantly affect all the other parameters of the scheme.  There is a range of policy 

objectives that can be achieved through establishing an EEO scheme, for example: 

¶ to acquire cost-effective energy efficiency as an energy resource 

¶ to reduce primary and/or final energy consumption 

¶ to reduce CO2-emissions  

¶ to assist low-income households with their energy bills 

¶ to stimulate the development of an energy services industry (eg. ESCOs); 

¶ Χ 

The chosen policy objectives will strongly influence how the EEO scheme is designed and 

implemented.  
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Design of EEO 

Type of measures 

Obligation schemes differ strongly between countries, not only in scope, but also in the way 

they are implemented.  Some countries prefer the prevalence of the market forces and 

introduce a trading system between the involved parties to reach the energy efficiency 

objectives (eg. white certificate system).  Other countries promote energy efficiency by 

means of financial incentives (eg. subsidies, lower interest rates, tax reduction) or by 

providing information on energy saving opportunities (Source: IEA, 2012). 

Scope - sector related and technology related 

Although the objectives can be the same in different countries, the range of targeted sectors 

as well as the supported technologies can differ strongly between the member states.  

Moreover, the EEO schemes vary in how they determine the energy efficiency measures that 

will be eligible to produce energy savings that contribute to the energy saving target.  These 

differences are also important to understand the actual implementation of an EEO (Source: 

IEA, 2012).  The targeted sectors (eg. households, industry, transport) as well as the type of 

technologies (eg. insulation, energy audits, priority for deep renovation) in the existing EEO 

schemes are listed in this report.   

Obligated parties 

In EEO schemes, obligated parties are the entities that are required to meet the scheme 

target. Most often these are the providers of the fuels covered by the scheme. It is necessary 

to decide which type of energy provider will be obligated. This decision should be based on 

whether a particular type of provider has relationships with end-users, has the infrastructure 

and systems necessary to manage the delivery and/or procurement of eligible energy 

savings etc. Obligated energy providers may include: energy retailers and/or transmission 

and distribution system operators, road transport or heating fuel suppliers and energy 

utilities (Source: IEA, 2012).   

All countries set a lower limit of energy sales, below which companies do not have 

obligations. This is to ease the administrative burden on small companies and to remove 

barriers to new market entrants. This lower level varies considerably between countries.  

The number of obligated parties varies from less than 10 (UK) up to thousands (e.g. 

Denmark).  
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Target setting 

Setting the energy saving target is an important stage in designing an EEO.  The target 

defines the path to achieving long-term energy saving goals. There are several decisions to 

be made when setting the energy saving target.  The first decision involves setting the actual 

level of the target. The level is set in the light of the overall policy objectives for the EEO 

scheme.  The second decision requires determining whether the target will be set in terms of 

primary energy or final energy. Although final energy relates most closely to the energy 

quantities familiar to end-users and energy providers, targets set in primary energy may be 

preferable for EEO schemes that cover a range of fuels with different conversion factors 

from primary to final energy.  The third decision entails choosing the units that will be used 

for denominating the target, for example, energy savings in megawatt-hours (MWh), 

megajoules (MJ), or tonnes of oil equivalent (toe), or GHG emission reductions in tonnes of 

carbon dioxide equivalent (tCO2_e).  The fourth decision involves determining the timeframe 

over which the target will be in place (Source: IEA, 2012).  

The actual targets of the different existing schemes are described in this report, including 

their evolution over time.   

Calculation method savings 

EEO schemes vary in how they determine the expected savings from eligible measures that 

contribute to the scheme energy saving target.  EEO schemes can establish a list of 

preapproved energy efficiency measures. Frequently each of these measures is assigned a 

deemed, ex-ante energy saving value that can be claimed each time the measure is 

implemented. Deemed values are usually assigned to simple energy efficiency measures and 

are calculated from estimates of the energy saving typically achieved by the measure.  

Deemed energy savings values can range from simple engineering estimates to (usually 

lower) values which reflect empirical evidence of in situ savings.  Schemes may also establish 

procedures for calculating the energy savings from measures not on the approved list, or for 

calculating, on a case-by-case basis, the energy savings from complex energy efficiency 

projects that employ a range of energy efficiency measures (Source: IEA, 2012). 

It is also important to set the time period over which eligible energy savings from energy 

efficiency measures will be calculated. The two major options are first-year savings or 

savings over the lifetime of the measure. If lifetime savings are used, then the lifetime of 

ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ΨŘŜŜƳŜŘΩΣ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜƳǇƛǊƛŎŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ 

the same in different countries (Source: IEA, 2012). 
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In this section, the estimation methods of the expected savings are described in detail for 

each Obligation scheme.   

Additionality 

EEO schemes can require that eligible energy savings must be additional (i.e., energy savings 

that would not otherwise have occurred). In the member states, different types of 

additionality are taken into account (Source: IEA, 2012):  

¶ Energy savings additionality,  in which energy consumption is actually reduced 

compared with the situation before the energy efficiency project was implemented; 

¶ Policy additionality, in which the energy savings are in excess of any other policy, 

regulatory, or legal requirements to reduce energy consumption;  

¶ Business as usual additionality, in which the energy efficiency project is in excess of 

what could reasonably be expected to occur in the relevant sector(s) (= business as 

usual or baseline situation); and  

¶ Financial additionality, where the energy efficiency project would not have taken 

place if revenue from the sale of energy savings were not available.   

EEO schemes vary in how they actually determine whether particular energy savings are 

additional or take this into account in the ex-ante savings. 

Verification & Monitoring 

EEO schemes rely on the establishment of robust systems for monitoring, verifying, and 

reporting the energy savings to guarantee a proper and effective implementation of the 

measures.  Claimed energy savings may be verified by carrying out audits on energy 

efficiency projects. The results from monitoring and verification processes can also be used 

to (Source: IEA, 2012): 

¶ track progress towards long-term goals; 

¶ monitor cost effectiveness; 

¶ inform the calculation and revision of deemed energy savings values; or 

¶ identify problems requiring programme changes or additional regulatory action. 

The verification and monitoring process and its involved parties are described in detail for 

the existing EEO schemes.   
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Control and Compliance 

An EEO scheme requires a compliance regime to determine whether obligated energy 

providers have met their individual scheme targets and to apply sanctions  eg. financial, if 

they fail to do so. The procedure of control and compliance is described in this section.   

Administrator - Institutional set up 

Key ongoing functions involved in the administration of an EEO scheme include (Source: IEA, 

2012): 

¶ approving eligible energy efficiency measures and (where required) assigning them 

deemed energy saving values; 

¶ accrediting parties that produce eligible energy savings through implementing energy 

efficiency projects; 

¶ conducting measurement and verification of actual energy savings, including auditing 

the results of energy efficiency projects; 

¶ enforcing compliance with the obligation, including reviewing the performance of 

obligated parties against their targets and administering any penalties; 

¶ making and operating a trading market for energy 

In this section the responsible administration and the institutional set up όΨǿƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛōƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΚΩύ ŀǊŜ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜŘ ƛƴ ŘŜǘŀƛƭΦ   

Flexibility 

The set-up of an EEO scheme can include different flexibility mechanisms for the obligated 

parties to comply with their energy savings targets, like (Source: IEA, 2012): 

¶ Obligated parties can transfer an over- or under coverage of the savings targets 

between years 

¶ Some EEO schemes allow trading of energy savings among obligated parties, and 

between obligated parties and accredited third parties (eg. ESCOs).  The purpose of 

trading is to broaden the pool of opportunities to produce eligible energy savings and 

to enable market forces to identify the most cost-effective opportunities. 
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Results of EEO 

The results or outcome ς so far ς of the existing schemes can be evaluated by different 

parameters.  These parameters are listed below and described in detail for each Energy 

Efficiency Obligation scheme in this report.  We want to stress that the EEO documentation 

of (publicly available) results is varying strongly between countries ς some countries have a 

strong history of ex-post analysis in contrast to other countries; some type of information 

(eg. costs made by the obligated parties) is considered as confidential.   

Total costs of the EEO 

Description of the costs linked to the administrator and policy overhead; costs linked to the 

obligated parties and other actors.   

Total expenditures 

If available, description of investment costs linked to the end users; society (in comparison 

to a baseline) resulting from the EEO scheme.   

Total savings 

Realized savings compared to targets (per sector or technology); Compliance of obligated 

parties to targets  

Cost effectiveness 

Total costs and, if available, total expenditures per unity of realized savings.  This parameter 

is difficult to compare between schemes, for example some schemes consider lifetime 

energy savings versus first year savings; primary versus final energy savings versus CO2 

reduction.     

Other stakeholders 

Other important stakeholders (i.e. not administrator or obligated parties) having an impact 

on the implementation and (re)design of the scheme (eg. ESCOs, industry associations).  The 

roles of these parties are described.   

Adaptation of EEO 

EEOs are often redesigned during life showing the flexibility to adapt to changing markets 

and perceptions.  Those changes are interesting points to understand, because they make 
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ŎƭŜŀǊ ǿƘŀǘΩǎ ǘǊƛƎƎŜǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ 99hΦ  /ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ Ǉƭŀƴƴing to implement an 

EEO, induced by Article 7 of the Energy Efficiency Directive, can learn from these aspects. In 

this report, following aspects are described: 

Å Frequency of redesign describing the history of the scheme 

Å Reasons of redesign to help to understand important enables and barriers of an 

effective EEO scheme 

Å Manageability of the scheme reflecting how schemes can be redesigned (eg. 

introduction of weighting factors to correct lifetime) 

Social equity 

Social Equity focuses on issues of fairness, justice, and equity in a variety of public contexts.  

In the context of Obligation Schemes, equity of the scheme is evaluated by describing the 

financial contributors to the scheme; the (financial) beneficiaries besides the impact of the 

EEO on the energy prices or tariffs over time.  Special attention is paid to fuel poverty in this 

report.   

Lessons learned and what can be improved?  

The final paragraphs of the evaluation indicate strong characteristics as well as areas for 

improvement for each existing scheme.  These lessons learned contain valuable information 

for member states planning to implement a new scheme and are therefore the starting point 

of our overall Summary in this report.   
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3 United Kingdom  

Great Britain (England, Scotland and Wales) has had an EEO since 1994 (England and Wales) 

and 1995 (Scotland). There is also an EEO in place in Northern Ireland ς the Northern Ireland 

Sustainable Energy Programme, which focusses very largely on fuel poverty objectives.  This 

document refers to GB rather than the whole UK. The GB objectives, measures, savings, 

costs and mechanisms have varied over time. Where possible we will provide brief details 

for each phase of the EEO, but with most focus on the current (ECO) and predecessor (CERT 

& CESP) designs.  

Table 1: GB EEO schemes and a summary of their characteristics, 1994 - 2005 

Name of scheme  Energy Efficiency 
Standards of 
Performance 1 

Energy Efficiency 
Standards of 
Performance 2 

Energy Efficiency 
Standards of 
Performance 3 

Energy Efficiency 

Commitment 1 

Abbreviation EESoP 1 EESoP 2 EESoP 3 EEC 1 

Period* 1994 ς 1998 1998 ς 2000 2000 ς 2002 2002 - 2005 

Coverage 
Domestic electricity 
customers & 
businesses with a 
demand up to 100 
kW 

Domestic and SME 

electricity customers 

Domestic and SME 

gas & electricity 

customers 

Domestic gas & 

electricity 

customers 

Implicit annual 

target 

1.5 TWh (lifetime) 1.4 TWh (lifetime) 5.5 TWh (lifetime) 21 TWh (lifetime) 

Annual 

expenditure 

ϻнр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϵом Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϻнп Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϵол Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϻрр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϵсф Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϻмст Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϵнлф Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

* Period of schemes from 1 April in start year to 31 March in end year, except for CERT, CESP 

and ECO (see subsequent sections). 
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Table 2: GB EEO schemes and a summary of their characteristics, 2005 to present 

Name of scheme Energy Efficiency 

Commitment 2 

Carbon Emissions 

Reduction Target 

Community Energy 

Savings Programme 

Energy Company 

Obligation 

Abbreviation EEC 2 CERT CESP ECO 

Period 2005-2008 2008 ς 2012 2009-2012 2013-2017 

Coverage Domestic electricity 

& gas customers 

Domestic electricity 

& gas customers 

Domestic electricity 

& gas customers 

Domestic 

electricity & gas 

customers 

Implicit annual 

target 

43 TWh (lifetime) Approx. 104 TWh 

(lifetime) 

Approx. 15 TWh 

(lifetime) 

Approx. 30 TWh 

(lifetime) (prior 

to redesign in 

2014) 

Annual 

expenditure 

ϻплл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϵрлл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϻфмм Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴϝ 

ϵммоф Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϻнопƳƛƭƭƛƻƴϝ 

ϵнфн million 

Figures not yet 

available 

From: (Rosenow, 2012), and (Rosenow et al., 2013) except * from Ipsos et al 2014 

Currency conversion: In this document, where Euro figures are given, they are based on an 

ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǊŀǘŜ ƻŦ мϻ Ґ мΦнрϵΦ  

Savings metrics: A key feature of the GB schemes is that the savings metrics, whether 

energy or carbon, have always been based on lifetime savings. Lifetime savings are 

cumulative carbon or energy savings over the agreed lifetime of a measure.  All figures are 

presented as lifetime savings, and for energy as final energy (i.e. delivered rather than 

primary energy).  

 Policy objectives of EEO 

The basic concept of the EEO is that the government imposes an energy savings target on 

the energy companies (in this case, large suppliers of gas and electricity to households in GB) 

that has to be achieved at the customer end, which may relate to energy consumption or 
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carbon emissions.  The target is set in relation to a baseline and does not require a reduction 

of final energy use or actual carbon emissions. Rather, it is defined as the savings (in this 

case the lifetime savings) achieved by the measures, promoted via the obligation. The 

detailed policy objectives have changed between phases of the EEO, those of the most 

recent and current scheme designs are described below. 

CERT and CESP (2008/9 ς 2012) 

The policy objectives of CERT were to: 

¶ Reduce household carbon emissions by overcoming barriers to uptake of cost-

effective energy efficiency measures, across all households in Great Britain; 

¶ Promote the delivery of micro-generation and other measures for reducing the 

consumption of supplied energy (see Table 5 for examples of eligible, non-energy 

efficiency measures); 

¶ Introduce new approaches for innovation and flexibility; 

¶ Keep costs at a reasonable level (and thereby minimise the cost passed through to 

consumers); 

¶ Maximise cost-effective carbon savings;  

¶ Maintain equity and contribute to the delivery of statutory fuel poverty objectives; 

by ensuring that low-income households benefit; and 

¶ Collect and report on numbers of measures delivered. 

In addition to the objectives set out for CERT, CESP aimed to: 

¶ Reduce the fuel bills of low income households across Great Britain; 

¶ Pilot new approaches to delivering energy efficiency measures, including: area based 

street-by-street approach to delivery; partnerships; tackling hard to treat homes; 

whole house retrofits involving major measures; and targeting disadvantaged areas.  

(Ipsos MORI et al., 2014b) - Box A1 and A2  

CESP was designed to incentivise solid wall insulation (SWI) for hard to treat homes, to 

complement CERT and to build the supply chain for solid wall insulation. 

Both programmes aimed to help vulnerable households or low income households. Under 

CERT, the ΨǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇΩ όPG) and ΨǎǳǇŜǊ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ƎǊƻǳǇΩ όSPG) sub-groups, were used as a 
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ǇǊƻȄȅ ŦƻǊ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊ /9{tΣ Ψƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΩ ǿŜǊŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘŜŘ ōȅ 

focusing the programme on areas with high concentration of low income households. (Ipsos 

MORI et al., 2014b) p 16.  The PG and SPG are defined with respect to specific welfare 

benefits. Energy companies reported that targeting SPG households was difficult, and they 

developed ways of finding these households by, for example, working with social housing 

providers (where these households tend to be concentrated), and with the central 

government Department for Work and Pensions (Ofgem E-Serve, 2013a).  

ECO (2013 ς 2017) 

Original design of ECO 

ECO was designed to be different from all previous EEOs, where carbon goals could be 

achieved across all households.  

This policy was specifically designed to work with the ΨDǊŜŜƴ 5ŜŀƭΩΣ ŀ ƭƻŀƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ 

was expected to establish a new market for energy efficiency measures from 2012. Green 

Deal aimed to place the emphasis for paying for energy efficiency measures with the 

beneficiary, with loan charges paid via electricity bills.  In order to ensure that customers 

would have lower bills for the same energy services, packages of measures allowed under 

ǘƘŜ DǊŜŜƴ 5Ŝŀƭ Ƴǳǎǘ ǎŀǘƛǎŦȅ ŀ ΨDƻƭŘŜƴ wǳƭŜΩ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘŜŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŜȄŎŜŜŘ ǘƘŜ 

loan charges.  ECO was also designed, in part, to take account of the ending of the 

Government funded energy efficiency programme designed to reduce fuel poverty, Warm 

Front, in 2011.        

ECO was designed to ōŜ ǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎƛȊŜ ŀǎ /9w¢ όϻмΦоōƴ /ϵ1.6bnpa), operate 

on a similar basis and share some features of the scheme it replaces, but with a much lower 

carbon saving target (Table 2).  

It has two main objectives:  

1. to support insulation measures in any household that are too expensive to meet the 

ΨGolden RuleΩ, such as solid wall insulation, and  

2. to provide support for a wider range of measures to vulnerable customers, largely 

people on benefits who would be expected to be unable to take on Green Deal 

Finance. (DECC, 2011) 

Other policy objectives, are: 

¶ Alleviating fuel poverty 
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¶ Reducing carbon emissions 

¶ Supporting the growth of the solid wall insulation industry  

¶ Delivering on an area-basis (for example offering discounted or free insulation 

measures to all households in particular geographic communities) 

¶ Delivering to rural communities 

The objective of ECO to tackle fuel poverty marks a major shift from previous supplier 

obligations that have focused primarily on reducing carbon emissions.  

ECO has three separate strands, each of which meets different policy objectives.  

Carbon Emissions Reduction Obligation (CERO) 

CERO focuses on hard-to-treat homes and measures that cannot be fully funded 

through the Green Deal. Solid wall insulation and hard-to-treat cavity wall insulation 

are the primary areas for focus under this target.  

Community Obligation (CSCO) 

CSCO focuses on the provision of insulation measures and connections to domestic 

district heating systems supplying areas of low income. This target has a sub-target, 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ мр ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŜŀŎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊΩǎ /ŀǊōƻƴ {ŀǾƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 

Obligation must be achieved by promoting measures to low income and vulnerable 

households living in rural areas. 

Home Heating Cost Reduction Obligation (HHCRO) 

Energy suppliers are required to provide measures which improve the ability of low 

income and vulnerable ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ όǘƘŜ Ψ!ŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ²ŀǊƳǘƘ DǊƻǳǇΩύ ǘƻ ƘŜŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

homes. This includes actions that result in heating savings, such as the replacement 

or repair of a boiler for example. 

Revisions to ECO design 

Following the very low take-up of the Green Deal and substantial lobbying about the costs of 

ECO delivery, ECO has been re-ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘ ǘƻ άensure it is easier and cheaper to deliver, and to 

ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ǘƘŜ нлмр /9wh ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ōȅ оо ǇŜǊ ŎŜƴǘέ and extended to 2017 (DECC, 2014a). For 

details of the changes see Section 3.3.2.  
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 Design of EEO 

3.1.1 Type of measures 

During all phases of the EEO, the vast majority of qualifying measures have been 

technologies. The list of allowable technologies has varied over time. For example, from 

2011 CFLs were no longer included in the EEO because the government judged that this 

market had already been transformed, and the energy suppliers had given away more than 

300 million CFLs in previous EEO phases. For details of measures allowed in CERT, CESP and 

ECO see Section 3.2.2.  

