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Introduction and context

The Concerted Action for the Energy Efficiency Directive (CA EED) was
launched in spring 2013 in order to support the effective implementation of
the Directive on Energy Efficiency (2012/27/EU) in all EU Member States as
well as Norway. By providing a trusted forum for exchange of experiences
and collaboration, the CA EED helps countries learn from each other,
avoid pitfalls and build on successful approaches when implementing the
Directive. The CA EED benefits therefore from a strong European network
and a wealth of information gathered and lessons learned.
This report summarises work carried out between January 2013 and
March 2015 by the CA EED on ‘Energy efficiency obligation schemes:
monitoring impacts of eligible measures’. This relates to Article 7
and Annex V of the Energy Efficiency Directive (EED). The objective of
the work on Article 7 was to give participants a clearer picture of the
implementation options available to their countries and help them learn
from existing solutions on some of the technicalities of Article 7.

Article 7 of the EED requires Member States (MS) to set
up an energy efficiency obligation scheme for energy
suppliers and/or distributors that achieves yearly
end-use energy savings of 1.5%. As an alternative,
Member States can implement other policy
measures that lead to the same amount of savings
as an obligation scheme. Combinations of these two
implementation options are also permissible. The
common methods and principles for calculating the
impact of energy efficiency obligation schemes or other
policy measures are defined in Annex V of the EED.

The areas addressed comprise:

Participants from all Member States1, plus Croatia and
Norway, provided input; this has led to an excellent
overview of implementation plans and the challenges
associated with implementing Article 7. The information
gathered in the course of the first five Plenary Meetings
of the CA EED also helped to highlight different ways
in which implementation of Article 7 is planned in
Member States.

• Tackling double counting in Article 7
implementation.

• Implementation options and plans for Article 7.
• Monitoring and verification of energy savings at
low administrative costs.
• Measuring energy savings from soft measures
and energy taxes.

• Monitoring and verification for EE measures in MS.

1 Under the Concerted Action for the Energy Services Directive (CA ESD)
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Implementation options
and plans for Article 7

The reported plans of Member States reflect the
importance of alternative measures in meeting the
required savings target. Between the first and the third
meeting of the CA EED, Article 7 implementation plans
became increasingly concrete.

The CA EED meetings gave participants an overview of the Article 7
implementation plans of other Member States. This helped them to
obtain a clearer picture of what their options are with respect to Article 7.

There is a wide variety of Article 7 implementation plans
across MS. The main options available to MS are:

• Introduction of an energy efficiency obligation
scheme.
• A combination of an energy efficiency obligation
scheme and alternative policy measures
(including setting up an energy efficiency fund).

According to the CA EED questionnaire from the
beginning of 2014, 11 MS plan to implement Article
7 with alternative measures, 9 with a combination of
energy efficiency obligations and alternative measures,
and 4 through an energy efficiency obligation only. 2 MS
did not report any plans to the European Commission
until the beginning of 2014 and another 2 Member
States did not provide information to this topic of the CA
EED. A summary of Member States’ implementation
plans is shown in the pie chart below.

There are a lot of different alternative measures
planned to achieve the energy saving target in Member
States. These range from subsidy schemes to audit
schemes and energy taxes. Most implementing
bodies reported a mix of measures to comply with
the requirements of Article 7.
Budgetary constraints, the tight implementation
timeline and securing political agreement on the
measures are seen as the main challenges in the
decision process for Article 7 implementation. In
the near future, CA participants see the following
important challenges to implementation:

• Final political decisions on measures, finalisation
of necessary legislation.
• Financing of the necessary energy efficiency
measures.

One session within this topic was devoted to the
concepts of ‘demonstrably material’ and ‘additionality’.
When calculating savings according
to Article 7, Member States must take these two
concepts into account. During the discussions at the
CA EED, 3 CA Member States’ representatives
presented their approaches towards ‘demonstrably
material’ and ‘additionality’.
In the group discussions, two starting points for
incorporating these concepts into MS’ approaches
were noted:

• Existing energy efficiency obligation schemes
already include concepts of ‘demonstrably
material’ and ‘additionality’.
• Existing subsidy schemes in many MS also
implicitly feature similar concepts.

The meetings of the CA EED clearly demonstrated the
Member States’ interest in Article 7 of the EED, but
also revealed a pressing need for more information.

• Technical issues concerning monitoring and
reporting of Article 7.

• The use of alternative policy measures only.

• Setting up new schemes.
• Adaptation of existing schemes.