3.1.2 Scope - sector related 

Table 3: Scope of GB EEOs 

Scheme Sectors 

EESoP 1 & 2 (1994 ς 2000) Residential and SME electricity customers 

EESoP 3 (2000 ς 2005) Residential and SME gas and electricity customers 

EEC1 ς ECO (2005 ς 2017) Residential electricity and gas customers 

3.1.3 Scope - technology related 

CERT and CESP (2008/9 ς 2012) 

There is quite a long list of technologies which were applicable under the CERT and CESP 

schemes (Table 4 and Table 5). However, in reality the majority of savings were delivered by 

a small number of technologies. 
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Table 4: CESP list of measures 

Type of measure Allowable measures 

Insulation Loft insulation, cavity wall insulation, solid wall insulation, draught 

proofing, double glazing, flat-roof insulation, under-floor insulation 

Heating Replacement boiler, heating controls, fuel switching 

District heating Connection to a district heating scheme, upgrade of a district heating 

scheme, district heating meter for individual home billing 

Behavioural Home energy advice package 

Micro-generation Heat pump, biomass boiler, solar hot water, wind turbine, micro-

hydro, other micro-generation (heat / electricity), micro-CHP 

Table 5: CERT list of measures 

Type of measure Allowable measures 

Insulation Loft insulation, cavity wall insulation, solid wall insulation, draught 

proofing, double glazing, flat-roof insulation, under-floor insulation, 

hot water tank insulation 

Heating Replacement boiler, heating controls, fuel switching, shower 

regulators 

Lighting CFLs, energy efficient halogens, luminaires, LEDs (all except LEDs 

disallowed after April 2011) 

Appliances cold appliances rated A+ or  A++ (excluding chest freezers, for which 

A-rated appliances are permitted), energy efficient TVs, standby 

savers and energy efficient kettles 

Micro-generation & CHP small scale biomass boilers, wind turbines, heat pumps, solar 

photovoltaic, small hydro, solar water heating, large and small scale 
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Combined Heat and Power and other micro-generation  

Behavioural Home energy advice package, real time displays 

Demonstration actions trials for measures to which a quantified carbon saving could not be 

attributed, but which were reasonably expected to lead to a carbon 

saving. 

Based on (Ofgem E-Serve, 2013a)  

For CESP the number of different types of measures was influenced by the detailed scheme 

rules, which incentivised the installation of some measures, and limited the use of others. 

Two key measures in CERT, cavity wall insulation and loft insulation, were disincentivised in 

CESP. Insulation measures delivered 57% of all carbon savings, followed by heating measures 

21%) and district heating (16%) with nearly all of the remainder from micro-generation2. The 

amount saved via behavioural measures was close to zero, with very few home energy 

advice packages delivered  By far the most important measure was external solid wall 

insulation, which delivered 49% of all savings (Ofgem E-Serve, 2013b). 

For CERT, the percentage of carbon savings achieved by different types of measure, across 

all the years of the programme were: 66% from insulation, 17% from lighting, 8% from 

heating, 6% from appliances, 1.5% from behavioural programmes, 0.85 from micro-

generation and CHP, and 0.1% from demonstration actions. The contribution of insulation 

was enhanced ōȅ ǘƘŜ Ψƛƴǎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴΩ ǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΣ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ƛƴ нлмлΦ ¢ƻǘŀƭ 

numbers over the period of some of the key technologies installed are: 2.6m cavity wall 

insulation; 50,000 solid wall insulation; 3.9m professional loft insulation; 304m CFLs; 1.5m 

heating controls; 4.4m energy efficient cold and wet appliances (Ofgem E-Serve, 2013a). 

                                                      

 

 

 

2 Note that different percentages are given in Ipsos et al 2014 ς which says its figures are from the 
same source. Their percentages are: insulation 71.5%, heating 22.6%, district heating 4%, micro-
generation 2.9%.  
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Almost one in five (19%) of all domestic properties in Great Britain received a CERT measure 

over the course of the programme (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014b). 

ECO (2013 ς 2017) 

Table 6 summarises the measures which are allowed under each strand of ECO.  

Table 6: Summary of allowable measures under ECO 

Type of measure Allowable measures CERO CSCO HHCRO 

Insulation Loft insulation, cavity wall insulation, solid wall 

insulation, draught proofing, double glazing, flat-roof 

insulation, under-floor insulation, hot water cylinder 

insulation, insulation of primary pipework 

a a a 

Heating Boiler replacement / repair, electric storage heaters & 

warm air systems , heating controls 

  a 

District heating Connection to a district heating scheme, upgrade of a 

district heating scheme, district heating meter for 

individual home billing 

a a a 

Micro-generation Heat pump, biomass boiler, solar hot water, wind 

turbine, micro-hydro, other micro-generation (heat / 

electricity), micro-CHP 

  a 

Based on (Ofgem E-Serve, 2014) Table 4.24 

The Carbon Emissions Reduction Obligation (CERO) originally focussed on the insulation of 

solid and hard-to-treat cavity walls. However, as a result of changes to ECO from April 2014 

onwards, lower cost insulation measures, such as loft and cavity wall, are also included (see 

Section 3.4.2 for further details).  

CSCO focuses on the installation of carbon saving measures within an area of low income or 

ǊǳǊŀƭ ŀǊŜŀΦ мр҈ ƻŦ ŀ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ /{/h Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƛƴƎ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ 

community qualifying actions to members of the Affordable Warmth Group living in a rural 

area. This percentage is being changed to 25% (see Section 3.4.2). 
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Under HHCRO, suppliers must deliver measures which result in cost savings and improve the 

ability of a householder to affordably heat their home. HHCRO focuses on low income and 

vulnerable householders, living in private housing (generally), where residents are in receipt 

ƻŦ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƳŜŜǘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ όǘƘŜ Ψ!ŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ²ŀǊƳǘƘ DǊƻǳǇΩύΦ   

3.1.4 Obligated parties 

Table 7: Obligated parties in different phases of GB EEO 

Scheme Sectors 

EESoP 1 & 2 (1994 ς 2000) Public electricity suppliers ς the 14 companies when the electricity market 

in the UK was privatised in 1990. 

EESoP 3 (2000 ς 2002) All licensed gas and electricity suppliers with at least 50,000 domestic 

customers 

EEC1 (2002 ς 2005) All suppliers with over 15,000 gas and/or electricity domestic customers 

EEC 2 (2005 ς 2008) All suppliers with over 50,000 gas and/or electricity domestic customers 

CERT (2008 ς 31 Dec 2012) All suppliers with over 250,000 gas and/or electricity domestic customers. 

(In practice this is six vertically integrated companies ς British Gas, EON, 

EDF Energy, RWE npower, SSE, and Scottish Power). 

CESP (1 October 2009 ς 31 

Dec 2012) 

All suppliers with over 250,000 gas and/or electricity domestic customers, 

plus 4 independent generators (Drax Power, Eggborough Power, GDF 

Suez/IPM and Intergen). 

ECO (1 Jan 2013 ς 2017) Licensed gas and electricity suppliers that, in any relevant year, have 

250,000 domestic customers or more, and supply more than 400 gigawatt 

hours of electricity or 2,000 gigawatt hours of gas. (In practice, the six 

obligated companies as per CERT, and one new entrant, First Utility). 

Remark: Years begin 1 April and finish 31 March unless otherwise stated. Only the larger 

suppliers are included within the GB schemes, with the qualification for entry generally rising 

over time. The argument for this is that the obligation is an administrative burden on 
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suppliers, and applying it to smaller firms (prospective new entrants) would create too much 

of a barrier to market entry. 

3.1.5 Target setting 

ECO 

For ECO obligated suppliers are allocated a proportion of the overall targets, depending on 

ŜŀŎƘ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊΩǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ Ǝŀǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΦ 

Table 8: ECO targets (as revised in 2014) ς all figures are lifetime savings 

ECO Component 1 Jan 2013 ς 31 March 2015 1 April 2015 ς 31 March 2017 

CERO 14.0 MtCO2  12.4 MtCO2 

CSCO 6.8 MtCO2 6.0 MtCO2 

HHCRO aka Affordable 

Warmth 

ϻпΦн ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ 

ϵрΦо ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

ϻоΦт ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ 

ϵпΦс ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ 

From (DECC, 2014f) 

The actual amount of carbon savings that the obligated suppliers have to deliver to 31 March 

2015 under CERO and CSCO is less than the targets that will be introduced in legislation. This 

is due to the impact of the carry-forward of excess actions from CERT/CESP (4.1MtCO2 

excess actions in total are assumed to be carried forward to CSCO and CERO 31 March 2015 

targets) and the early action weighting mechanism (estimated to reduce the 31 March 2015 

CERO target requirement by 2.26MtCO (DECC, 2014f). 

3.1.6 Calculation method savings 

ECO 

For each measure that a supplier notifies, it must provide the cost or carbon saving 

associated with that measure. A supplier must calculate the cost or carbon saving, using one 

of the following methodologies: 
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¶ Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP)   

¶ Reduced data Standard Assessment Procedure (RdSAP) 

¶ In the case of repair or replacement of a boiler, according to a formula provided by 

Ofgem, the energy regulator. 

The suppliers must also take account of In-Use Factors (IUF) and lifetime of measures ς 

standard figures for which are supplied by Ofgem.  An In-use Factor is the percentage by 

which theoretical savings (calculated under SAP or RdSAP) should be reduced, in order to 

reflect actual in situ performance. The difference between theoretical and actual 

performance can be due to technology under-performance, poor quality installation, poor 

ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭǎΣ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ōȅ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎ όŀƪŀ ΨŎƻƳŦƻǊǘ ǘŀƪƛƴƎΩ ƻǊ 

ΨǊŜōƻǳƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘΩύ ƻǊ ŀ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜΦ  These factors vary between 10% for district 

heating connections to 35% for cavity wall insulation. All standard energy efficiency 

measures have an In-use Factor, which has been developed based on data and research, and 

which is subject to periodic review. Lifetimes are similarly based on analysis, and range from 

10 years for draught-proofing and hot water cylinder insulation to 42 years for loft and cavity 

wall insulation. Using standard lifetimes is an essential component of the GB system which 

sets targets in terms of lifetime carbon savings.  Thus all savings are ex-ante estimates, but 

these estimates are based on analysis of empirical data. 

Where SAP or RdSAP do not include data on particular measures, the supplier needs to 

submit proposed savings figures to Ofgem. (Ofgem E-Serve, 2014) 

3.1.7 Additionality 

Additionality is taken into account in a number of ways 

¶ At the measure level, measures have only been allowed if the technology has an 

expected energy efficiency performance exceeding the minimum required by law and 

the average efficiency in the market.  For example, B-rated boilers were disallowed at 

the point they were made mandatory in the UK in 2005. In ECO, with the exception of 

the HHCRO part of the obligation (whose aim is to help reduce heating costs), all 

measures are either insulation or connection to a district heating scheme (Table 6). 

Because there is no obligation on householders to either improve the insulation of 

their building fabric or connect to district heating, this aspect of additionality is no 

longer of concern. 

¶ At the building fabric measure level, measures are not usually included in the list of 

eligible measures, where there would be very high levels of deadweight, e.g. double 

glazing.  
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¶ !ǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘŜŘ ōȅ ŀƴ Ψƛƴ ǳǎŜ ŦŀŎǘƻǊΩ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

savings observed in monitored installations compared to those from engineering 

calculations. 

¶ At the programme level, the expected savings of the policy as a whole are reduced to 

take into account a modelled counterfactual, i.e the number of installations expected 

without the EEO. 

3.1.8 Verification & Monitoring 

ECO 

The text in this section is based on Chapter 13, (Ofgem E-Serve, 2014) 

Suppliers are required to submit monthly totals of the number of measures installed to 

Ofgem. Ofgem attributes savings to completed qualifying actions on the basis of this  

information. They have a system of checks to confirm that the information provided by 

suppliers is reliable. This system includes audits and technical monitoring. They conduct 

audits of a sample of notified measures. An audit may look at any or all aspects of the 

promotion of the measure. Suppliers are required to conduct technical monitoring of a 

sample of notified measures to ensure that they are installed in the right location to the 

right standard. Technical monitoring does not include measuring energy use (which would 

be impractical as a spot check) 

Measure installers must be certified as meeting standards set out in PAS 2030:2012 ς a 

Publicly Available Specification for the installation of energy efficiency in existing buildings.  

Technical monitoring is focussed on the standards of installation of measures, and must be 

undertaken by a suitably qualified third party, independent of the supplier. Suppliers are 

required to undertake technical monitoring of 5% of all installations under ECO. This level of 

monitoring is required for the first three quarters of ECO, beginning 1 July 2013. Subsequent 

monitoring rates are set with reference to the standard achieved in these quarters, with the 

possibility of moving to a 1% sample, if failures of less than 5% are found in the initial 

quarters. Unaltered technical monitoring reports must be submitted to Ofgem on a quarterly 

basis.  

Where technical monitoring shows a measure was inadequately installed, suppliers may 

remedy it, rather than lose credit for installing the measure. There must then be a re-

inspection to show the remedial work has been successful, ideally within two months of the 

issue being detected.  
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There is a dedicated Fraud Prevention and Audit team assigned to the ECO programme. 

Suppliers are required to demonstrate steps taken to eliminate fraud, and their fraud 

protection proposals are reviewed by Ofgem on an annual basis. There was some experience 

under CERT of unscrupulous operators making false claims with regard to loft insulation, and 

a high standard of checks for loft insulation has been retained in ECO (DECC, 2014e) .   

3.1.9 Control and Compliance 

The EEOs are a licence condition for suppliers (above a certain size). In the event of a failure 

to deliver the obligation, suppliers face investigation and penalties from the scheme 

regulator.  The maximum penalty for breach of a licence condition is 5% of company 

turnover.  In practice, penalties are likely to ōŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊΣ ŀǎ hŦƎŜƳΩǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ΨǉǳŀƴǘǳƳ ƻŦ ǇŜƴŀƭǘȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜΩΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎount a number of 

factors, including the harm to customers and the gain to the licensee. In practice, a penalty 

would be likely to be larger than, but of the same order of magnitude as, the additional costs 

that would have been incurred to meet the target. 

The penalty mechanism has recently been invoked for the first time due to missed targets 

under CERT and CESP. Of the ten companies with obligations, four met their targets but six 

did not (Ofgem E-Serve, 2013b). Three of the vertically integrated energy companies did not 

meet their targets: British Gas, SSE and Scottish Power. They have all now been fined. British 

Dŀǎ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƻǊŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ϻммΦ1Ƴ ǘƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘ ǾǳƭƴŜǊŀōƭŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊǎ ŀŦǘŜǊ hŦƎŜƳΩǎ 

investigation found the company failed to meet its environmental obligations under the 

Community Energy Savings Programme (CESP) and Carbon Emissions Reduction Target 

(CERT) by the 2012 deadline. Following the missed deadlines, British Gas installed energy 

efficiency measures equivalent to the volume of its CERT and CESP shortfalls, which it 

completed in February and August 2013 respectively. The particularly late installation of 

CESP measures was one of the factors that was taken into account when setting the level of 

penalty. (Ofgem, 2014b)Φ {{9 ǿŀǎ ŦƛƴŜŘ ϻмΦтрƳ ŀƴŘ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ tƻǿŜǊ ϻнΦпƳΦ  

Three generators, who had obligations under CESP, have also been fined for their failure to 

ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ƻƴ ǘƛƳŜΦ LƴǘŜǊƎŜƴ ǿŀǎ ŦƛƴŜŘ ϻммƳΣ 5ǊŀȄ tƻǿŜǊ ϻнуƳ and GDF Sues/IPM 

ϻпрлΣллл (Ofgem, 2014a, c)  The money levied in fines will be used to deliver benefits to 

customers for whom the schemes were designed.  
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3.1.10 Administrator - Institutional set up 

Central government sets targets. The scheme is administered by Ofgem, the regulatory body 

for electricity and gas markets. This has been the case since 2002. Previously targets were 

set and administered by Ofgem and its predecessor bodies. hŦƎŜƳΩǎ role includes calculating 

the individual targets of ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΣ ŀǇǇǊƻǾƛƴƎ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ 

proposals for complying with their obligations, determining the reduction in carbon 

ŜƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘƛŜǎΣ ǊŜǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ {ŜŎǊŜǘŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ 

and initiating enforcement action where appropriate.  

3.1.11 Flexibility 

ECO 

{ǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎ ŀǊŜ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ŀ ΨǉǳŀƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ŜȄŎŜǎǎ ŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ 

supplier, provided that Ofgem approves the transfer. There is also flexibility in carrying 

ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ΨŜȄŎŜǎǎΩ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ made in one phase to the next phase of the scheme. (Ofgem E-

Serve, 2014)  (Chapter 10, 1.1). 

In contrast to earlier phases of the EEOΣ 9/h Ƙŀǎ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ŀ ΨōǊƻƪŜǊŀƎŜΩ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳΣ ƛƴ 

which potential providers of measures (largely insulation) can make them available to 

obligated suppliers in a periodic auction. There is no fixed price for ECO measures sold via 

brokerage. It is a market based platform. Brokerage has been designed to drive down the 

costs by encouraging competition. /ƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎ ǿƻǊǘƘ ϻплн Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƘŀǾŜ ƭŜǘ via this mechanism 

since the beginning of ECO (DECC, 2014b).  This compares with the expected annual 

ŜȄǇŜƴŘƛǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϻмΦоōƴ ƻƴ 9/h ŀǎ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭƭȅ ŘŜǎƛƎƴŜŘΣ ŀƴŘ ƻŦ ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϻфллƳ  

after the 2014 re-design.  

 Results of EEO 

3.2.1 Costs to obligated parties 

Cost figures in this section come from the independent report on CERT and CESP 

commissioned by the UK government (Ipsos et al 2014). Energy suppliers are obliged to 

report their costs to Ofgem, but costs per company are confidential and data is presented in 

aggregate only. These costs relate only to the obligated parties, and do not include any co-

funding of efficiency measures by householders, or the cost to government and the energy 
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regulator of administering and regulating the EEO system (see section 3.3.2 on costs to other 

parties). 

Table 9: Estimated Total Costs Reported Incurred by Obligated Parties, CERT and CERT 
Extension, 2012/13 prices 

Cost Element CERT (2008-2011) CERT Extension (2011-2012) Total 

Administration costs ϻптΦуƳ ϻснΦрƳ ϻммлΦтƳ 

Delivery Costs ϻнΣмтрƳ ϻмΣосмƳ ϻоΣрорƳ 

Total ϻнΣнннΦуƳ 

όϵоутпƳύ 

ϻмΣпноΦрƳ 

όϵмттуƳύ 

ϻоΣспрΦтƳ 

όϵпррсƳύ 

Costs anticipated in impact 

Assessment 

ϻоΦпōƴ ϻнΦлōƴ ϻрΦпōƴ 

Source: (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014a) 

Administration costs are those incurred through the delivery of the programme, and include 

internal costs of the energy companies for management and delivery, including the cost of 

developing the scheme and other marketing costs. Delivery costs are all other costs of 

installing energy efficiency measures in homes.  

Administration costs represented around three per cent of total costs to obligated parties 

(although this varied from one per cent to six per cent). The submissions received covered 

88% of the total delivery costs reported by obligated parties. Assuming that the final supplier 

incurred administrative overheads in line with other parties, it is estimated that these costs 

ǘƻǘŀƭƭŜŘ ϻмлтƳ όϵмопƳύ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ŀƭƭ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎ ƛƴ ƴƻƳƛƴŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎ όϻмммƳ ƛƴ нлмнκмо prices).  

It is estimated that, overall, CERT was delivered at an average cost to obligated parties of 

ϻмоΦмт όϵмсΦпсύ per tonne of CO2 (lifetime) ǎŀǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƴƻƳƛƴŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎ όϻмоΦтф ƛƴ нлмнκмо 

ǇǊƛŎŜǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ /9w¢ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ϻммΦсл 

όϵмпΦрлύ ǇŜǊ ǘƻƴƴŜ ƻŦ /hн ǎŀǾŜŘ όϻмнΦпп ƛƴ нлмнκмо ǇǊƛŎŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /9w¢ 9ȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀǘ 

ϻ15.00 όϵмуΦтрύ per tonne of CO2 saveŘ όϻмрΦлу ƛƴ нлмнκмо ǇǊƛŎŜǎύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ 

ϻмуΦп0 όϵноΦллύ for the CERT and CERT Extension Impact Assessment. 
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In contrast to CERT, the costs incurred by obligated parties associated with the delivery of CESP 

were substantially higher than anticipated (Table 10).  Experience with CESP has influenced the 

design of the Community Savings (CSCO) strand of ECO, although the formal evaluation of CESP 

was not delivered until after ECO was introduced. 

Table 10: Estimates of the costs incurred by obligated parties in the delivery of CESP 

Cost Element Costs (nominal prices) 

Administration costs ϻотΦмƳ 

Delivery Costs ϻссрƳ 

Total ϻтлнΦмƳ όϵуттƳύ 

Costs anticipated in impact assessment ϻоонƳ όнлмнκмо ǇǊƛŎŜǎύ 

Source: (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014a) 

/9{t ǿŀǎ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǘƻ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ƻŦ ϻонΦур όϵпмΦлсύ per tonne of CO2 saved  

(estimated on the basis of reported start dates of schemes as this will provide the best 

estimate of the time at which prices and contracts were agreed).  

tǊƛŎŜǎ ǊƻǎŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΣ ŦǊƻƳ Ƨǳǎǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ϻнл ǇŜǊ ǘƻƴƴŜ ƻŦ /hн ǎŀǾŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŜŀƪ ƻŦ 

almƻǎǘ ϻрл ǇŜǊ ǘƻƴƴŜ όōŜŦƻǊŜ ŦŀƭƭƛƴƎ ŀƎŀƛƴ ŦƻǊ Ƴƛtigation measures). Average costs per tonne 

of CO2 were some 2.5 times higher than for CERT. 

3.2.2 Costs to other actors 

Detailed data on costs of other actors (owner occupiers and landlords) are not available 

from the CERT evaluation. However, the initial impact evaluation estimated that these 

contributions would be expected to be approximately 10% in the priority group and 50% 

otherwise, implying customer contributions averaging 30% (see also Section 3.5.1). There is 

no equivalent assessment in the ECO impact assessment.  

The costs to Ofgem of enforcing various phases of EEO are estimated ex ante in the policy 

Impact Assessment documents. These costs are minor in comparison with the costs to 

obligated parties, e.g.: 
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¶ CESP ς ƻƴŜ ƻŦŦ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ϻпллΣлллΣ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ϻорлΣллл (DECC, 2009) 

¶ CERT extension (2011-12) ς ŀƴƴǳŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ϻмΦтƳ (DECC, 2010a) 

¶ ECO (as originally planned) ς set-ǳǇ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ϻмΦоƳΣ Ǉƭǳǎ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ϻнΦрƳ (DECC, 

2012)  

bƻǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ hŦƎŜƳΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀting costs are paid by the energy suppliers. 

There does not appear to be any information on costs to the Government civil service of 

undertaking the other research, consultation, negotiation and drafting tasks associated with 

this legislation. 

3.2.3 Total savings 

Table 11: Targets and savings achieved 

Scheme Target Savings Achieved Target met? Data source 

CESP 19.25 MtCO2 lifetime 16.31 MtCO2 lifetime 

(84.7% of target)  

No (Ofgem E-Serve, 

2013b) 

CERT 293 Mt CO2 lifetime 

 

 
296.9 Mt CO2 lifetime 
(101.3% of target) 

Yes (Ofgem E-Serve, 

2013a) 

3.2.4 Cost effectiveness 

It is estimated that, overall, CERT was delivered at an average cost to obligated parties of 

ϻмоΦмт ǇŜǊ ǘƻƴƴŜ ƻŦ /h2 ǎŀǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƴƻƳƛƴŀƭ ǘŜǊƳǎ όϻмоΦтф ƛƴ нлмнκмо ǇǊƛŎŜǎύΦ ¢ƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ 

/9w¢ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ŀǘ ŀƴ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ϻммΦсл ǇŜǊ ǘƻƴƴŜ ƻŦ CO2 

ǎŀǾŜŘ όϻмнΦпп ƛƴ нлмнκмо ǇǊƛŎŜǎύ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ /9w¢ 9ȄǘŜƴǎƛƻƴ ŀǘ ϻмрΦлл ǇŜǊ ǘƻƴƴŜ of CO2 saved 

όϻмрΦлу ƛƴ нлмнκмо ǇǊƛŎŜǎύΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ϻмуΦп0 for the CERT and CERT Extension 

Impact Assessments (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014b). 

The CERT evaluation does not calculate p/kWh costs of the programme.  The EEC 2 

evaluation estimated these as 2.1 p/kWh (electricity) and 0.6 p/kWh (gas) (lifetime figures 

on a final energy basis, costs to obligated parties), i.e. a large factor below the marginal cost 

of supply.  For comparison, the average price per kWh (in nominal terms) in 2008 was 

12.5p/kWh electricity, and 3.4p/kWh gas (DECC, 2014g). Assuming a 30% customer 
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contribution (i.e. supplier contribution of 70%) and an average carbon intensity of energy 

saved as 250 gCO2/kWh, the CERT cost (to obligated parties) ƻŦ ϻмоΦтфκǘ/h2 is equivalent to 

0.5 p/kWh (0.625 Euro cents / kWh)3.  

3.2.5 Other stakeholders  

In early phases of UK EEOs (EESOP, 1994-2000), a large part of the costs of designing the 

EEOs was undertaken by the Energy Saving Trust (EST), a non-profit company jointly owned 

by the Government and leading energy companies, and largely funded by the UK 

Government between 1997 and 2011. In this arrangement, some costs fell upon 

Government.  Until 1998 the obligated parties were monopoly electricity companies 

responsible for both distribution and retail supply. Obligations were, at that time, set by the 

regulator, with advice from the EST.   

Following complete market liberalisation in 1998, the Utilities Act 2000 passed the 

responsibility for setting obligations to the Government (Defra then DECC), with 

administration and regulatory oversight by Ofgem. To the extent that these activities of 

Ofgem are funded by energy supplier licence fees, all costs now fall on the obligated parties, 

directly or indirectly. 

Other stakeholders remain important in influencing policy design. Energy companies have 

typically argued for obligations to be smaller than those eventually imposed, but were 

unsuccessful until 2012, with each obligation period having a higher obligation than the 

previous period. Opposing influence has been exerted by energy efficiency trade 

organisations, notably the Association for the Conservation of Energy (ACE) and National 

Insulation Association (NIA). They have been supported by specialist energy efficiency 

organisations, notably the EST, but also by broader environmental NGOs.  

Social NGOs concerned with fuel poverty (e.g. National Energy Action, NEA) and the 

DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŀŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ ōƻŘȅΣ ǘƘŜ CǳŜƭ tƻǾŜǊǘȅ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ DǊƻǳǇΣ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ōǊƻŀŘƭȅ 

supportive of larger energy efficiency programmes, although critical in principle of raising 

                                                      

 

 

 

3 This calculation is based on lifetime carbon savings from measures (as for all GB targets) and does 
not include any discounting of future carbon savings.  
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funds for them through consumer bills, and have been influential in retaining a high focus on 

low income groups throughout successive re-designs of EEOs. 

Energy company concerns about the scale of EEOs reached a new peak in 2012, because of 

the original requirement of ECO to support more expensive insulation measures, instead of 

the lower cost measures supported under previous EEOs. They argued that targets could not 

be delivered at the costs suggested by Government. In 2013, they were successful in having 

ECO substantially changed, with a reduction in the target and even larger reductions in 

expected costs, due to the change to re-allow low cost insulation measures.        

In terms of delivering measures, obligated parties have worked with different types of 

organisations. For example, to meet their CERT obligations, in addition to offering measures 

(principally CFLs) direct to consumers, energy suppliers have partnered with social housing 

providers, and to a lesser extent with retailers, manufacturers and third sector organisations. 

They have also worked in conjunction with government programmes such as Warm Front (a 

fuel poverty reduction programme).  

 Adaptation of EEO 

3.3.1 Frequency of redesign 

The EEO began in 1994, when GB was the first country in Europe to impose energy efficiency 

obligations on energy suppliers. Suppliers were allowed to raise money from a charge on 

residential and SME customer bills and had to use this to meet energy savings targets. The 

obligations started at a relatively low level but eventually became a major climate change 

mitigation policy for the domestic sector. The details of the scheme have been re-designed 

approximately every three years, some of these being major redesigns (e.g. change from 

CERT (2008-2012) to ECO (2012-2017), others being less significant (e.g change from EESoP 

1(1994 ς 1998) to EESoP 2 (1998 ς 2000)).  Four different names have been employed since 

1994.   

3.3.2 Reasons for redesign 

Re-designs prior to 2012 were primarily aimed at increasing the savings delivered. The 

success of early phases of the scheme led to confidence that suppliers could reach higher 

targets.  
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EESoP 1 to EESoP 2 

There were few changes between these phases. A higher percentage of measures in EESoP2 

was expected to go to priority groups, but this targeting was not mandatory. 

EESoP 2 to EESoP 3 

The obligation was widened to include suppliers of gas (phases 1 and 2 applied to electricity 

only). This was enabled by central government taking powers to enable them to impose 

energy savings targets on gas and electricity suppliers. Previously the energy regulator (now 

known as Ofgem) had the power to set targets, rather than just administer and enforce 

targets as at present. The institutional change that occurred in Britain resulted from a 

lengthy political debate about the role of the energy regulators and their unwillingness to 

increase expenditure for energy efficiency measures.  

Funding was no longer raised from SMEs in EESoP3 although measures could still be installed 

in this sector. SMEs had only been a minor part of EESoP 1 &2, with just 5% and 4% 

respectively, of energy savings delivered from the sector (Ofgem and Energy Saving Trust, 

2003). Larger businesses were never included in the scheme as it was believed the 

competitive energy market would deliver ESCOs and energy efficiency. At the time EESoP 1 

was introduced, full competition was not in place for residential customers and SMEs. Once 

full competition existed for these sectors (from 1998 onwards), SMEs were removed from 

the next iteration of the EEO, in the belief that the market would provide energy saving 

services. This assumption was not made for the residential sector.  

EESoP 3 to EEC 1 

EEC 1 introduced a target with fuel weighted kWh, i.e. it depended on the carbon intensity 

of the fuel saved how much it would count towards the target. So effectively, EEC 1 

introduced a carbon target. From EEC 1 onwards, climate change policy appears to be the 

strongest driver and the UK carbon targets put pressure on the government departments to 

deliver a substantial contribution to the targets via the EEO. 

EEC 1 to EEC 2 

Annual savings target approximately doubled from EEC1 to EEC2. Other than that, there 

were no significant changes.  

EEC2 to CERT & CESP 
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In order to align the EEO with the wider climate policy landscape, the metric of the EEO 

changed from TWh to carbon emissions when CERT & CESP commenced in 2008. The 

Climate Change and Sustainable Energy Act 2006 gave powers to the government to set the 

obligations in the form of a carbon emissions reduction target. 

CERT & CESP to ECO 

There were a number of significant changes from CERT & CESTP to ECO, not least a 

significant lowering of expected annual carbon savings. ECO was designed to complement 

ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƴŜǿ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ DǊŜŜƴ 5ŜŀƭΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ άunderpin the Green 

Deal and focus on those properties and households which could not make energy savings 

without extra financial support or qualify for Green Deal Financeέ (Hough et al., 2014). As 

such it targets higher cost measures and lower income households. Measures which were 

very significant in delivering CERT targets, including loft and cavity wall insulation, were 

ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 9/h ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ όŀǇŀǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ΨƘŀǊŘ ǘƻ ǘǊŜŀǘΩ ŎŀǎŜǎύ. The expectation was 

that these measures would continue to be installed, but with householders accessing Green 

Deal finance, rather than relying on EEO-funded subsidies. There is also a strand of ECO 

which focuses only on reducing heating energy costs, and to which no carbon saving targets 

are attached.  

Changes to ECO since its introduction 

The ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǘƻ 9/h ǘƻ άto reduce pressures on consumer bills 

and ensure ECO provides value for money for energy consumers; whilst continuing to help 

tackle fuel poverty, support the development of a sustainable energy efficiency supply chain 

and improve the energy efficiency of our housing stockέ (DECC, 2014a).  In practice the 

changes have been driven by a combination of factors.  Very high levels of public concern 

about energy prices have led to pressure on GoǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ΨƭŜǾƛŜǎΩΦ  ¢ƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ 9¦ 

targets for energy efficiency has led to these programmes being targeted.  Reducing cost 

effective energy efficiency programmes will clearly increase bills overall  and most 

respondents to the Government consultation opposed any reduction, but Government 

chose to cut the CERO part of ECO by 33% from March 2015.   

At the same time, the take-up of Green Deal has been very low, so that the markets for low 

cost insulation measures (loft and cavity wall insulation) originally excluded from ECO have 

been severely damaged.  Government therefore conceded to pressure to allow these 

measures to be reintroduced into ECO from April 2014.    
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Table 12: Summary of changes to ECO 

ECO element Changes 

All The ECO scheme will be extended to March 2017 with new targets imposed for CERO, 

CSCO and Affordable Warmth at a pro rata of the new March 2015 levels. 

CERO March 2015 Carbon Emissions Reduction Obligation (CERO) target will be reduced by 

33 per cent, with the inclusion of loft insulation, cavity wall and District Heating 

Systems as eligible measures if installed on or after 1 April 2014. 

CSCO Eligibility is extended from 15 per cent to approximately the 25 per cent lowest areas 

on the Index of Multiple Deprivation. 

HHCRO Electric storage heaters to be included as measures from 1 April 2015.  Some changes 

to calculated savings from other measures. 

Source: (DECC, 2014a)  

3.3.3 Manageability 

The rules for allocating savings to (standard) measures installed are very clearly set out by 

Ofgem, with a procedure for agreeing savings figures for new measures / situations.  

 Social equity 

The EEO was never intended to be a fuel poverty policy and provisions for targeting low-

income customers were built into the design of the EEO as a means to offset its 

regressiveness with regards to raising revenue via energy bills (in the UK, lower income 

householders spend a greater percentage of their income on energy bills than higher income 

groups, thus price increases affect them disproportionally).  In practice all income groups 

have benefitted from EEOs (Eoin Lees Energy, 2008)).  

A specific objective of ECO is to tackle fuel poverty, thereby marking a major shift from 

previous supplier obligations that have focused primarily on reducing carbon emissions.  

3.4.1 Contributors 

Local authorities and some householders did make contributions to the costs of CERT and 

CESP. However, there is a lack of data on these contributions, and a reliable estimate cannot 
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be made (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014a). Contributions of householders varied by whether they 

were a member of a Priority Group, by measure and by scheme. The only data is based on a 

small number of respondents reporting what their contribution was ς data which is felt to be 

insufficiently robust to use quantitatively.  

3.4.2 Beneficiaries 

The UK is unique in EEOs worldwide in restricting the policy measure to the household 

sector.  

EESoP 1, 2 & 3 did not set mandatory targets on what proportion of revenue raised should 

be spent on low-income consumers, but for EESoP 2 & 3 around two-thirds of expenditure 

(and half of energy savings) was expected to be directed to those on low income. EEC 1 was 

the first scheme that put in place an obligatory target for vulnerable customers ς 50% of all 

savings had to be made with Priority Groups. The same target was used for EEC 2. Under 

CERT the target was reduced to 40%.  With the CERT extension from April 2011 to December 

2012 a Super Priority Group (SPG) was introduced, requiring suppliers to meet 15% of their 

total CERT target (37.5% of their PG target) from a subset of low-income households that 

were considered to be at high risk of fuel poverty.  

Who is and is not included in the PG depends on the definition of it. The PG definition 

changed over time. Until EEC2 it included people receiving certain benefits, most of which 

were still included in the PG definition used in CERT. An important change from EEC2 to CERT 

was the inclusion of all people over 70 years old .  

3.4.3 Impact on energy prices or tariffs 

EESoP 1 and 2 obliged energy suppliers to spend a certain amount of money, later versions 

of the EEO only provided indicative figures that were non-binding. Suppliers passed on the 

costs of the EEOs to their customers via energy bills. Some efficiency measures were given to 

householders for free, in other cases householders had to contribute part of the cost., 

Expenditures were subject to supply price control (and the 1998 supply price restraint) in 

earlier versions of the EEO (EESoP 1 and 2), prescribing the maximum that could be charged. 

However, expenditure in later versions did not fall under such tight control and only 

indicative figures were provided (Rosenow, 2012). (Throughout this report a clear distinction 

has been made between estimated costs, and actual costs - which since EEC 1 (2002 - 2005) 

have only been available after each phase of the EEO is complete.) 
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Table 13: Customer costs for different GB EEOs 

Scheme Costs 

EESoP 1 & 2 (1994 ς 2000) ϻм όϵмΦнрύ ǇŜǊ ŦǊŀƴŎƘƛǎŜ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ǇǊƛŎŜ 

control 

EESoP 3 (2000 ς 2002) ϻмΦнл όϵмκрлύ ǇŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŦǳŜƭ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ όŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 

saving targets set)  

EEC1 (2002 ς 2005) ϻоΦсл όϵпΦрлύ ǇŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŦǳŜƭ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ όŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 

saving targets set) indicative in target setting model 

EEC 2 (2005 ς 2008) ϻф ǇŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŦǳŜƭ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ όŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ 

ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ǎŜǘύΦ !Ŏǘǳŀƭ ŦƛƎǳǊŜǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ŀǎ ϻт όϵуΦтрύ ǇŜǊ ŦǳŜƭ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ  ŀƴŘ 

ŀǊƻǳƴŘ ϻр όϵсΦнрύ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƻǿ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ (Eoin Lees Energy, 2008). 

¢ƘŜǎŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿƻǊƪ ƻǳǘ ŀǎ нΦм Ǉκƪ²Ƙ όнΦсϵŎκƪ²Ƙύ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎity and 0.6 p/kWh 

όлΦтрϵŎκƪ²Ƙύ gas  

CERT (2008 ς 2012) ϻрм όϵспύ ǇŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳ όŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ 

targets set) (DECC, 2010b).  However, actual costs were only 2/3 of those 

expected (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014b)Σ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǇŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ƻŦ ϻоп 

όϵпнΦрлύ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ όŘŜǇŜƴŘƛƴƎ Ƙƻǿ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊǎ ǇŀǎǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƻǎǘǎύΦ  

CESP (2009 ς 2012) ϻо όϵоΦтрύ ǇŜǊ ŎǳǎǘƻƳŜǊ ǇŜǊ ŀƴƴǳƳΣ όŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎŀǊōƻƴ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ 

targets set) (DECC, 2009). However, costs were more than twice those expected, 

ǎƻ ŀƴƴǳŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ōƛƭƭǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ōŜ ϻс-т όϵтΦрл-8.75).  

ECO (2013 ς 2017) 9ǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŀǘ ϻрф όϵтпύ per customer per year for 2013-нлмпΣ ŀƴŘ ϻос όϵпрύ per 

customer per year from April 2014 onwards, as ECO reforms take effect (DECC, 

2014d) 

Sources: (Rosenow, 2012) unless otherwise referenced in the table 
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  Lessons learned and what can be improved?  

3.5.1 Areas for improvement 

The UK is unique in restricting its EEO to the household sector. The only cited reason is the 

risk of cross-subsidy between the household and business sectors.  However, this has not 

proved a significant issue in any other country, and therefore is not an entirely convincing 

reason for such a major restriction. 

Historically EEOs successfully supported a range of household energy efficiency measures, 

but ECO rules focus attention on insulation.  There is there a risk of inadequate support for 

energy saving in lights and appliances.  

Tradability of savings has historically been low and therefore there is a concern that costs 

may be higher than if there were a more liquid market encouraging companies with 

different models to participate more.  ECO brokerage is an attempt to address this issue.  

However, energy suppliers do already have an incentive to deliver as cheaply as possible: 

delivering ECO at lower cost allows them to offer lower priced energy to customers, or 

increase their profit margin, or both. . 

As in most countries, EEOs have been used primarily to deliver relatively low cost energy 

efficiency measures. This clearly maximises benefit cost ratios, but does not support 

technical innovation or behavioural change, and therefore risks not bringing new 

generations of energy efficiency products to market. This may prove particularly important 

in the context of the need to deliver very substantial change in the built environment, as it is 

difficult to see how EEOs will support deep and complex refurbishment.  The last concern is 

exacerbated by the essential nature of EEOs in placing control of large scale energy 

efficiency programmes in the hands of energy supply companies.   

The recent experiment with ECO, ceasing support for low cost measures and focussing on a 

more expensive measure, solid wall insulation, has not been successful and is now 

essentially being abandoned. 
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3.5.2 Strong characteristics 

EEOs have delivered very substantial improvements in energy efficiency in UK households.  

They have demonstrably been a factor in a large fraction of the energy efficiency 

improvement achieved, particularly in the period of large obligations, 2002-2012.  They have 

been a major contributor to the significant reduction in household energy demand in this 

period (a reduction of 11.2% from 2004 to 2013 -  see Figure 1).  