Good practice example
France

Other: 2
Obligation scheme only: 4
Combination: 9
Alternatives only: 11
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In the French energy efficiency obligation scheme,
the concept of ‘demonstrably material’ is currently
tackled as follows. The bill serves as proof that
an energy efficiency measure was implemented.
The obligated party should have had a ‘leading
role’ in the delivery of the measure, i.e. must
have contributed to the energy saving (directly
or indirectly). The incentives that can count as a
contribution include financial incentives, advice
and extended guarantees. The contribution to
the energy saving must have been individualised
and intended for the final consumer and the
contribution must have been made before
execution of the energy efficiency measure.
The ‘leading role’ played by the obligated party
must be documented in writing by certificates
from installers and consumers.
Core Theme Series Report 8
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Monitoring and verification of energy
savings at low administrative costs

This topic looked at the administrative aspects of energy
efficiency schemes for which energy savings are calculated and
monitored. Member States provided each other with existing
examples that may be transferable to Article 7 implementation.

The discussion covered existing examples of
monitoring and verification for energy efficiency
schemes in the following categories:

• Obligation schemes.
• Voluntary agreements.
• Subsidy schemes and funds.
• Tax incentives.

For all examples discussed, the main responsibility
for monitoring, control and verification lies with
the public authority that administers the scheme.
However, involving obligated parties / contract partners
/ receivers of support in this process as much as
possible can reduce administrative costs. Standardised
report procedures and reporting templates (e.g. via an
online interface) support the involvement of additional
actors in monitoring, control and verification.
Standardised report procedures and reporting
templates reduce administrative burdens but require
a clear definition of eligible measures and evaluation
and documentation requirements. It has to be kept
in mind that the definition of minimal technical and
administrative requirements has to balance the
need for accuracy with administrative costs.
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The calculation of energy savings is a crucial element
in the implementation of Article 7 of the EED. Savings
can be calculated based on standard values or can be
specific for each individual measure. One important
element that helps to reduce administrative burdens is
to use default evaluation values for standard measures
(especially in households) and to use the deemed
savings approach in all possible cases.
The systems put in place to check and verify energy
savings differ between the Member States’ approaches.
Approaches which can help to reduce administrative
burdens in this field include performing checks on
paper files instead of on site as much as possible and,
rather than attempting to check 100% of measures,
checking a significantly large share on a random basis.
A further step for simplification is the introduction of
a paperless process.
Many CA participants point to the importance of
automation of the monitoring process. Member States
either already have such solutions in place or are
planning to implement them.
Finally, clear and transparent rules that are adequately
communicated to all actors are a prerequisite for
lowering the administrative burden in monitoring
all kinds of energy efficiency schemes.

4

Measuring energy savings from
soft measures and energy taxes

The calculation of energy savings from energy efficiency
measures is a key aspect of Article 7 of the EED. Discussions
on soft measures and energy taxes helped participants to
exchange experiences and learn about possible approaches.

Article 7 of the EED requires MS to set up an energy
efficiency obligation scheme for energy suppliers
and/or distributors that achieves yearly savings of
1.5% of the annual energy sales to final customers.
As an alternative, MS can implement other policy
measures that lead to the same amount of savings as
an obligation scheme. MS can also use a combination
of energy efficiency obligation schemes and other
policy measures to reach the target. The examples of
acceptable alternative measures mentioned in Article
7 (9) of the EED include soft measures and energy and
CO2 taxes that have the effect of reducing end-use
energy consumption.

building with networks. The most common methods
used to calculate savings for these measures were
deemed and surveyed savings, as well as savings
based on studies or small scale trials. Some CA EED
representatives reported that in their countries they
had not yet defined a clear method to calculate savings
for soft measures.
In some MS, energy and CO2 taxes are also seen
as an important trigger to reduce energy consumption
and incentivise more efficient use of energy.

Measuring the impact of soft measures in energy units
proved to be a challenge for all Member States during
the roll-out of the Energy Services Directive (ESD).
Behavioural measures are eligible Article 7 measures
and, in Annex V, one of the methods for calculating
energy savings is dedicated to so-called ‘soft
measures’, meaning behavioural measures related,
for example, to consumers’ responses to advice,
training, information campaigns, labelling or
certification schemes, or smart metering.

The discussions at the CA EED gave participants an
overview of other Member States’ plans to report
savings from the application of energy and CO2 taxes
as part of the implementation of Article 7 of the EED.
While only 4 Member States reported energy savings
from energy and CO2 taxes in the 2nd NEEAPs in
2011, 10 Member States are planning to calculate
such savings for Article 7 implementation. Further
countries are not ruling out the possibility of reporting
savings from energy and CO2 taxes, even though this
measure was not part of their 5th December 2013
notification report.