 

Figure 1: Total final energy (not temperature corrected) and average external 
temperature, residential sector UK, 1990 ς 2013 

Source: (DECC, 2014c) 

Until the sudden and unsuccessful changes adopted in 2012 to accompany the Green Deal, 

EEOs had developed incrementally and grown steadily in scale, resulting in general support 

as a policy mechanism across changes in political administration and market structure. 

Placing obligations on energy suppliers in a competitive market has been successful in that 

targets have, with rare exceptions, been delivered.  

The approach of requiring a strong focus on measures in low income groups has been 

characteristic of UK EEOs.  This has enabled all income groups to benefit. 
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3.5.3 CERT and CESP in more detail (strengths and weaknesses) 

The independent assessment of CERT and CESP (Ipsos MORI et al., 2014a) has assessed the 

strengths and weaknesses of each scheme, and a summary of that analysis is reproduced 

below. 

Table 14: The strengths and weaknesses of the design of CERT 2008 - 2011 

Element of design  Strengths  Weaknesses  

Flexibility  Flexible means of delivery: options 

through different sectors including 

insulation, lighting, micro-generation, 

appliances, behavioural measures, etc.  

Flexibility led to unintended 

ŎƻƴǎŜǉǳŜƴŎŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ΨƻǾŜǊ-

ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ /C[ǎ  

CO2 scoring system  Simple scoring system created certainty  A perception among some 

obligated parties that deemed 

carbon savings were an 

oversimplification  

Delivering CO2 savings  Supported high volumes of measures at 

lowest cost  

No mechanism to distribute the 

carbon savings to the most 

vulnerable 

Hard-to-treat measures not 

promoted: primarily focused on 

Ψƭƻǿ-ƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊǳƛǘΩ  

Beneficiaries  Inclusive, wide scope: potential for most 

households to benefit  

A lack of equity: hard-to-treat 

homes, private rented sector and 

less accessible areas all under-

represented  

Link to predecessor 

schemes 

Evolution from previous supplier 

obligation helped to smooth transition 

 

Administration Administrative systems simple  
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Table 15: The strengths and weaknesses of the design of CESP 

Element of design  Strengths  Weaknesses  

Objectives and scoring  The objectives and principles of CESP 

were widely supported by 

stakeholders  

A complex scoring system: promoted 

lack of certainty and increased the 

administrative burden of the scheme  

Focus on measure types  Successfully promoted delivery of 

SWI and multiple measures  

bƻǘ ǘǊǳƭȅ ŀ ΨǿƘƻƭŜ-ƘƻǳǎŜΩ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ŀǎ 

some key measures not eligible or 

applied  

Timescale  Short delivery timescale and inelastic 

demand led to rising prices 

Area based  Promoted area-based delivery  (one 

of the aims of the scheme - see 

Section 0) 

The administrative areas designated 

for delivery of measures cut across 

community boundaries  

Partnerships  Promoted partnership working  But timescale and complexity hindered 

consistent development of effective 

partnerships  

Pilot  Promoted as an opportunity to pilot 

new ways of delivery  

Obligation not actually run as a pilot: 

flexibility not built into the design - 

making it harder for suppliers to 

experiment with new delivery 

pathways 
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4 France 

 Policy objectives of the EEO 

The Energy Policy Act of 13 July 2005 introduced Energy Saving Certificates (ESCs or white 

certificates) in France as a means of reducing final energy consumption in sectors with 

dispersed activity. While the main focus of this policy is to reduce energy uses in residential, 

commercial, and public buildings, the scheme also includes light industry, agriculture and 

transport activities. 

 

The ESC scheme is a tool designed to trigger new investments in energy efficiency. Through 

the incentives obligated parties provide to beneficiaries, the ESC scheme introduces a new 

financial leverage that makes energy saving investments more affordable for households and 

local authorities and more profitable for businesses, while reducing energy bills. 

 

Since its launching in 2005, the ESC scheme is CǊŀƴŎŜΩǎ Ƴŀƛƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ǘƻ ǊŜŀŎƘ ƛǘǎ нлнл ŜƴŜǊƎȅ 

efficiency target. It will permit to reach most of the savings expected under article 7 of the 

Energy Efficiency Directive. 

 

Beyond achieving concrete energy savings, the ESC scheme aims at: 

¶ Finance innovation programs in energy efficiency,  

¶ Fund energy savings training and communication programs, and 

¶ Reduce fuel poverty. 

 Design of the EEO 

4.1.1 Type of measures 

¦ƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ 9{/ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ƻǊ άƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎέ Ƴǳǎǘ 

demonstrate they facilitated the achievement of energy savings in order to gain ESCs. These 

ESCs will then be applied towards the achievement of their obligation under the law. 

 

Obligated parties can fulfil this obligation by either: 

¶ Deploying energy saving measures on their own facilities/operations; 
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¶ Incentivizing energy users to invest in energy efficient equipment or services 

(measures);  

¶ tǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ άǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέ ǘƘŀǘ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ƻǊ ǘƻ 

educate people about energy savings (Programs are explained in greater detail under 

Section 3.2.11 - Flexibility); or 

¶ Purchasing ESCs on the market that were generated by another obligated or 

άŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜέ ǇŀǊǘȅ (the ESCs market is explained in greater detail under Section 3.2.11 - 

Flexibility). 

 

The majority of the obligation is met via incentives to consumers. These incentives take 

different forms depending on the strategy of the obligated part, including: 

¶ Low interest loans for investments in ESC eligible measures; 

¶ Direct subsidies that reduce the price of eligible measures; 

¶ wŜōŀǘŜǎ ƻǊ άǇǊƛƳŜǎέ ǘƻ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ declare a measure they installed was a 

result of the obligated party; and 

¶ Bonuses (primes) to installers who promote the measures to energy users on behalf 

of the obligated party. 

 

In addition, the ESC scheme excludes energy saving measures that do not yield additional 

energy savings: 

¶ Operations achieved in an installation subject to the EU Emissions Trading System 

(EU ETS), e.g. major industrial sites and large boiler plants. These installations include 

all the equipment and processes covered by the ETS. Thus, an industrial site can 

receive ESCs for operations implemented on equipment or buildings that are not 

ŎƻǾŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 9¢{Σ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǿŀǊŜƘƻǳǎŜΣ ƻŦŦƛŎŜǎΧ 

¶ Operations already required by regulations: ESCs are allocated only to measures that 

will achieve a higher performance than what is required by any applicable norms; 

¶ {ƛƳǇƭŜ άŦǳŜƭ ǎǿƛǘŎƘƛƴƎέΥ ƛΦŜΦ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ όŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅΣ ƎŀǎΣ ƘŜŀǘƛƴƎ 

oil, automotive fuel) used in an operation. 

Finally, operations that received a financial support from ADEME in the investment phase 
are not eligible to ESCs (financial supports from ADEME at the decision-making phase can be 
cumulated with ESCs). A project holder will thus have to choose between benefiting from 
!59a9Ωǎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǾŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ energy efficiency or applying for ESCs. 
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4.1.2 Scope - sector related 

The French ESC scheme targets all final energy consumers: i.e. the residential, commercial, 

public, industrial, agricultural, and transportation sectors. 

Nevertheless, buildings remain the primary focus of the scheme, and in particular individual 

households. Indeed, the building sector is by far the largest energy consumer in France and 

the residential sector represents 2/3 of its energy consumption.  

At the same time, energy suppliers have a direct relationship with households that allow 

them to reach this dispersed target more easily than other actors. 

4.1.3 Scope - technology related 

Generally speaking, ESCs are allocated to hard investments in energy-efficient equipment or 

materials. The scheme promotes the deployment of best available technologies and favours 

those measures that yield the highest energy savings: 

Ì For households: Attic or Roof Insulation, Wall insulation, Individual-Unit Condensing 

Boiler and Independent wood-burning heating devices; 

Ì For the industry: Variable Speed Drive System on an Asynchronous Motor  

Ì For the agriculture sector :  Open-buffer Hot-water Storage Tank 

Ì For the transport sector : Intermodal Transport Unit (ITU) 

 

To encourage best pǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ǊŜǿŀǊŘǎ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9{/ǎ όάōƻƴǳǎ 9{/ǎέύ ŦƻǊ 

operations undertaken within a broader efficiency strategy: for instance an Energy 

Management System (EMS) or an Energy Performance Contract (ECP). For instance, a 

company committed to an Energy Management System and certified ISO 50 001 receives 

twice the ESCs allocated for all standardized and special operations that it implements. 

Measures implemented in French territory that is not linked to the national electricity grid 

(Corsica, the IslanŘǎ ƻŦ aƻƭŝƴŜΣ hǳŜǎǎŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ {ŜƛƴΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ǘŜǊǊƛǘƻǊƛŜǎ 

overseas) are also eligible for additional ESCs because energy generated from fossil fuels 

imports and local electricity production are both expensive and GHG intensive. 

These bonuses are supposed to channel energy efficiency operations towards these strategic 

targets and to encourage the implementation of EMS and EPC. 

 

In coherence with its focus on efficient equipment and material, for which energy savings 

can be thoroughly estimated, the scheme does not reward operations related to individual 
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behavior change in the building sector, even though this is a source of considerable energy 

savings. However, a few measures exist in the transport sector concerning eco-driving.  

4.1.4 Obligated parties 

Due to the inherently direct relationship between dispersed energy users and their suppliers, 

the French ESC scheme has chosen to target those suppliers as the obligated parties.  

The obligation is only placed on energy suppliers selling energy volumes above a certain 

threshold, which varies depending on the type of final energy sold. Suppliers are obligated if 

their annual sales to households and enterprises of the tertiary sector exceed:   

¶ 400 GWh of electricity, natural gas or heating/cooling (e.g. district heating and 

cooling plants); 

¶ 100 GWh of heating liquefied petroleum gas (LPG); or 

¶ 500 m3 of domestic heating oil.  

In addition, from the beginning of the 2nd period onward, wholesalers supplying to the 

French territory over: 

¶ 7,000 tons of autogas (transport LPG); and 

¶ 7,000 m3 of automotive fuel annually (gasoline/diesel); 

are also under the obligation. 

Taking these thresholds into account results in the following group of obligated parties for 

the 2nd period of the scheme: 

¶ 20 electricity suppliers (e.g. EDF); 

¶ 12 natural gas suppliers (e.g. GDF); 

¶ 20 heating LPG suppliers (e.g. Butagaz);  

¶ 11 district heating/cooling suppliers (e.g. CPCU); 

¶ 1,900 domestic heating oil suppliers (e.g. Caldeo);  

¶ 6 autogas wholesalers (e.g. Antargaz); and 

¶ 40 automotive fuel wholesalers (e.g. Total, SIPLEC, BP, etc.). 

4.1.5 Target setting 

Energy saving units: kWh cumac 
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9ƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǊŜŎƻǊŘŜŘ ƛƴ ƪ²Ƙ άŎǳƳŀŎέ ƻŦ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ŜƴŜǊƎȅΦ 

ά/ǳƳŀŎέ ƛǎ  ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άŎǳƳǳƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘέΣ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛcates 

ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŀƪŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΩǎ 

lifetime with an in-use factor: 

 

Ì Energy-saving materials, equipment and measures are characterized by the energy 

savings that they generate over the lifetime of their operation: these are cumulative 

energy savings.  

Ì ǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŦƻǊ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΩǎ ǊŜŘǳŎŜŘ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ 

άŀŎǘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘέ ōȅ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŀ п҈ ŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘΥ ǘƘƛǎ ŘƛǎŎƻǳƴǘ ƛǎ ōƻǘƘ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ 

technical because 1) the economic value of savings diminishes in the future, and 2) the 

actual efficiency decreases due to rising standards and aging materials/equipment.  

 

!ǎ ǎǳŎƘΣ ǘƻ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ŀ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΩǎ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘǳǎ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 9{/ǎ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ 

operation is entitled, the calculations are done as follows: 

 

è Energy savings (kWh cumac) = Annual savings (kWh) x Ca (Cumac coefficient) 

 

è Ca 
▪

╪▪
  

è Where a is the standard discount coefficient of 4% 

 ŀƴŘ ƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΩǎ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ 

 

1 Energy Efficiency Certificate (ESC) = 1 kWh cumac 

Determining the global savings target 

¢ƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ό99hύ ƛǎ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ άǇŜǊƛƻŘǎέ 

which are set to run over 3 years.  

For the 1st period (July 2006 ς June 2009), the French authorities set the savings target to 54 

TWh cumac for the 3 year period. The obligation was kept low intentionally so as to allow all 

participants in the scheme (e.g. obligated and eligible parties, public authorities, 

beneficiaries, installers, etc.) to acclimate to the system, gain experience, build networks, 

and propose improvements/provide feedback. The obligated parties for this period included 

significant suppliers of: electricity, natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), district heating 

and cooling, and domestic heating oil. 
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Between the 1st and the 2nd period, the scheme known a transitory phase (2010) during 

which no obligation was in place but participants could continue to generate ESCs with the 

idea that these would be applied towards the obligation set in the 2nd period.  

For the 2nd period (January 2011-December 2013), the French authorities set a more 

ambitious savings target totaling 345 TWh cumac: 

¶ 255 TWh cumac attributed to the obligated parties of the 1st period (suppliers of 

electricity, natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, heating / cooling, heating fuel); and  

¶ 90 TWh cumac assigned to a newly obligated group of automotive fuel wholesalers. 

¶  

In determining the target for the second period, the authorities took into account the 

potential savings opportunities for the scheme as assessed by ADEME, the experience 

developed by the existing obligated parties, as well as the inexperience of the newly 

obligated automotive fuel wholesalers.  

In 2013, the 2nd period was extended to the end of 2014 and 115 TWh cumac were added 

(representing a constant effort compared to the 3 year target of 345 TWh cumac) for a new 

4 year target of 460 TWh cumac. This extension allowed the stakeholders of the scheme to 

continue to produce energy savings while providing policy makers with the extra time they 

needed to prepare the groundwork for a 3rd period that would meet the requirements of the 

newly passed European Energy Efficiency Directive. 

Target sharing 

For the obligated parties who participated in the 1st and 2nd periods, the obligation target is 

distributed per energy by taking into account both the sales (in euros) and the volume sold 

(in TWh).  

The sales are obtained by taking into account:  

¶ the annual energy sales (in TWh) to households and tertiary enterprises over the 3 

year period; 

¶ annual reference energy prices (per kWh) per energy. 

 

Sales energy i = В 6ÏÌÕÍÅ Éz!ÖÅÒÁÇÅ ÕÎÉÔÁÒÙ ÐÒÉÃÅ É 

 

We can then obtain the contribution of each energy to the global saving target: 

Contribution energy  i= πȢχυϷ  z
  

  
πȢςυϷᶻ
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This distribution of the 2nd period obligation between obligated energies led to the following 

breakdown of savings: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Breakdown of the saving target per type of energy for the 2nd period 

¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ άƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘέ ǇŜǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ όƪ²Ƙ 

cumac per unit sold): 

Obligation coefficient energy i = Contribution energy i / Volume energy i 

where Volume energy i  corresponds to the volume of sales over the period. 

 

For the automotive fuel wholesalers who entered the obligation in the 2nd period, their 

obligation was calculated separately. 

 

¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ άƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘǎέ ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǘȅǇŜ (kWh cumac / unit sold) for the 

2nd period are as follows: 

¶ Automotive fuel: 594 kWh cumac/m3 

¶ Automotive liquefied petroleum gas: 594 kWh cumac/ton 

¶ Domestic heating oil:  1.050 kWh cumac/ m3 

¶ Heating LPG: 0.159 kWh cumac/kWh 

¶ Electricity: 0.168 kWh cumac/kWh 

¶ Natural gas: 0.095 kWh cumac/kWh 

¶ Heating/cooling: 0.103 kWh cumac/kWh 

 

¢ƻ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊΩǎ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ƻƴŜ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƳǳƭǘƛǇƭƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ 

ǎǳǇǇƭƛŜǊΩǎ ǎŀƭŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎ ȅŜŀǊ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ άƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘέ 
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for each type of energy they supply (for example, EDF sells electricity and natural gas and 

thus has obligations related to each activity).  

 

At the beginning of a period, an obligated party can only an estimate its obligation since the 

final figure will depend on its actual sales throughout the period.  

4.1.6 Calculation method for savings 

ESCs are awarded for energy savings achieved in projects that can either be 1) from a 

ŎŀǘŀƭƻƎǳŜ ƻŦ άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƻǊ нύ ŎŀǎŜ-by-ŎŀǎŜ ƛΦŜΦ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ 

savings must be calculated more precisely. 

Standard operations are common energy saving measures that can be valorized under the 

scheme using pre-determined calculation formulas. The average annual savings for standard 

measures are determined as compared to a baseline energy use scenario using an ex-ante 

methodology. This baseline average can be calculated from either 1) the energy use 

ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƻŦ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŜŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ƛƴ CǊŀƴŎŜ όƛΦŜΦ ŀ άǎǘƻŎƪέ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ 

for instance for operatioƴ ƻƴ ōǳƛƭŘƛƴƎǎ ΨŜƴǾŜƭƻǇŜύΣ ƻǊ нύ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǳǎŜ ŀǘǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŜǿ 

ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǘȅǇŜ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ όƛΦŜΦ ŀ άƳŀǊƪŜǘέ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜ 

for the installation of certain lighting equipment).  

In both cases, the attributed savings are bŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǿƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜ ƛǎ άŘŜŜƳŜŘέ ǘƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŜ 

above and beyond this baseline. The annual savings and the lifetime calculations are derived 

from data collected from a wide selection of stakeholders participating in the efficiency 

sector. When applicable (e.g. for measures in the building sector), the annual savings 

attributed to an operation will vary depending on one or more factors, e.g. the geographic 

location/climate, the type of housing, or the type of energy consumed by the measure.  

Once the standard savings are determined, a technical information sheet is written up for 

ǘƘŜ άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎƘŜŜǘ outlines how to calculate the savings that can 

be attributed to that type of measure in kWh cumac by multiplying one or more annual 

savings estimates (depending on the factors above) by the lifetime and applying the discount 

rate as described previously. This methodology provides a single flat-rate value for savings 

from common operations, which simplifies calculations for scheme participants. As a 

consequence, the savings reported do not reflect the exact savings achieved by each 

operation but instead represent an estimated average for that operation. 

Individual information sheets for measures are developed and proposed by different 

stakeholders participating in the ESC scheme (professional bodies, industrials etc.). Once the 

proposed operation is accepted and verified for technical accuracy by ADEME, it can be sent 
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for validation by the Ministry and then published for official use in the scheme in a 

ƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊƛŀƭ ŘŜŎǊŜŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ άWƻǳǊƴŀƭ hŦŦƛŎƛŜƭέΦ 

At the end of the 2nd period of the scheme (December 2014), there are 304 possible 

standard energy saving operations included in the official catalogue. A full list of standard 

operation information sheets is available in French here: http://www.developpement-

durable.gouv.fr/1-le-secteur-du-batiment.html.  

 

The French administration regularly updates the list so as to account for technical progress 

by 1) removing measures that no longer provide significant savings as compared to the 

regulated standard, 2) modifying existing measures to better represent the present 

circumstance, and 3) adding newly approved measures. 

 

As of July 2014, standard operations represent 95% of the ESCs delivered since the launch of 

the French scheme. Moreover, the following 10 standard operations make up 66% of the 

ESCs attributed to standard operations under the scheme. 

Table 16: Breakdown of the ECSs attributed for standard operations as of July 2014 

Sector Reference Standard operation 
% of attributed 

kWh cumac 

Residential BAR-TH-06 Individual-Unit Condensing Boiler 15.29% 

Residential 
BAR-EN-01 Attic or Roof insulation 9.63% 

Residential 
BAR-EN-02 Wall insulation 7.21% 

Residential 
BAR-TH-07 Collective-Unit condensing boiler 6.28% 

Residential 
BAR-TH-12 Independent wood-burning heating devices 5.87% 

Tertiary BAT-EN-01 Attic or Roof insulation 4.88% 

Residential 
BAR-TH-08 Individual low temperature boiler 4.57% 

Residential 
BAR-EN-04 Window with insulating glass 4.33% 

Residential 
BAR-TH-07-

SE 

Collective-Unit condensing boiler with a 

contract guarantying the energy efficiency 

boiler maintenance 

3.84% 

Industry IND-UT-02 
Variable Speed Drive System on an 

Asynchronous Motor 
3.81% 

 

 

http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/1-le-secteur-du-batiment.html
http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/1-le-secteur-du-batiment.html
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Special operations: 

Beyond the catalogue of standard measures, ESCs can also be awarded for non-standard 

energy saving operations as long as the operation complies with the rules of the scheme. 

Case-by-ŎŀǎŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǾŀƭƻǊƛȊŜ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŀǊŜ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ŀƴŘ ŀǊe typically 

deployed by beneficiaries in the industrial sector. However, these types of operations have 

ōŜŜƴ ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ŀ ƳŜǊŜ о҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9{/ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊŜŘ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ ƭŀǳƴŎƘΦ  

tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǇǊƻǇƻƴŜƴǘǎ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŦƻǊ 9{/ǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭέ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ Ƴǳǎǘ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ a number 

of technical procedures, namely the following six requirements: 

(i) Performance of an energy audit 

(ii) Establishment of the energy use situation prior to the operation 

(iii) Determination of a baseline and justification of the chosen saving measures  

(iv) Calculation of savings expectations for the project after the operation, based on 

hypothetical energy use scenarios before and after the operation 

(v) Justification of the savings (ESCs) claimed by the project, in particular the hypotheses 

used for equipment lifetimes 

(vi) Justification of the IRR (return on investment must take longer than 3 years) 

 

Special operation requests are sent to the National Authority for Energy Saving Certificates 

(PNCEE) which validates the requests for ESCs with support from ADEME on the highly 

technical portions of the project. To ensure that special operation requests are properly 

drafted and to optimize the appraisal process, a methodological guidance was published 

during the 2nd period to help project proponents and decision-makers formalize the process 

for claiming ESCs from special operation 

(http://www.ademe.fr/sites/default/files/assets/documents/87411_7736-cee-op-

specifiques-2013-gb.pdf).  

So far, special operations represent 4% of the ESCs delivered and 90% of ESCs delivered for 

special operations were implemented in the industrial sector. 

This low uptake of special actions is directly linked to the higher level of difficulty and lesser 

level of safety of special operations compared to standard ones (where energy savings are 

known in advance with little risk of refusal). Specific operations usually represent large 

amounts of investments and energy savings so the risk is even higher in case of refusal. The 

expertize process also takes much longer than in the case of special operation (a couple of 

years instead of months). 
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4.1.7 Additionality 

Energy savings additionality  

²ƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ 99h ǎŎƘŜƳŜΣ ŀƭƭ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ōŜ ǇǊƻǾŜŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ άŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ 

ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘƛǎ ƛǎ ǘŀƪŜƴ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŀƴd dealt with on two levels. A measure is 

additional if the savings achieved were not already required and would not have taken place 

if it were not for the promotion of the measure. In other words, additionality is the exact 

opposite of windfall effects. As such, all obligated or eligible parties applying for ESCs under 

the scheme must prove that the operations they submit 1) went above what is legally 

ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ нύ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ  

 

The first aspect of thiǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƛǎ άǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ 9{/ǎ ŀǊŜ ƻƴƭȅ 

awarded for measures that achieve higher energy saving performance than what is required 

under national and European regulations. This means that ESCs cannot be attributed for 

operations taken to comply with a regulation (e.g. compulsory energy diagnostics or audits, 

EU ETS etc.).  Moreover, ESC cannot be cumulated with any other financial support proposed 

by ADEME.  

However, submitting domestic projects for ESCs does not prevent the domestic energy user 

from also applying for the national tax credit or zero-interest loan programs that are 

designed to support efficiency-based renovations (not all measures edible for ESCs can 

receive this kind of fiscal incentive).  

ADEME performed a qualitative study on the ESC scheme in 2013 and found that out of over 

4,000 households surveyed, more than half pursued projects under the ESC scheme without 

receiving any other public incentives.4 

  

                                                      

 

 

 

4 Study led in 2013 on 4,400 households that benefitted from the ESC scheme for refurbishing their 
home: http://www.ademe.fr/evaluation-qualitative-dispositif-cee-2e-periode-2011-2013. 
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Business as usual additionality 

Within the ESC scheme, regardlesǎ ƻŦ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΩǎ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛǎ ƧǳŘƎŜŘ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ 

ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ άǎǘƻŎƪέ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ άƳŀǊƪŜǘέ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ǇǊƻǾŜ άōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŀǎ 

ǳǎǳŀƭέ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ƴǳǎǘ Ǝƻ ōŜȅƻƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŀŘƛƭȅ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƛƴ 

order to be taken into account. This is particularly true for the energy performance 

requirements on insulation materials. 

During the 1st period, when all enterprises were eligible parties, they could only receive ESCs 

for operations that went beyond their core activities (ie: boiler manufacturers could not 

receive ESCs for selling performant boilers). This rule was set to avoid large windfall effects, 

and for instance to prevent the creation of enterprises whose business models would only 

rely on the ESC scheme. 

ζObligated parǘƛŜǎΩ ŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜη 

The French ESC scheme mandates, as mentioned in the previous section, that obligated 

ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƭŜŘ ǘƻ ŀ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ǇƭŀŎŜΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŜȄƛǎǘǎ ǘƻ 

minimize the risk of obligated or eligible parties taking credit for projects that would have 

been implemented without their incentive. To formalize this rule, the Ministry of the 

Environment requires all parties applying for ESCs to document and prove: 

¶ A direct contribution to the implementation of the energy saving measure, either by 

raising awareness about the energy saving potential or by facilitating the meaǎǳǊŜΩǎ 

installation; 

¶ The said contribution was done either by them directly or by an intermediary linked 

to them via a formal contract; and 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻƻƪ ǇƭŀŎŜ ǇǊƛƻǊ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜΩǎ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 

As such, every time that an obligated or eligible party submits energy savings projects to 

received ESCs, they must also include a detailed description of their contribution and an 

affidavit signed by the beneficiary attesting to their participation and to their right to the 

resulting ESCs. 

4.1.8 Verification & Monitoring 

Verifications 

Energy Savings Certificates (ESCs) are only awarded to a qualified project proponent (an 

obligated or eligible party) after a professional installer finishes the operation and the 
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National Authority for Energy Saving Certificates (PNCEE5) validates the eligible energy 

savings.  

Once an eligible project is complete, the request for ESCs must be submitted, along with all 

of the required supporting documentation (e.g. a receipt for the works to prove that they 

were completed by a professional, proof that the party applying contributed, attestation 

that the project is complete, etc.), to the PNCEE.  

Since the beginning of the 2nd period, ECS requests must concern a minimum of 20GWh 

cumac. Each eligible and obligated party is authorized to send once a year a request below 

this threshold. Eligible parties may regroup in order to reach this threshold 

The PNCEE reviews each request and awards ESCs only to the operations that respect all the 

eligibility requirements according to the type of operation performed i.e. standard or special 

(e.g. ƳƛƴƛƳǳƳ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜΣ ŜǉǳƛǇƳŜƴǘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŜǊΩǎ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΧύΦ 

hƴŎŜ ǾŀƭƛŘŀǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜŘ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ŀǊŜ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘŜǊΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

ŜƭŜŎǘǊƻƴƛŎ 9{/ ǊŜƎƛǎǘǊȅ ƴŀƳŜŘ ά9ƳƳȅέΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ Ǌǳƴ ōȅ ŀ ǇǊƛǾŀǘŜ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜ provider named 

Locasystem.  

The PNCEE reserves the right to audit works that have received ESCs at a future time but to 

date, no such audits have been completed. As such, beyond the desk based verifications at 

the PNCEE, there is no on-site verification of the energy savings to ensure that the 

equipment is properly installed and that the savings are actually being realized. The only 

certitude is that the installer and beneficiary attest that the energy saving measure has been 

implemented. 

Monitoring 

                                                      

 

 

 

5 Lƴ hŎǘƻōŜǊ нлммΣ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άbŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ !ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ 9ƴŜǊƎȅ {ŀǾƛƴƎ /ŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎέ όtb/99ύ ǘƻ 
centralize the attribution of all ECS, controls and sanctions. Prior to the creation of this authority, 
the ESC claims were appraised by the regional direction for the environment (representatives of 
the Ministry for the Environment in each region). 
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The goal of the prŜŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ άǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎέ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ 

declaration process and eliminate the need for precise monitoring of an installation. Given 

that the savings attributed to the project are based on an average established by the 

installers and users of that technology mean that there is no need to spend time measuring 

every single instance of that technology being installed and the exact amount of savings 

generated. For this reason, standard project proponents are not require to submit usage 

data or savings measurements for the operation when requesting ESCs.  

IƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎέΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ƴƻǘ ŜȄǇƭƛŎƛǘƭȅ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳōƳƛǘ ǳǎŀƎŜ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ ōŀŎƪ ǳǇ 

their savings hypotheses, are asked by the PNCEE to send data as support for their file. As a 

ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ Ƴƻǎǘ ǎǳōƳƛǎǎƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ άǎǇŜŎƛŀƭέ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ŦǊƻƳ н-о ƳƻƴǘƘǎΩ ǿƻǊǘƘ ƻŦ 

monitoring data to justify their calculations. Given that these submissions require one year 

to be treated and can often involve a significant volume of ESCs, the project proponents 

prefer to submit the data to ensure their submission is as complete and transparent as 

possible. This means that the submissions typically take place at least 3 months after the 

project is completed, to allow time for this data to be collected. As such, this is the only 

monitoring that takes place in the French scheme. The national registry Emmy allows to 

extract different types of data: the number of ESC attributed per obligated party, per 

operation, per region etc. 

It shows that so far, most ESCs are attributed for measures in the building sector, with a high 

concentration on a few operations:  10 measures represents 66% of the ESCs attributed so 

far, 9 of them concerning the building sector. 

Between July 2013 and July 2014, we can also observe that 14.8 TWh cumac were attributed 

per month, compared to the 8.75 TWh cumac attributed per month between July 2012 and 

July 2013. 

Quality 

Since there is no ex-post evaluation of the energy savings reached thanks to the operations 

implemented within the frame of the ESC scheme, it is vital for the scheme to demand a high 

level of quality for the implementation of the energy saving measures it supports. Achieving 

high quality installations helps to ensure that the savings realized closely mirror the savings 

estimated in the ex-ŀƴǘŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ ǳǇƻƴ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƛŎŀƭ ǎƘŜŜǘ ƛǎ 

based. 

As mentioned previously, ESCs are only attributed for measures implemented by 

professional installers or technicians. This requirement also holds true for projects applying 

for assistance from other government schemes, such as the sustainable development tax 
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credit and zero interest loan program. The requirement to have a professional installer 

perform the operation ensures that a certain level of quality can be expected for the works ς 

including specialized certifications such as for gas boilers given the risks represented by that 

kind of product if improperly installed. Moreover, the addition of a third party other than the 

beneficiary and the obligated or eligible party adds another assurance that the project was 

in fact completed by an existing entity (the installer must be associated with a declared 

business).  

France has recently introduced a ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ άŜŎƻ-ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ŦƻǊ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 

programs that help finance energy efficiency-driven renovations. The program is based on 

ŀƴ άwD9έ ƭŀōŜƭ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǘŀƴŘǎ ŦƻǊ άwŜŎƻƴƴǳ DŀǊŀƴǘ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƴŜƳŜƴǘέ or recognized 

environmental guarantor, i.e. the installer carrying the RGE label is certified to install a 

particular measure. The RGE label distinguishes qualified professionals and certifies that they 

received the adequate training in order to perform the works properly and the label builds 

upon an existing quality certification standard in France that is in place for numerous 

installation types ς some of which are required for all installations of that type (e.g. boilers) 

while others are not mandatory under normal circumstances (i.e. projects not applying for 

public assistance).  

As of September 2014, the French administration requires RGE certified installers to perform 

all projects applying for the public zero interest loans for sustainable development program 

(Eco-PTZ). From January 2015, the RGE label is also required for installers performing 

operations applying for the sustainable development tax credit. The final details of how the 

RGE requirement will apply to the ESC scheme is still under review at this stage but it is 

planned to apply at least to works implemented in the individual residential buildings. 

4.1.9 Control and Compliance 

Penalty 

At the end of each period, the PNCEE verifies that each obligated party holds at least the 

amount of ESCs (in kWh cumac) on their Emmy account (the registry) as is required by their 

obligation. As mentioned, their precise obligation is based on energy sales during the period 

so an obligated party can only know the exact volume of ESCs required of them after the 

period is completed. Nevertheless, obligated parties are still able to estimate fairly 

accurately what their target will be prior to the end of the period and plan their 

operations/programs accordingly.  

Obligated parties incur a penalty for any short-fall in ESCs at the end of the period. The 

verification process by the PNCEE and the calculation/establishment of each obligated 

ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ǘŀǊƎŜǘ ƻƴƭȅ ōŜƎin once the period has finished so the results and any associated 
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penalties are announced months later (e.g. results are expected in mid-2015 for the 2011-

2014 period). 

For the second period, as for the first, obligated parties that fall short of their individual 

targets must pay ϵ лΦлн ŦƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ƪ²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎ όнлϵκa²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎύ. However, paying 

the penalty fulfils their obligation for that period and the target is not carried over to the 

next obligation period as is true in some schemes. 

With an average actualized lifetime of 13.4 years over the 2nd period, this represent a 

ǇŜƴŀƭǘȅ ƻŦ нсуϵκa²ƘΦ 

.ȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ǇŀƛŘ ōȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴ нлмп ŀǊŜ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ тпϵκa²Ƙ ŦƻǊ 

ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ǝŀǎ ŀƴŘ мплϵκa²Ƙ ŦƻǊ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛronment. 

wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ǝƻ ŦǊƻƳ пфΦрϵκa²Ƙ ŦƻǊ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

ǘƻ фоΦсϵκa²Ƙ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜǎΦ 

Controls 

In terms of controls, there are a few different checks that take place or can take place for an 

obligated party. As mentioned under verification in the previous section, individual files are 

checked by the PNCEE to ensure they contain all of the required documentation; that is 

unless the file is submitted under a pre-approved operation plan. If an operation plan is 

used, the method that the obligated party uses to check individual submissions is in a sense 

άŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŜŘέ ōȅ ǘƘŜ tb/99 ŀƴŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƭŜ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǊŜŎƘŜŎƪŜŘ ŦƻǊ 

completeness by the administration. This process is explained in greater detail in the section  

In any case, whether an operation plan is used or not, all submissions are checked against a 

database to ensure that there are no double declarations where the same installation is 

claimed by multiple obligated parties or twice by the same party. In addition, for special 

operations, once the PNCEE has checked to ensure the documentation is in order and that 

no duplicate exists, the project is transferred to ADEME to check the technical content and 

the validity of the savings predictions and calculations.  
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4.1.10 Administrator - Institutional set up 

 

Figure 3: The ESC scheme set up 

The ESC scheme is implemented and overseen by the Directorate General for Energy and 

Climate (DGEC) within the French Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development, and Energy. 

To oversee scheme operations, the DGEC created the PNCEE on October 1, 2011 which 

leaves the DGEC to manage the high level policy aspects of the scheme. In its role managing 

the scheme, the PNCEE also elicits assistance from ADEME (on technical issues e.g. saving 

calculations and the validation of special operation declarations) as well as a group known as 

the Energy & Environment Technical Association (ATEE) (for general issues e.g. for the 

proposal of new standard measures and development of the technical sheets). The ATEE is a 

stakeholder group that includes energy suppliers, energy service companies, equipment 

manufacturers, engineering and technical consulting firms, local authorities and district 

heating networks. 

The role of these main actors is summed up below. 

DGEC:  

¶ Sets the scheme rules, characteristics and obligation target 

¶ Defines how the scheme functions,  

¶ Determines the portion of the obligation assigned to each participating party;  
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PNCEE:  

¶ Validates submissions for ESCs, verifies individual operations and awards ESCs to 

eligible submissions. 

¶ Applies penalties to obligated parties who fail to meet their targets.  

The PNCEE is maintained by 14 members of staff.  

 

ADEME:  

¶ Assists the Ministry by ensuring the more technical aspects of the administrative 

work required to maintain the scheme (technical analysis and expertise of new 

Standard operations and of Special operations, evaluation of the impacts of the 

scheme; 

¶ Inform and advise final recipients and stakeholders on the scheme. 

At ADEME, 3 full time equivalent employees ensure the leadership and expertize required by 

the ESC scheme.  

 

ATEE:  

¶ Collects and reports on data from various participants in the scheme,  

¶ Provides feedback as to how the scheme is impacting participants and stakeholders, 

¶ Defends the interests of its members, 

¶ Formalizes the proposal process for new standard energy saving operations.  

4.1.11 Flexibility 

As is highlighted by the existence and the importance of the stakeholder group ATEE in the 

scheme, the ESC scheme has been designed to allow for flexibility and evolution so as to 

accommodate the various needs, constraints, requests, suggestions, and feedback ς not only 

of obligated parties, but also from installers, beneficiaries, and intermediaries who help to 

organize and define the administrative and technical aspects required for the scheme to 

function. 

Fungibility 

The French ESC scheme is based upon a single obligation with a single unit to account for 

savings achieved (TWh cumac). In addition to the ability of individual obligated parties to 

achieve their portion of the obligation by performing a variety of operations as previously 
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mentioned, the operations they engage in can generate savings from any kind of energy 

and in any sector, meaning they are not limited to their own customers or their own sector. 

For example, automotive fuel wholesalers can receive ESCs for supporting operations that 

lead to reduced electricity use in the building sector and electricity suppliers can gain ESCs 

for providing home owners incentives to install a more efficient gas boiler. This principle of 

fungibility allows for a high level of fluidity in the French ESC market and pushes participants 

to truly search out and identify the most cost effective operations rather than being forced 

to focus on individual measures or energy types.  

Eligible parties 

Obligated parties are not the only entities that are allowed to submit requests for ESCs in 

exchange to measures they have performed or supported. As mentioned throughout this 

ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ 9{/ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƻǇŜƴ ǘƻ ŀƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀƴǘǎΣ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ άŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜέ Ǉŀrties, 

which can undertake energy savings operations and have them certified in exchange for ESCs 

without having an obligation to fulfil.  

At present, ζ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ η can claim ESCs for operations they or a third party perform on 

buildings they manage and include:  

 

è Regional, territorial, and local authorities and the public organizations under their 

authority,  

è The National Agency for Housing (ANAH)  

è Social housing agencies or social landlords 

 

At the 1st period of the scheme, individual companies from any sectors were eligible to 

request ESCs for savings they generated on their own building, process or site.  However, 

due to a change in scheme rules for the 2nd ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŎƻƳǇŀƴƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƴƻ ƭƻƴƎŜǊ άŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜέ 

on their own but can still obtain ESCs for their operations by establishing partnerships with 

obligated parties. This change in rules was made in order to limit the number of potential 

applicants for ESCs. 

Trading 

As explained previously, validated savings are awarded ESCs, which are allocated to the 

generating entity via a national online registry named Emmy. The Emmy registry is a public 

service, managed by a private firm called Locasystem, and accessible at www.emmy.fr. 

http://www.emmy.fr/
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Obligated and eligible parties alike hold individual electronic accounts on Emmy, which 

maintains official records of all ESCs issued.  

At the end of the obligation period, the amount of White Certificates required from each 

obligated party is deducted directly from their Emmy account by the PNCEE.  

In addition, Emmy serves as a marketplace for private trans-operations where ESC buyers 

ŀƴŘ ǎŜƭƭŜǊǎ όŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ Ƴǳǎǘ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŜ ǘƘŜƳǎŜƭǾŜǎ ŀǎ άōǳȅŜǊέ ƻǊ άǎŜƭƭŜǊέύ Ŏŀƴ ƳŜŜǘΣ 

negotiate and trade. Under the scheme, eligible and obligated parties alike are able to trade 

certificates they generate via Emmy, as can certain participants who cannot generate their 

own savings, e.g. traders.  

A sale price is set between two parties by mutual agreement after an initial negotiation. 

¢ƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ άƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘŜǊέ ƻǊ OTC exchange is then confirmed in an order signed by the 

two parties and sent to Locasystem asking for the transfer certificates between the two 

ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ 9ƳƳȅ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ŀ ǊǳƴƴƛƴƎ ǎŀƭŜ ǇǊƛŎŜ ƻǊ άǎǇƻǘ ǇǊƛŎŜέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ 

the average price of all ECSs traded with a declared price between participants enrolled on 

the registry. However, in many cases, trans-operations on Emmy (which again is a registry 

and thus serves more as a bank than a market) do not declare the price and so the official 

spot price on the Emmy website may not reflect the actual market price.   

Table 17: Monthly prices and volumes of ESC exchanged in 2014 

 Jan Feb Mar April May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec 

Average 

weighted price 

όŎϵκƪ²Ƙ 

cumac) 

0,296 0,322 0,32 0,313 0,306 0,312 0,307 0,307 0,316 0,314 0,315 0,32 

Average 

weighted 

volume (GWh 

cumac) 

73 189 92 150 144 113 120 151 131 129 143 208 

Total volume 

(TWh cumac) 

3.5 8.1 4.9 6.1 5.5 5.8 6.5 2.4 6.7 6.3 8.9 20.2 

 (Source: Emmy - https://www.emmy.fr/front/accueil.jsf) 

Nevertheless, this spot price is used throughout the market as a reference price ς for official 

ESC trans-operations as are registered on Emmy, but also for other services such as the 

amount given as incentive for measures to beneficiaries or installers. All ESC transoperations 

must take place via Emmy but in some cases, individual declaration files can be traded 

https://www.emmy.fr/front/accueil.jsf
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between parties prior to those measures being validated by the PNCEE (see Partnership 

between obligated parties and third parties). Remark: This kind of unofficial transoperation is 

similar to how the entire system works in the UK, where no official white certificates exist 

and third parties must provide obligated parties with the entire declaration for an operation 

in order to be compensated.  

Timing and Bankability 

When an operation is completed in the context of an ESC submission, the paperwork for that 

operation must be submitted within one year from the date when the installer and the 

beneficiary attest all works were completed. After the files are sent to the PNCEE and 

submission has been processed, the date when the operation is validated and ESCs are 

ŀǿŀǊŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ƻǊ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǇŀǊǘȅΩǎ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ƻƴ 9ƳƳȅ ƛǎ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴ 

date for those ESCs. These ESCs are bankable, meaning that they are valid, for the duration 

of the period in which they are issued, but also for the two following periods. This prevents 

the energy efficiency services market from collapsing due to an obligation target being 

reached prior to the end of the period because it allows obligated and eligible parties to 

άōŀƴƪέ όƛΦŜΦ ǎǘƻŎƪύ ŜȄǘǊŀ 9{/ǎ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ƻǊ ǘǊŀŘŜ ǘƘŜƳ ƛn the future. Banked ESCs can then be 

used by obligated parties to fulfill their obligation in one of the two periods after their 

creation, even if the measures for which they were awarded are no longer eligible under the 

new period. 

Collective structures 

As was mentioned previously, under the first period of the French ESC scheme, companies as 

άŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜέ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ŎƻǳƭŘ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘ 9{/ǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ŦƻǊ ǉǳŀƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘΦ 

However, under the second period, companies lost the ability to be eligible parties under the 

scheme. This proved to be problematic to ESCOs who based their activity on servicing the 

ESC scheme and on smaller obligated companies like domestic heating oil suppliers who 

depended on service companies to manage their responsibilities under the scheme.  

Under the scheme rules, individual obligated parties may transfer their obligation to another 

obligated party making that party legally and financially responsible for the fulfillment of 

that obligation.  

Rather than forcing small suppliers to go to larger companies for assistance, the scheme also 

allows any suppliers who want to work together to collectively fulfil their total obligation, to 

create a collective structure. In order to form a structure, two or more obliged parties must 

agree to contractually transfer their individual obligations to the structure. By accepting such 
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a transfer, the collective structure becomes in effect a new obligated party, with an 

ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǳƳ ƻŦ ƛǘǎ ŎǊŜŀǘƻǊǎΩ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ 

Transfers are completed by the two parties involved notifying the DGEC.  

Once created, the collective structure becomes a normal obligated party and any number of 

other obligated parties may contractually transfer their individual obligations to be held by 

the structure. It may also directly submit works for validation with the PNCEE and generate 

ESCs to use towards its obligation or sell to other obligated parties.  

The collective structure cannot delegate its obligation to a third party.  

In case of default from the collective structure, individual obligations return to each 

delegating party. 

The flexibility that this policy allows under the scheme proves to be very useful for small 

domestic heating oil suppliers who did not have the resources to deal with their obligation 

by themselves as well as for ESCOs who are able to continue their participation under the 

scheme.  

By the 30th January 2014, 34 collective structures were active. The list of collective structures 

at that date is available here: http://www.developpement-

durable.gouv.fr/IMG/pdf/Liste_des_structures_collectives_au_30-01-2014.pdf 

Today, collective structures generate one out of five ESCs under the French scheme.  

Energy saving operation plans 

At the beginning of the scheme, the amount of work implied by the necessity for the PNCEE 

to check all of the documents submitted for standard operations was overwhelming. In 

order to ease the demands on the PNCEE submission process, the DGEC introduced the 

possibility for obligated parties to use Energy Saving Operation Plans (PAEE) for similar 

Standard Operations.  

The required contents and structure of individual PAEEs was established by the DGEC on 29 

December 2010. To be approved, a PAEE must include: 

¶ The scope of the plan: e.g. geographical distribution of the operations, predicted 

volumes, types of standard operations included, incentives given to beneficiaries or 

installers etc.; 

¶ The means: i.e. all the documentation and systems used to ensure that the 

procedures defined in the PAEE are followed (e.g. supporting documentation to be 

submitted under the PAEE: templates for any declarations to be signed by the 
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beneficiary or the installer carrying out the work, various proofs of the operation and 

the materials used, technical documentation); 

¶ A quality assurance program: i.e. a commitment by the entity applying for the PAEE 

to perform quality audits on any files submitted under their PAEE (these audits must 

be reported to the PNCEE by 31 March of each year). 

The PNCEE examines individual PAEE requests and may request additional information.  An 

approval decision is sent to the applicant within six months from the date on which it 

receives a full request by post, after which (if no reply is received) the request is deemed to 

have been refused. 

Once approved, PAEEs help simplify the standard operation submission process for both 

ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ tb/99 ōȅ ŀŎŎŜƭŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9{C awarding process.  Technically, the 

PNCEE can then audit individual files submitted under a PAEE but this has been rare. 

Nevertheless, operations can still be submitted outside a PAEE but this means they will be 

subject to a full audit by the PNCEE. In addition, individual submissions (regardless of 

whether they are submitted via a PAEE or not) must include at least 20MW of savings to be 

accepted by the PNCEE.  

Programs 

In addition to standard and special operations qualifying for ESCs under the French scheme, 

ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜ 9{/ǎ ŦƻǊ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ όŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻǊ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅύ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ άǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέ 

that are designed to address a specific energy efficiency related issue.   

Program proposals can either relate to: 

(vii) Fuel poverty alleviation; or 

(viii) Innovation, communication and training about energy efficiency (operations of this type 

can represent a maximum of 7.2% of the national obligation). 

The full list of eligible programs is drawn up and published by the DGEC, following a call for 

proposals. The programs received following the 2012 call for proposals are available here (in 

French): http://www.developpement-durable.gouv.fr/1er-appel-a-projets-CEE-

selection.html. 
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 Results of EEO 

The national registry Emmy collects data on the number of ESC generated by each obligated 

party, the type/number of operations declared, and the operations by region. The following 

graphs provide a breakdown of operations valorized under the scheme by.  

 

Figure 4: Breakdown of ESCs awarded by end-use sector (July 2006 - May 2014)  

Source: MEDDE (French Ministry of Ecology, Sustainable Development and Energy) 

Analysis of the data collected so far reveals that most ESCs are awarded for measures 

performed in the building sector. Most activity focuses on only a few standard operations, 

i.e. 10 standard measures account for 66% of all ESCs attributed thus far, 9 of which being 

for the building sector. 

Overall, the scheme is accelerating in terms of number of projects performed each year. 

From July 2014 to July 2013, 14.8 TWh cumac were awarded on average each month, as 

compared to 8.75 TWh cumac per month the previous year (July 2012 to July 2013). 

Between 2011 and 2014, 390 TWh cumac have been delivered, representing some 24 billion 

euros investments in energy efficiency and 2 billion euro of savings per year for consumers. 

Per sector, this represents: 

¶ Residential sector:  

o 1 million of individual unit condensing boiler,  

o 480,000 wood-burning heating device installed,  

o 116,000 heat pumps,   

76% 
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o нслΣллл Ƴч κ рлΣллл ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎǎ ŜǉǳƛǇǇŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǎƻƭŀǊ ǇŀƴŜƭǎ ƛƴ ƻǾŜǊǎŜŀǎ CǊŜƴŎƘ 

territory,  

o 45 million ƻŦ Ƴч ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜŘ όоллΣллл ŘǿŜƭƭƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƛǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƻŦ ƻǊ ŀǘǘƛŎ 

insulated and 125,000 with walls insulated)  

o 3 million windows with insulating glass 

o 25 million of A class light bulbs 

¶ Tertiairy sector :   

o нл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ƴч ƻŦ ǊƻƻŦ ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜŘΣ  

o ут ƪƛƭƻƳŝǘǊŜǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǘ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǇƛǇŜǎ ƛƴǎǳƭŀǘŜŘ 

¶ Industry sector :  

o 950 000 kW of engine power equipped with variable speed system and 

asynchronous motor  

o 330 000 kW of compressor power equipped with heat recovery system  

¶ !ƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ Υ нΣр Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ƴч ƻŦ ƎǊŜŜƴƘƻǳǎŜǎ ŜǉǳƛǇǇŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƘŜŀǘƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ 

ŀƴŘ с Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ Ƴч of greenhouses equipped with climate computers 

¶ Public lighting: 250,000 lamps refurbished 

4.2.1 Total costs6 

Costs for obligated parties 

Obligated parties prefer to keep their ESC scheme costs confidential, which makes the 

exercise of calculating such costs difficult as there is only limited knowledge of the actual 

costs of the scheme. 

Market Estimates 

                                                      

 

 

 

6 Data of this part are translated from the Report of the Cour des Comptes on the ESC scheme, from 
October 2013. 
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Using the reported market price from EMMY can help provide an estimate but again, this 

estimate will be very rough because most operations are done directly by the obligated 

parties themselves to fulfil their own target - meaning no ESC transoperation took place on 

EMMY for those operations. Moreover, the prices paid in transoperations are often 

unreported. All these reasons call for the utmost prudence when considering the market 

price. 

Nevertheless, in spite of these limits and given no other reliable and transparent cost data 

exists, the average price throughout the 2nd period up through November 2014 , 0.372 euro 

cents/ƪ²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎ όоΦтнϵκa²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎύΣ ƛǎ ŀ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƻŦ 9{/ǎ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǎǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

average price is more than 5 times less than the penalty. 

With an average actualized lifetime of 13.4 years over the 2nd period, this represent a cost of 

пфΦуϵκa²ƘΦ 

.ȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǊƛǎƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ǇŀƛŘ ōȅ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ƛƴ нлмп ŀǊŜ ŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ тпϵκa²Ƙ ŦƻǊ 

ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ Ǝŀǎ ŀƴŘ мплϵκa²Ƙ ŦƻǊ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅΣ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ aƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ 9ƴǾƛǊonment. 

wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻŘǳŎŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅΣ ǘƘŜȅ Ǝƻ ŦǊƻƳ пфΦрϵκa²Ƙ ŦƻǊ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

ǘƻ фоΦсϵκa²Ƙ ƻƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴŜǿŀōƭŜǎ. 

 

Academic Estimates 

1st period costs: 

Going beyond the reported market prices, in 2009, the French organizations ADEME and 

CIRED organized a workshop that brought together the main obligated parties (EDF, GDF and 

ECOFIOUL) with the Ministry for Environment so as to analyze the ESC scheme costs. This 

workshop concluded that the cost for obligated parties under the 1st periƻŘ ǿŀǎ нмлaϵ ŦƻǊ 

54 TWh cumac - corresponding to a unitary cost of 0.39 euro cents/kWh cumac.7  

 

The study broke down these costs further to release that: 

                                                      

 

 

 

7 These results were not validated nor questioned by obligated parties.  
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¶ 35% of the cost corresponded to direct costs, i.e. the financial support provided by 

the obligated paǊǘȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ όǎǳōǎƛŘȅ ƻǊ άǇǊƛƳŜέ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

beneficiary or the installer, subsidized loans, etc.),  

¶ ср҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ŎƻǎǘǎΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀƭ ƻǊ άōŀŎƪ ƻŦŦƛŎŜέ 

requirements for obligated parties complying with the scheme (networking, 

ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŜǊǎΣ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΧύΦ 

2nd period costs: 

The Cour des Comptes led a survey in 2013 that provided insights on the true costs 

supported by obligated parties. Their calculations estimated an average unitary cost to be 

slightly over 0.4 euro cents/kWh cumac. This discounts the costs reported by the largest 

obligated party, EDF, due to the significantly higher costs they reported.  

The global result was an estimated cost of 1.4 billion euros to obligated parties for the 345 

TWh cumac target ς or олл aϵ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ Again, these figures are obtained by adjusting EDFs 

reported unitary cost to more closely represents the average unitary cost reported by other 

obligated parties. 

CƻǊ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ǳƴƛǘŀǊȅ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ лΦпŎϵκƪ²Ƙcumac, incentives granted to beneficiaries represent 

ǎƻƳŜ лΦоŎϵκƪ²Ƙcumac. 

Indirect costs include both administrative costs and other costs, among which networking, 

ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇΣ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛŎŀǘƛƻƴΧ !ŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛǾŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘƻǳƎƘǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŀ 

maxƛƳǳƳ ƻŦ нл҈ ƻŦ Ǝƭƻōŀƭ ŎƻǎǘΥ слaϵκȅŜŀǊ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ нnd period. 

Evolution between the 1st and 2nd period 

Since 2006, the average unitary cost remained quite stable, as a result of several factors:  

¶ The 2nd period target was easily  reached; 

¶ Obligated parties from the 1st period have industrialized and improved their ESC 

collecting processes; 

¶ New obligated parties (automotive fuel distributors) have introduced innovative 

collecting processes  less expensive than the previous ones: while historic energy 

suppliers (EDF, GDF) chose to rely on large professional networks of installers in 

order to reach households, fuel distributors such as Carrefour and Auchan proposed 

primes directly through a website, primes that were actually purchase vouchers to be 

used in their supermarkets 

CƻǊ ōƻǘƘ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀǊŜ ŦŀǊ ōŜƭƻǿ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƴŀƭǘȅ όнŎϵκƪ²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎύΦ 
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Costs for the scheme administration 

The ESC scheme involves little administration costs for public authorities since the incentives 

distribution and advising is implemented by obligated parties. Only remains under their 

responsibility the strategic management and control of the scheme and the writing of all 

legislative text. 

Within the Ministry for Environment, the PNAEE, in charge of the operational management 

of the scheƳŜ όǇǊƻŎŜǎǎƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŎŀǎŜǎΣ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǇƭŀƴǎΧύΣ ǊŜƭƛŜǎ ƻƴ мп ǇŜǊǎƻƴǎ όмм 

operators, 2 managers and 1 secretary).  

The Emmy register costs are entirely covered by those using the register, through: 

¶ ! ŦŜŜ ŦƻǊ ƻǇŜƴƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘΣ ǎŜǘ ŀǘ ϵмлс 

¶ Registration fees for ESCs proportional to the number of certificates in the account: 

ϵсΦус ǇŜǊ D²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎ ƛƴ нлмпΦ 

Within ADEME, 3.5 full-time equivalents are dedicated to the ESC scheme. ADEME also 

annually finances studies and evaluations for a few hundred thousand euros. 

ATEE receives subsidies from ADEME and the Ministry to finance its activities supporting the 

9{/ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ όǿƻǊƪǎƘƻǇǎΣ ŎƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΧύ ŦƻǊ ŀƳƻǳƴǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 

ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ϵтлΣллл ς ϵулΣллл ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ 

Cost of the scheme for the public budget 

Operations implemented in the residential sector, which represents over 75% of the ESCs 

attributed over the first two periods, are eligible to the Sustainable Development Tax Credit, 

a tax credit on income tax provided for households implementing energy efficiency 

measures.  

Over the 1st period, the CIRED assessed that 34% of the total ESC scheme direct costs 

(investment costs) were supported by the State, through this tax credit, representing 1,305 

aϵ  In the meantime, the subsidies provided by energy suppliers represented less than 2% 

of the scheme whole investment costs. 

 

When looking at the 10 most implemented standard operations over the 2nd period (66% of 

ESCs attributed for standard operations), we can assess that around 52% of ESCs attributed 

for standard operations are related to measures eligible to the tax credit. 
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During the 2nd period, a study from ADEME assessed that less than 50% of measures8 

implemented in the residential sector within the frame of the ESC scheme and eligible to the 

tax credit had benefited from another incentive such as the tax credit.  

In addition, the tax credit rates decreased noticeably between 2008 and 2011. Taking into 

account these new tax credit rates (between 20 and 30% on average) and the standard 

operations that probably benefitted from the tax credit, we can assume the State supported 

ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ р҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǊŜŎǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ 9{/ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ нnd period.  

4.2.2 Total expenditures 

1st period: 

The CIRED/ADEME workshop mentioned above also looked at the investments costs 

supported by customers. 

During the 1st period, customers invested some 3.9 billion euros (of which 1.3 billion euros 

were reimbursed through the sustainable development tax credit and 74 million euros were 

received as subsidies by obligated parties). On that amount, the cost of effective energy 

efficiency improvements, taking only the difference between the reference situation and the 

actual measures into accountΣ ǿŀǎ ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ мΣууо aϵΣ resulting in a 4.3 billion euros 

energy bill reduction over the lifetime of the measures. 

2nd period: 

There is no public evaluation available on the total expenditures resulting from the ESCs 

ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ нnd period. 

During the discussions led in 2012 for prepŀǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ оrd period, ADEME assessed 

that within the residential sector, a target of 560 TWh cumac would lead to over 33 billion 

euros of investments.  

                                                      

 

 

 

8 These measures only concern main renovation work in the residential sector: wall and roof 
insulation, window replacement, condensing boiler, and independent wood-burning heating 
devices.  
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With the same order of magnitude in mind, we can assume that the 2nd period obligation 

(345 +115 TWh cumac) over 2011-2014 will lead to 27 billion euros of investments.  

4.2.3 Total savings 

So far, both the 1st and 2nd period obligation were easily met. 

 

 

Figure 5: ESCs delivered between July 2006 and January 2014 

Impact of the ESC scheme resulting from Standardized operation up to 31/12/2011: 

ADEME has led several studies to assess the impact of the ESC scheme. The following results 

were obtained based on the energy savings resulting from Standardized operations and 

ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ƛƴ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǎƘŜŜǘΦ 
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Table 18: Impact of the ESC scheme standardized operations up to 31/12/2011 (* 98% of ESCs 

delivered at that date) 

ESC attributed 

to 

standardized 

operations 

Energy savings between July 2006 and 

December 2011 

Energy 

produced from 

RES 

GHG 

emissions 

avoided 

TWh cumac Total TWh TWh elec TWh fuel TWh (thermal) Mt eq CO2 

226.5* 31.9 6.7 25.2 3 8 

Source: ADEME 

According to this study, the ESC scheme permitted to save 31.9 TWh between July 2006 and 

December 2011, cumulating the impact of ESCs attributed each year and of those of ESCs 

attributed the previous years.  

Extrapolated until the end of 2013, we obtained cumulated final energy savings of 78.8 TWh 

and 19.9 Mt CO2. These represent: 

¶ 10% of the annual consumption of the building sector; 

¶ 20% of the annual emissions of the building sector. 

Remark: the emission factors used to assess avoided emissions were those displayed within 

the French Base Carbone (http://www.basecarbone.fr/, over 7,000 emission factors 

available) which provides emission factors for all French actors wishing to assess their 

carbon footprint.  

Regarding the evaluation of the windfall effect, the only data available so far come from a 

qualitative study launched by ADEME in 2013 and covering 4,400 households that benefited 

from the scheme for their refurbishment projects, with the following results: 

¶ 75% consider that the ESCs have had an incentive effect,  

¶ 95% think their energy bill went down,   

More generally, this study shows that the ESCs scheme had an active role in multiplying the 

number of energy efficiency operations implemented and in pulling the market for energy 

refurbishment towards more efficient works. 

4.2.4 Cost effectiveness 

The ESC scheme was designed to be cost effective: 

http://www.basecarbone.fr/
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¶ It is based on a market mechanism and a large choice of standardized energy saving 

measures, among which obligated parties can chose to target their incentives 

towards the least expensive and/or the most profitable ones, regardless of the sector 

or energy considered; this allows a high level of flexibility and promotes cost effective 

investments. 

¶ While obligated parties encourage their customers to save energy, they also enrich 

the content and added value of their customer relationship, and even for certain 

develop new activities/business models; 

¶ Obligated parties that would not manage to fulfil their obligation at a reasonable cost 

can still pay the penalty. 

This scheme also permits to limit the promotion, management and administrative costs by 

relying on a pre-existing channel: the relationship between a client and its energy supplier. 

Still, the costs assessed for obligated parties and beneficiaries of the scheme are not 

negligible. 

The 1st period 

Table 19: Direct and indirect costs of the ESC scheme over the 1st period (2006-2009) 

1st period 5ƛǊŜŎǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ όaϵύ LƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ Ŏƻǎǘǎ όaϵύ ¢h¢![ όaϵύ 

Obligated parties 74  136 210 

Beneficiaries 2,477*  2,477 

Public cost (through the tax credit) 1,305  1,305 

TOTAL costs 3,856 136 3,992 

*total investment cost 

Source: Study ADEME-/Lw95 ζ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǿƘƛǘŜ ŎŜǊǘƛŦƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ηΣ нллф 

The cost of effective energy efficiency improvements for beneficiaries, taking only into 

consideration the difference between the reference situation and the actual measures, was 

ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ мΣууо aϵΦ  

Moreover, the energy bill reduction for consumers is estimated around 4.32 billion euros for 

this period (calculated over a weighted average lifetime of the measures implemented 

during the first period). 
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Then, during the 1st period, the following cost-efficiency indicators can be considered: 

¶ оΦтп Ŏϵ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƛƴ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǇŜǊ ƪ²hcumac saved ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘǎ рл Ŏϵκƪ²Ƙ saved with an 

average actualized lifetime of 13.4 years ; by comparison, the electricity price for 

households is 14Ŏϵκƪ²Ƙ ŀƴŘ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ пΦфрϵκƪ²Ƙ ŦƻǊ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ 

ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ фΦосϵϵŎ/kWh on average for renewables. 

¶ нΦмпϵ ǎŀǾŜŘ ōȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ όƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜǎύ ǇŜǊ extra ϵ ǎǇŜƴǘ ƛƴ 

energy efficiencyΣ ŀƴŘ уΦсϵ ǎŀǾŜŘ ōȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǇŜǊ extra ϵ ǘƘŜȅ ǎǇŜƴǘ in energy 

efficiency. 

The 1st and 2nd period 

With the savings and costs presented above, the following cost-efficiency indicators can be 

considered: лΦп Ŏϵ ǎǇŜƴǘ ǇŜǊ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǇŜǊ ƪ²Ƙ ŎǳƳŀŎ ǎŀǾŜŘ9, which represent a cost 

ƻŦ рΦос Ŏϵ ǇŜǊ ƪ²Ƙ όǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ŀǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƭƛŦŜǘƛƳŜ ƻŦ моΦп ȅŜŀǊǎύ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŜƭŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ 

production costǎ ŦǊƻƳ пΦфрŎϵκƪ²Ƙ ŦƻǊ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ фΦосϵc/kWh on average for 

renewables. 

4.2.5 Other stakeholders 

Apart from the ESC scheme administrators and obligated parties, the scheme 

implementation relies on several stakeholders, involved either in its daily operation or in its 

redesign phase: 

¶ Eligible parties such as local authorities, represented by their associations (AMORCE, 

FNCCR, AMF, ARF), social landlords and ANAH (National Agency for Housing) 

participate actively to the scheme, either by contracting with obligated parties or 

directly through the ESCs market. They also defend their interests and lobby for an 

ambitious and efficient scheme. 

                                                      

 

 

 

9 Report from the Cour des Comptes, October 2013 
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¶ Installer trade associations such as the CAPEB and FFB are tremendous stakeholders 

of the scheme since several obligated parties rely heavily on installers to promote 

energy savings and collect ESCs. 

¶ Product manufacturer trade associations such as GIMELEC and UNICLIMA also follow 

closely the scheme evolution, since the creation or suppression of a standardized 

operatioƴ ƻƴ ƻƴŜ ǘȅǇŜ ƻŦ ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘ Ŏŀƴ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘǊŜƳŜƴŘƻǳǎƭȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΩ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎΦ 

¶ ESCOs, ESCO trade associations (FEDENE) and ESC consultancies (CERTINERGY, ALMA 

/hb{¦[¢LbD Dwh¦tΣ /99[L¦aΣ D9ht[/Σ 9/hbhaL9 5ϥ9b9wDL9Χύ ŀǊŜ ƳƻǊŜ ŀƴŘ 

more involved upstream and downstream ESC projects, for energy audit and energy 

consumption monitoring for instance, or in the implementation of operations leading 

to the attribution of ESCs. 

¶ Consumer associations (Que Choisir, CLCV, 60 millions de consommateurs, FNE) and 

environment NGOs communicate on the scheme and fight for increasing its benefits 

for consumers and the environment. Their communication activities participate to 

the ESCs scheme promotion towards households, a scheme that households only 

started to get aware of during the 2nd period. 

 Adaptation of EEO 

4.3.1 Frequency of redesign 

The ESC scheme is typically organized into 3 year periods and up to now, redesign has been 

discussed only at the end of each period. This organization has led to a kind of transition 

phase between periods, which provide the time needed to re-discuss the level of obligation 

and the characteristics of the scheme and put the political structure in place to account for 

any changes. However, to conform to the requirements of the European Energy Efficiency 

Directive, the upcoming 3rd was announced along with the 4th period, which will bring the 

ESC scheme through to 2020. 

History of the Scheme 

- 1st period: 1st July 2006 - 30th June 2009 

As was mentioned previously, the 1st Period of the French ESC scheme (2006-2009) was 

largely regarded as a trial period where obligated parties were given a low target (54 TWh 

cumac) so that they could acclimate to the system and build relationships with the various 

stakeholders needed to perform the necessary operations. In this first period, any company 
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could generate ESCs and sellers of transportation fuels were not obligated. Again, it is 

important to bear in mind that all target volumes must be considered while taking into 

account that the final target will be based on the energy sales throughout that period and 

thus such values are merely estimates subject to recalculation at the end of each period.  

The 1st period showed that, even with a low target, the ESC scheme was very complex to 

run, especially since it involved so many actors (all enterprises and local authorities being 

eligible, over 2000 obligated parties). This diversity of applicants for ESCs and the number of 

requests received made it impossible for the administration to manage them within a 

reasonable period. 

Given the success of the 1st Period, the French authorities decided to continue the scheme 

for a 2nd period. However, there were numerous changes needed and a new group of 

obliged parties to consider (transportation fuel wholesalers), which made the political 

implementation process very complicated and long. As a result, the authorities put in place a 

άǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǇŜǊƛƻŘέ ǿƘŜǊŜ ŦǊƻƳ WǳƴŜ нллф ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмлΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

official obligation, obliged and eligible parties from the 1st period could continue to generate 

ESCs in preparation for the expected obligations under the upcoming 2nd period.  

- 2nd period: 1st January 2011 ς 31th December 2013 

¢ƘŜ άDǊŜƴŜƭƭŜέ !Ŏǘ LLΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎŜǊǾŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ǘŜȄǘ ŘŜŦƛning the 2nd period, was finally 

passed in July 2010. This law put in place the 2nd period to start from January 2011 up to 

December 2013. It also established the fuel wholesalers as obligated parties with a small 

άƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƻǊȅέ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ - in addition to an augmented target for the original 1st period 

obligated parties. It also ended (with immediate effect) the ability of companies to generate 

certificates on their own ς creating the need for service companies to use the collective 

structure as a means to continue their participation as generators of ESCs under the scheme.  

The major changes in the 2nd period included: 

¶ A much higher target for the original obligated parties (255 TWh or 4.7 times greater 

than the obligation under the 1st period)  

¶ New obligated parties (automotive fuel suppliers) with their own separate target of 

90 TWh cumac to allow these companies time to learn the system 

¶ New rules defining eligible parties ς eliminating companies as eligible ESC generators 

under the 2nd period and leaving only certain organizations such as social landlords, 

local authorities, and the national housing renovation authority (ANAH) as eligible 

parties, to both limit the number of potential applicants to ESCs and channel the 

scheme financial supports towards dedicated targets: local authorities and social 

housing. 
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¶ ! ƴŜǿ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ǇŀǊǘƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ άŀŎǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ 

ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǊƻƭŜέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ōȅ ŀ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊȅ ǘƻ ŜƴƎŀƎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǎŀǾƛƴƎ 

operations prior to commencing the project being submitted for certification under 

the scheme, in order to reinforce the scheme additionality and limit free-rider 

effects. 

¶ The PNCEE was created as a new authority to manage operation of the scheme ς e.g. 

the control of submissions and the issuance of ESCs. 

¶ The option of submitting operations via a PAEE (as explained previously) was added 

for obligated parties. 

¶ A limit of 12 months for the declaration of works performed under the scheme to 

gain ESCs.  

¶ In order to limit the number of requests received, a new minimum volume of 20 GWh 

cumac (up from a previous threshold of 1 GWh) for the total savings contained in an 

ESC declaration to the PNCEE of any measure type (both standard and special) 

regardless of whether the declaration is made within the context of a PAEE or not. 

9ŀŎƘ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘŜŘ ǇŀǊǘȅ ƛǎ ŀƭƭƻǿŜŘ ƻƴŜ άWƻƪŜǊέ ŘŜŎƭŀǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴƴǳŀƭƭȅ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ƭŜǎǎ ǘƘŀƴ 

the 20 GWh cumac thresholds.  

¶ The introduction of programs that allow to finance, via the ESC scheme, dedicated 

operations such as building professional trainings or energy efficiency programs 

targeting fuel poor households. 

At the end of the 2nd period, the details for next period had still not been worked out 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭƭȅΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ŜƴǘŜǊ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ άǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴέ ǇŜǊƛƻŘΣ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ 

decided to extend the 2nd period by one year i.e. through December 2014. With this 

extension the authorities added 115 TWh cumac to the overall target to be achieved over 

the 4 years, which effectively maintained the same annual obligation level in 2014 as existed 

over the three previous years. Likewise, 30 TWh of the new 115 TWh were reserved for the 

new transport fuel wholesalers.  

- 3rd period: 1st January 2015 ς 31st December 2017 

The 3rd period was launched in January 2015 and will run until December 2017. Moreover, 

the 4th period has also been announced for 2018 to 2020. The energy saving targets for this 

3rd period are even more ambitious than the precedent at approximately 700 TWh cumac. 

This is in part to comply with the EU Energy Efficiency Directive, but given that the goals 

surpass the amount required by EU regulation, the other reason is because the scheme has 

proved very successful at delivering energy savings. Also, the 3rd period represents the first 

time that the transport fuel wholesalers will be given an obligation on par with the rest of 
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the obliged parties ς which makes those obligated parties some of the largest by volume 

under the 3rd period with 48% of the overall target.  

4.3.2 Reasons of redesign 

The original goal of the ESC scheme was to obligate energy companies to engage their 

customers in pursuing opportunities to save energy, while achieving those savings in the 

most cost-effective way. Thus when the scheme was first introduced, the goal was one of 

acclimating the energy companies to the scheme and not of achieving significant savings. 

wŀǘƘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ ŀƳōƛǘƛƻƴ ǿƻǳƭŘ ŀŘŀǇǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊΩǎ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ 

experience ς increasing only once all stakeholders understood and had provided feedback 

on the scheme.  

There are many reasons that lead to changes and redesign when building the next iteration 

of an EEO. Specifically, for the ESC scheme, these changes can come from several key areas: 

¶ Energy efficiency policy objectives: 

o Ensuring that the national energy savings objectives are met by reviewing 

results from previous years/periods 

o Adapting to regulatory evolutions at the national (e.g. Grenelle) and European 

level (e.g. EU Energy Efficiency Directive of 2012) by improving reporting 

standards, monitoring requirements, etc. 

o Addressing all energy use by targeting new/complex energy use sectors (e.g. 

transport) 

¶ Secondary policy goals:  

o Addressing fuel poverty by introducing special funding and training programs 

targeting poor households who would not have otherwise benefited from the 

scheme due to economic barriers 

o Driving sustainable economic activity in the building sector by increasing 

demand for renovation works and maintaining that demand 

o Driving improvements in the technology sector and lowering prices by 

increasing demand for best available technologies 

o Creating financial value for the energy efficiency measures implemented by 

local authorities and social housing actors. 

¶ Administrative process complexity and cost management: 

o Increase the processing speed for submissions for ESCs by standardizing 

documentation and streamlining declaration processes 
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o Decrease the costs borne by the administration in treating and verifying 

submissions by setting minimum declaration amounts, pre-validating quality 

policies, and limiting the eligible parties who can interact with the scheme 

authorities (i.e. requesting ESCs from the PNCEE)  

o Encourage efficiency in the market by allowing obligated and eligible parties 

to seek assistance from third parties in completing their obligation or 

declaring projects they have supported.  

¶ Technical changes and improvements:  

o Incorporating new technologies into the scheme 

o Removing support for technologies that become standard/non-additional 

Due to the significant impacts changes can have on stakeholders, these redesigning phases 

result in large consultation periods with all stakeholders ς hence the importance of groups 

like the ATEE mentioned previously. These policy design phases usually require a long time 

because they demand in-depth policy evaluations for the previous period, broad discussions 

between stakeholders and obligated parties, at the end, political decisions at multiple levels 

within the government. 

4.3.3 Manageability 

The French ESC scheme recognized from the beginning a need to compensate a wide range 

of energy saving measures so as to avoid a narrow focus on measures that yielded high 

short-term savings that disadvantages technologies such as insulation that take longer to pay 

off. As explained above, the French ESC scheme savings calculation is based on the lifetime 

savings of each measure with a 4% discount rate to account for reduced efficiency/value 

over time. This helps maintain liquidity in the market by somewhat equalizing the savings 

potential between different measures.  

In addition to the lifetime considerations built into the French scheme, it is important to 

consider the bonus coefficient (mentioned earlier in this report) afforded for the 

implementation of certain priority measures, e.g.: 

¶ Savings measures deployed within the context of comprehensive 

refurbishment/energy efficiency approach (energy management system, energy 

ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎΧύΤ 

¶ Savings measures deployed in zones which are not interconnected to the 

metropolitan elŜŎǘǊƛŎƛǘȅ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ όŜΦƎΦ ǘƘŜ ƛǎƭŀƴŘǎ ƻŦ /ƻǊǎƛŎŀΣ aƻƭŝƴŜΣ hǳŜǎǎŀƴǘΣ ŀƴŘ 

Sein, as well as French territory overseas). 
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These additional incentives take into account and reward more intangible operations such as 

energy operation plans as well as more expensive and polluting energy sources ς such as 

electricity consumed in small off-grid or island communities which tends to be generated 

using petroleum fuel. 

 Social equity 

4.4.1 Contributors 

As explained earlier, the ESC scheme implementation relies on several contributors: 

- Obligated parties promotes energy savings and provide incentives (reduced interest 

rates on loans for efficient equipment, direct subsidies, coupons).  As a result of their 

entry into the scheme under the 2nd period, transportation fuel companies were 

forced to be creative in their efforts to encourage customers they could access to 

engage in savings operations. One technic was to partner with supermarkets, who 

often sell transportation fuel to their customers at their various retail locations. The 

result was incentive programs that would give either store credit or cash for 

operations declared via the supermarket ς typically using a designated web portal. 

This has served as an effective means of communicating about the scheme and this 

technique is now being adopted by home improvement stores who offer similar store 

credit or cash back schemes to customers declaring energy savings with them and in 

parallel promoting their energy efficient products and installation services.  

- Beneficiaries such as households, enterprises, social landlords or local authorities, 

support a large part of investment costs and contribute to financing the scheme 

through their energy bills. 

- The State also supports a significant part of investment costs: 

o .ǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǊŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘŜŘ ōȅ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ άƎǊŜŜƴέ 

loans, which provide additional incentive to certain particularly interesting 

savings operations.  

o The main support provided goes to households and comes in the form of tax 

relief or zero interest loans for investments in energy efficiency renovations. 

¢ƘŜ άǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƭŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘŀȄ ŎǊŜŘƛǘέ Ŏŀƴ ŎƻǾŜǊ ǳǇ ǘƻ ол҈ ƻŦ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ 

qualifying investments (not all operations eligible for ESCs qualify for tax 

credits). Otherwise, individuals can also elect to take out a zero-interest loan 

to complete the renovations, which they can then pay back over time while 

benefiting from the cost savings gained in the renovation.  
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In the residential sector, state incentives have typically served as the primary motivation for 

beneficiaries because the support from ESCs was fairly small in comparison (representing 

closer to 5% of the installation costs vs. 15-30% from the loans/tax incentives). Prior to the 

arrival of individual websites that now offer individuals direct access to ESCs for projects 

they declare themselves, the role of completing the necessary documentation sat with 

installers ς who as a result received a more direct benefit from ESCs. In the short-term, the 

subsidy from ESCs would end up as a bonus paid to the installer that he might or might not 

share with the customer.  

However, over time, the incentive to perform such projects has driven up competitively 

between installers and equipment distributors/manufacturers and thus led to price 

decreases for common installations such as high efficiency gas boilers and insulation. As 

such, ESCs also serve as an incentive for installers to promote efficient technologies and 

their eligibility for government support (loans or tax credits). Increased knowledge of the 

scheme has led many installers and manufacturers to promote the ESCs, along with 

ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ άŜŎƻέ ǊŜŘǳŎǘƛƻƴǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴǾƻƛŎŜ ŦƻǊ ŜƭƛƎƛōƭŜ ƛƴǎǘŀƭƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΦ  

 

- Being eligible under the scheme allows social landlords, local authorities, and social 

housing authorities to provide advising, networking and/or financial support for 

energy refurbishment.  

4.4.2 Beneficiaries 

The ESC scheme was initially designed to benefit to all energy end-users (households, local 

authorities and enterprises of all sector activities) through their energy suppliers. However, 

in practice, the ESC scheme mainly benefits to households who account for 80% of ESCs 

awarded under the scheme, as compared to tertiary buildings at 10% or the industrial sector 

at 6%. 

The ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ άǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎέ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ нnd period allow for targeted campaigns to improve 

energy efficiency for certain types of difficult to target beneficiaries ς for example fuel poor 

families. Programs such as Habiter Mieux (Live Better) and the Pacte EnergƛŜ {ƻƭƛŘŀǊƛǘŞ 

(Energy Assistance Promise) use the money gained from ESCs to fund efficiency projects in 

low-income homes while asking for little or no monetary contribution from the residents. 

The participating manufacturers in such programs also provide materials at a reduced price. 

Other efforts include campaigns like SoliNergy that use proceeds from ESCs to fund 

proposals selected from organizations and associations that apply to conduct various 

education or communication efforts to help individuals in energy poverty to better address 
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their situation and engage in energy saving behaviors. Contributions to such approved 

efforts qualify as tax-deductible charitable donations.  

However, they were no minimum obligation to fulfill through these programs, usually more 

expensive to implement for obligated parties than standardized or special operations, and 

less than 2% of the ESCs attributed so far have contributed to such programs.  

4.4.3 Impact on energy prices or tariffs 

¢ƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ difficult to measure due to a complex regulatory 

structure. While for many of the smaller obligated parties and even for the larger 

transportation fuel wholesalers, the costs from generating ESCs can be passed directly on to 

their customers (though this was not quite noticeable, especially in comparison with the 

high fluctuation of oil prices), the situation is more complicated for regulated energy 

providers like EDF and GDF whose main electricity and gas prices are controlled by the State. 

According to a report released by Cour des Comptes (the French Chamber of Commerce) 

using data from the CRE (the French Energy Regulatory Commission), the direct cost of ESCs 

to obligated parties under the 2nd ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƛǎ ϵолл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊΦ ¦ǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŏƻǎǘǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ 

by EDF, which are higher than those typically reported by other ESC generators, the impact 

on their regulated electricity price according to CRE remains slight representing a mere 1% of 

the price charged to customers. For gas from GDF, this is even smaller, at 0.5% according to 

the CRE10.  

Again, transportation fuel wholesalers are free to pass their costs on to prices but their 

obligation under the 2nd period was minimal, which would suggest that the impact of ESC 

generation under the 2nd period should also be negligent.  Under the 3rd period where they 

will be held accountable for a share of the obligation that truly represents their contribution 

to French energy supplies ς this cost could be more significant. According to Jean-Louis 

                                                      

 

 

 

10 http://www.lemoniteur.fr/137-energie/article/actualite/22599457-certificats-d-economie-d-
energie-utiles-pour-la-renovation-energetique-pas-une-fin-en-soi  

 

http://www.lemoniteur.fr/137-energie/article/actualite/22599457-certificats-d-economie-d-energie-utiles-pour-la-renovation-energetique-pas-une-fin-en-soi
http://www.lemoniteur.fr/137-energie/article/actualite/22599457-certificats-d-economie-d-energie-utiles-pour-la-renovation-energetique-pas-une-fin-en-soi
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Schilansky of UFIP (the French Petroleum Trade Association)11, ESCs should represent 2.7 

cents per liter of diesel purchased at the pump in 2016 ς diesel fuel being the main 

transportation fuel consumed in France. This is in comparison to an estimated impact of 4 

cents per liter in 2016 from the carbon tax introduced in 2014.  

  Lessons learned and what can be improved? 

4.5.1 Areas for improvement 

After 2 three-year periods of obligation, numerous studies were led, partly to prepare the 3rd 

period. These studies and the numerous discussions between the scheme stakeholders 

permit to identify the following areas of improvement: 

¶ So far, no quantitative ex-post evaluation was run on the ESC scheme, meaning we 

have no concrete knowledge on the actual savings triggered by the scheme. A goal of 

the next period could be to better evaluate the actual impact of the ESC scheme. At 

the same time, the catalogue of standard actions will need to be regularly updated 

and entirely revised every three years to take into account these evaluation 

feedbacks but also technological progress and regulatory evolutions. 

¶ In order to ensure an appropriate level of quality for the refurbishment work 

implemented, the building professional training (FEEBAT program) will have to be 

continued on the middle term and the ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ƻŦ άŜŎƻ-ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅέ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

RGE label will have to be extended to the ESC scheme. 

¶ All stakeholders agreed that the ESC scheme administrative management is too 

complicated and requires a lot of simplifications to make the ECS request process 

more efficient. A declarative and dematerialized system based on standardized 

                                                      

 

 

 

11 http://www.lefigaro.fr/flash-eco/2014/02/05/97002-20140205FILWWW00194-carburantles-prix-
vont-fortement-augmenter.php  

 

http://www.lefigaro.fr/flash-eco/2014/02/05/97002-20140205FILWWW00194-carburantles-prix-vont-fortement-augmenter.php
http://www.lefigaro.fr/flash-eco/2014/02/05/97002-20140205FILWWW00194-carburantles-prix-vont-fortement-augmenter.php
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documents and with ex-post controls would significantly lighten the administrative 

charge on both obligated parties and the PNCEE. 

¶ The ESC scheme is still quite unknown or misunderstood. It is then key to improve 

the communication around the scheme towards all its potential beneficiaries, for 

instance households. To this end, it seems appropriate to make the ESC scheme 

coherent with the other existing scheme such as the Sustainable Development Tax 

credit or the zero rate eco-loan, for instance regarding eligible technologies. This will 

be true from January 2015, within the frame of the ESC scheme 3rd period. 

¶ Unlike other European oblƛƎŀǘƛƻƴ ǎŎƘŜƳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎΣ ǘƘŜ CǊŜƴŎƘ 9{/ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ 

did not deliver lots of support to fuel poor households. Channelling a part of the 

energy efficiency obligation towards this specific target could be an improvement of 

the scheme for the 3rd period; the ESC scheme is well designed to reach fuel poor 

households since energy suppliers are in direct contact with them. 

¶ So far, the French scheme is one of the few targeting energy savings in the transport 

sector. Over the first two periods, this relied first on introducing standardized 

operations in the transport sector, and second in making fuel automotive distributors 

obligated parties. Over the 3rd period, operations in the transport sector could be 

developed through new standardized operations and programs, for instance 

targeting modal shift. 

¶ The current operation of the Emmy register would require more transparency and 

security around ESC transactions, for instance by separating the activities of 

registration of ESCs and the transaction management. 

4.5.2 Strong characteristics 

The French Energy Saving Scheme is one of the few that targets all energy consuming 

sectors, including Transport or Agriculture. If the building and industry sector have gathered 

most of the ESCs delivered so far, these two sectors show interesting growth regarding the 

numbers of standard operations available and ECS attributed, especially over the last couple 

of years. 

Since the 2nd period (2011-2013), this scheme is also one of the few that obliges suppliers of 

automotive fuel to achieve energy savings. In the 3rd period, because of the tremendous 

importance of oil sales in France and of the link between energy sales and obligation, these 

automotive fuel wholesalers represent the biggest share of the obligation. Including them in 

the scope of the EEO then allows targeting a much more ambitious objective, while 
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increasing the concurrence between obligated parties and the diversity of offers and 

business models developed to reach the final consumers. 

The French scheme also relies on eligible parties: local authorities, ANAH (National Agency 

for Housing) and providers of social housing. This restricted eligibility allows these key actors 

of energy efficiency in public buildings and social housing to finance a share of the large 

investments they implement for their patrimony and people through the ESC scheme. It also 

creates the conditions for an exchange of ESCs between obligated and non-obligated parties. 

Programs are a true specificity of the French scheme. In parallel with standard and special 

operations, the ESC scheme allows valuing actions dedicated to information, training and 

innovation and action dedicated to alleviating fuel poverty. The first ones do not trigger 

direct energy savings but are prerequisite, for instance in order to change behaviours 

through information or to ensure an adequate quality of work through trainings. Fuel 

poverty programs do generate energy savings. However, since this particular target group 

requires a high level of subsidy, they are financially attractive for obligated parties. The ESC 

scheme then gives bonus for financial support granted to fuel poverty programs. Both 

information/training/innovation and fuel poverty programs are meant for all final consumers 

to make the most of the ESC scheme. 

Another strong characteristic of this scheme is its original set up, which includes the 

Ministry, ADEME and ATEE (representing obligated parties) in the schemeΩǎ governance. 

9ŀŎƘ ƴŜǿ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜ ƛǎ ǇǊŜǇŀǊŜŘ ŀƴŘ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƳƻƴǘƘǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǎŎƘŜƳŜΩǎ 

stakeholders through a website, dedicated meetings and an open consultation. At the 

beginning and during each period, ADEME and ATEE organize several events, such as 

regional and national workshops, in order for all actors to exchange on the scheme features 

and share good practices and future prospects. 

Finally, the catalogue of standardized operations listing 304 best practices in terms of energy 

efficiency measures and the savings that can be expected from these measures is a strong 

characteristic of the French ESC scheme. It has proven to be easy to implement, cost-

efficient and flexible regarding the scheme needs for evolution. 
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5 Italy  

The Italian white certificates scheme (WhC) was introduced by the Ministerial Decrees D.M. 

24 aprile 200112 in connection to the laws related to the electricity and gas market 

liberalization that requested a policy measure for DSOs to implement energy efficiency 

projects.  

Since the beginning the idea was to consider all the energy efficiency technologies (apart 

from the improvement of the energy performance for electric power plants) and all the 

sectors (industry, services, transport, agriculture, and residential). Two other key elements 

were the willingness to develop the ESCO model, by allowing ESCOs to play as voluntary 

parties, and the presence of a tradable market.  

The difficulties in setting up such an innovative scheme delayed the effective start-up of the 

scheme, which took place in 2005, according the D.M. 20 luglio 2004 decrees. The first phase 

was characterised by an excess of certificates, determined by the large number of deemed 

saving projects presented, mainly linked with CFL lamps and aerators. This suggested a 

target revision starting from 2008 (due to D.M. 21 dicembre 2007 that also introduced end-

user companies with an appointed energy manager as voluntary parties). The second phase 

was dominated by a scarcity of white certificates, due to the progressive reduction of the 

additionality of measures like CFL lamps and aerators and the insufficient contribution from 

other deemed saving projects combined with the steady but slow growth of monitoring 

plans projects. This suggested in 2011 the introduction of the tau coefficient ς a multiplier 

that takes into account not only the yearly savings for the first five year of the project, but 

also the savings related to its technical life13 ς in order to stimulate the participation of 

ESCOs and large end-user companies to the WhC scheme. The last phase, regulated till now 

                                                      

 

 

 

12 Some abbreviations used for the Italian regulation: D.Lgs. Legislative decree (a parliamentary act), 
D.L. Law decree (a governmental act that need to be converted in a law to remain valid after 60 
days), D.M. ministerial decree (a ministerial act that implements some legislative act). 

13 Usually WhC are given for the first five years of the project. The exception are the projects related 
to the building envelope (8 years) and high efficiency cogeneration (10 years). 
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by D.M. 28 dicembre 2012, is characterized by a situation of equilibrium or slight excess of 

certificates and, more than this, by a predominance (above 80% in terms of issued 

certificates) of monitoring plan projects in the industrial sector. A new regulation shall enter 

into force in 2015, to keep into account the development of the market and of European 

legislation (e.g. the effect on the scheme of the European guidelines on state-aids). 

Considering the effective start-up in 2004, the WhC scheme has been in place for ten years 

and a lot of experience has been gathered. The Italian scheme shows that such type of EEO 

scheme can work even including all sector and all technologies and aiming at covering 

around 60% of the 2020 energy efficiency target. Deemed saving projects are important in 

the first phase, whereas monitoring plans and more structured projects become 

fundamental when the targets start to increase. A side effect of this is the availability of 

measured and monitored savings and the collection of useful information about the 

development of industrial processes14. 

The following chapters explain in detail how the scheme works. In order to simplify the 

document and to make it easily readable, here a synthetic glossary is provided, together 

with the role of the main involved stakeholders: 

¶ EEO (energy efficiency obligation): policy scheme that provide energy efficiency or 

energy saving mandatory targets for a certain category of operators or end-users 

(usually DSOs or energy traders). 

¶ WhC (white certificates): in this report this acronym both refers to the scheme in 

general and to the issued certificates. 

¶ Obliged DSO (distributed system operator): an electricity or gas distributor with more 

than 50,000 end-users. 

¶ ESCO (energy service company): energy service company that offers energy services 

with energy performance contracting and third party financing in line with the 

                                                      

 

 

 

14 That is because monitoring plans requires that the proponents give a thorough description of the 
implemented projects. 
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definition of 2012/27/EU directive, but also energy service provider or energy 

consultancy firm. 

¶ EMCO (company with energy manager): end-user organization ς usually of medium 

or large dimensions ς with an appointed energy manager15, which is allowed to 

present projects and obtain WhC without the intervention of a DSO or an ESP. 

¶ MiSE: Ministry of economic development, in charge of the definition of the scheme 

rules.Ο 

¶ !99D{L ό!ǳǘƻǊƛǘŁ ǇŜǊ ƭΩŜƴŜǊƎƛŀ ŜƭŜǘǘǊƛŎŀΣ ƛƭ Ǝŀǎ Ŝ ƛ ǎŜǊǾƛȊƛ ƛŘǊƛŎƛύΥ Italian Regulatory 

Authority for Electricity, gas and water services that defines the rules for allowing 

DSOs to recover part of the costs needed to purchase certificates through the 

electricity and gas tariffs and applies penalty in case of non conformities; 

¶ GSE (Gestore dei servizi energetici): state-owned company that promotes and 

supports renewable energy sources in Italy. Since 2013 it also operatively manages 

the WhC scheme. 

¶ GME (Gestore dei mercati energetici):  state-owned company that manages the 

Italian Power Exchange and the Emission Trading, Green Certificates and WhC 

markets. 

¶ ENEA (Agenzia nazionale per le ƴǳƻǾŜ ǘŜŎƴƻƭƻƎƛŜΣ ƭΩŜƴŜǊƎƛŀ Ŝ ƭƻ ǎǾƛƭǳǇǇƻ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎƻ 

sostenibile): public agency that within the WhC scheme supports GSE in the 

evaluation of energy efficiency projects and is in charge of information activities. 

¶ RSE (Ricerca sul sistema energetico): the state-owned company that within the WhC 

scheme supports GSE in the evaluation of energy efficiency projects. 

¶ FIRE (Italian federation for the rational use of energy): private non profit association 

that promotes energy efficiency and manages the Italian energy manager network on 

behalf of MiSE. 

                                                      

 

 

 

15 In Italy an obligation to appoint an energy manager exist for industries with an annual 
consumption higher than 10,000 toe as primary energy and for other organizations with a 
consumption higher than 1,000 toe. 
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¶ 5{tΥ ŘŜŜƳŜŘ ǎŀǾƛƴƎǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ όάǇǊƻƎŜǘǘƛ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘέύΦ 

¶ {atΥ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦƛŜŘ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ όάǇǊƻƎŜǘǘƛ ŀƴŀƭƛǘƛŎƛέύΦ  

¶ attΥ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎ όάǇǊƻƎŜǘǘƛ ŀ ŎƻƴǎǳƴǘƛǾƻύΦ 

¶ PPPM: monitoring plan project proposal (it is the proposal by which proponents 

require the approval of a monitoring plan project; if accepted it is followed by an 

RVC). 

¶ RVC: request for verification and certification of savings (it is the proposal by which 

proponents apply for obtaining WhC through deemed saving, simplified monitoring 

plans, or monitoring plans with an approved PPPM).  

 Policy objectives of EEO 

The main target of the Italian WhC scheme is the reduction of primary energy consumption 

through the implementation of energy efficiency projects. This is ensured by means of 

national targets that are split among the obliged DSOs and that increase over time, as 

illustrated in Figure 6.  
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Figure 6: National WhC primary energy saving targets (in toe) VS 2016 and 2020 national 
targets 

The national notification of the methodology on the application of art. 7 of the EED directive 

indicates that at least 60% of the energy efficiency target has to be reached by means of the 

WhC scheme.  

Other co-benefits related to the implementation of the WhC scheme and sought through the 

WhC mechanism rules are: 

¶ the development of the ESCOs market and the improvement of the role of energy 

managers; 

¶ an effective accountability system for energy savings at national level. 

 Design of EEO 

5.1.1 Type of measures 

The Italian white certificate mechanism is an EEO scheme with a tradable market and works 

both as an EEO and as an incentive scheme for voluntary parties.  
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As the following figures shows DSOs are the obliged parties and should present each year 

within the 31st of May a number of certificates consistent with their previous year targets. 

They can either obtain directly the certificates by presenting energy efficiency projects 

implemented among their assets or an end-user, or buy certificates from a market platform 

hosted and managed by GME16. 

 

Figure 7: Basic Italian WhC schematics. 

 Source: FIRE 

All type of energy efficiency measures, apart from the improvement of energy efficiency in 

power plants, and all sectors are covered. The energy efficiency projects can be 

implemented among all end-users and energy efficiency measures realized among different 

users can be joined together in order to reach the minimum thresholds of 20, 40, and 60 toe 

(for deemed savings, simplified monitoring plans, and monitoring plans, respectively)17. 

                                                      

 

 

 

16 Both a spot market and a bilateral platform are available. 
17 These thresholds were introduced to limit the administrative costs related to the evaluation and 

verification activities. 
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Figure 8: WhC scheme with obliged parties as project proponent. 

 

 

Figure 9: WhC scheme with voluntary parties as project proponent 
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Obliged parties are DSOs with more than 50,000 users connected to their grid. Targets are 

split among them year by year depending on their distributed energy with respect to the 

total distributed energy.  

Voluntary parties are: 

¶ Companies and public administrations with an appointed energy manager as 

requested by law 10/199118; 

¶ Companies and public administrations with a voluntary appointed energy manager19 

(EMCOs); 

¶ Companies and public administrations with an ISO 50001 energy management 

system; 

¶ ESCOs, energy service company that offers energy services with energy performance 

contracting and third party financing in line with the definition of 2012/27/EU 

directive, but also energy service provider or energy consultancy firm (starting from 

July 2016 all the companies shall be certified according to the Italian standard UNI 

CEI 11352 for the certification of ESCO); 

¶ DSOs with less than 50,000 users; 

¶ Companies controlled or linked to obliged DSOs (e.g. same corporate ESCOs or 

traders). 

Both obliged and voluntary parties can request white certificates for the energy efficiency 

projects that they implement. Most of WhC issued in Italy are related to proposals from 

voluntary parties (above 90%).  

                                                      

 

 

 

18 Industrial companies with a yearly primary energy consumption higher than 10,000 toe and 
companies in the other sectors with a yearly primary energy consumption higher than 1,000 toe 
have to appoint an energy manager each year according to law 10/1991. FIRE is in charge of 
managing their network. 

19 Since 2013 end-user companies that are not covered by the obligation of law 10/1991 can 
participate to the scheme as voluntary parties provided they appoint an energy manager with the 
same rules of companies obliged by law 10/1991. 
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If the project is approved the proponent receives from GME a number of WhC 

corresponding to the recognized savings (one certificate equals to one toe of additional 

savings). The certificates can then be traded among obliged and voluntary parties or even 

pure traders.  

The trading can be done through the GME spot market, which is usually held once a week, or 

through bilateral contracts ǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Da9Ωǎ ǇƭŀǘŦƻǊƳ. The spot market works like 

any exchange: certificates owners place offers (price per quantity) and if there are buyers 

that accept the offers the transactions are concluded. Everything is transparent and the 

process ensures that the WhC suppliers are paid almost immediately. The bilateral contracts 

platform allow WhC suppliers and buyers to finalize transactions that have been contracted 

previously by the two parties. Prices are not publicly available, but GME publics monthly 

reports with aggregated prices breakdown by price intervals and quantities. Bilateral 

contracts offer the flexibility to ensure to WhC suppliers a price for all the five years, 

eventually indexed to the spot market trend, and is particularly interesting for large 

quantities. During the years the basic ratio between WhC exchange through the spot and the 

bilateral platforms has varied between 1:1 and 1:3. 

The following figure shows the trend of WhC price on the spot market. The average prices on 

the bilateral platform are slightly lower, due to some transactions at price zero between 

DSOs and their ESCOs20. 

                                                      

 

 

 

20 .ƛƭŀǘŜǊŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊŀŎǘǎΩ ǇǊƛŎŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴ Lǘŀƭȅ ŀǎ ŀƎƎǊŜƎŀǘŜǎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ōȅ ǇǊƛŎŜ ǊŀƴƎŜǎ όƛΦŜΦ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ 
transactions in the 0-10 euro, 10-20 euro, 20-30 euro, etc. intervals). Some transactions between 
companies under the same parent company are at 0 euro. 
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Figure 10: WhC spot price21. 

5.1.2 Scope - sector related 

Almost every project involving an improved efficiency in the final consumption of energy is 

eligible under the scheme ς from boilers to lighting systems, from solar thermal to 

cogeneration, from electric motors to industrial process projects ς with the exception of 

                                                      

 

 

 

21 Type I, II, and III refer respectively to electricity, natural gas, and other fuels savings. Presently this 
differentiation exist due to differences in the allocation of costs among electricity and gas tariffs. In 
2005-2007 there was also a price difference due to the obligation for electricity (gas) DSOs to 
produce at least 50% of the savings from electricity (gas), a request eliminated by D.M. 21 
dicembre 2007 since it produced only a penalization for the gas DSOs, which had to buy certificates 
on the market at a higher price (type I certificates were cheaper due to the large availability of low 
pay-back time electrical projects, such as CFL lamps). 
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projects aimed at increasing efficiency in electricity generation. So all the sectors can be 

involved: residential sector, service sector, industrial sector, agriculture, transports.   

In 2013 around 95% of the certificates due to new projects has been related to energy 

efficiency in the industrial sector.  

During the first two phases of the scheme most of the projects were related to the 

residential and service sectors, due to the predominance of deemed saving and simplified 

monitoring plan projects, and in particular of CFL and high efficiency public lighting lamps, 

aerators, condensing boilers, and district heating.  

The following figure show the recent evolution of WhC related to the different sectors 

(previous data are not shown due both to a different breakdown methodology and to the 

introduction of the tau coefficient). 

 

Figure 11: Breakdown of WhC per sector.  

Source: AEEGSI 

Going more in detail about industrial projects, Figure 12 shows that among EMCOs the steel 

industry is the larger one in terms of expected savings. It is worth noticing that 92% of the 

278 ktoe are linked to nine large PPPM projects presented by one proponent. 
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