Slightly under half of the MS had included soft
measures in the Article 7 notification report required
by 5th December 2013. Soft measures included in
the Article 7 notification reports covered a broad
range, including energy advice, energy audits, energy
management, education, training, information
campaigns, smart meter deployment and capacity

From discussions within the CA EED, it became
apparent that the main challenge concerning the use
of energy and CO2 taxes for Article 7 implementation
is the development of a sound energy savings
calculation methodology. However, there are some
countries that have made some progress with
developing calculation methodologies.
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Good practice examples
Ireland
Ireland launched the ‘SME programme’ in 2007
to deliver advice and training services to business.
The principal driver for the programme is that
energy costs are threatening competitiveness
in the SME sector with potentially consequent
impacts on employment and growth prospects.
At the core of the programme are energy advisors
who provide one-to-one support and mentoring to
SMEs, motivate clients to take action and provide
relevant information to point clients in the right
direction. All programme data from 2007 to 2013
is saved in a database. This includes data on
3000 companies; analysis of this data shows that,
in the first three months of participation in the
programme, companies achieved energy savings
of 5%. More information can be found at:
www.seai.ie/Publications/Statistics_Publications/
Energy_Forecasts_for_Ireland/Economic_
Analysis_of_Residential_and_Small-Business_
Energy_Efficiency_Improvements.pdf

Sweden

Tackling Double Counting
in Article 7 Implementation

Sweden developed a methodology for calculating
energy savings from energy taxes based on
their long tradition of using energy taxes as an
instrument of energy efficiency policy.
Additional information on the Swedish approach
can be found in the Annex of the Article 7
notification from 5th December 2013 of Sweden
that is available on DG ENER website: ec.europa.
eu/energy/efficiency/eed/doc/article7/2013_se_
eed_article7_en.pdf

Double counting of energy savings resulting from policy measures
or individual actions under Article 7 is a pertinent issue relevant to
most Member States. Only a few Member States indicate that they do
not see much risk of double counting occurring when implementing
policy measures and accounting their savings under Article 7.

In general, double counting can occur with individual
or between different policy measures. 18 out of 25
Member States indicate that they would use more than
one policy measure to implement Article 7. This clearly
increases the risk of double counting, since the more
measures that are implemented, the higher the risk
of double counting.
To identify double counting, the majority of MS (16)
intend to set-up a database to collect information on
measures in order to enable them to monitor, control
and verify energy savings. However, a database cannot
be considered a universal solution to eliminate the
risk of double counting of energy savings. It needs
to be equipped with a technical function that checks
whether one single measure has been reported twice
or not. To facilitate this process, measures have to be
earmarked with a special means of identification such
as ID codes, and this approach has to be applied by
all parties reporting measures to the monitoring and
verification system. A database, even when equipped
with functionalities to identify double counting, has
to be combined with expert knowledge and staff
that assess once again that no single measure that
has been through the technical selection process
is reported twice. Discussions in the course of the
CA also revealed that many MS currently have more
than one database in place that contains information
on policy measures and (subsidised) energy
efficiency measures. It is recommended that these
databases are consolidated or interlinked so that all
the information on implemented energy efficiency
measures is stored in one central database, with the
information being administered by one independent
body. Such a process requires clear rules or
guidelines that are well known and accepted by all
affected parties, and that are laid down in an official
document, if not stipulated in a legal act.
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In 6 MS a legal basis for clear rules for monitoring,
control and verification will be (additionally) set (note:
the rules for monitoring, control and verification have to
be defined in an official document, but not necessarily
in a legislative act). Having clear rules or guidelines in
place also applies to MS that do not opt for a database
as their monitoring and verification system. To attribute
the savings of one or more different policy measures
to different institutions that may have subsidised
one and the same measure or individual action, it is
indispensable and requested by the EED to have such
rules or guidelines in place in order to avoid savings
being reported more than once by each of the different
funding institutions.
For the allocation of energy savings to different policy
measures, just over a third of MS (11) will count savings
for one policy measure only, in 8 MS energy savings will
be shared between the policy measures according to
an estimated distribution, and in 6 MS shared according
to a known distribution.
As stated above, double counting can also occur when
only one policy measure is being implemented and
several actors (e.g. funding institutions) claim the
savings for the same measure. The approaches for
identifying double counting in these cases vary a great
deal, but there are several that are more commonly
chosen by MS than others. On the one hand, MS
want to identify possible double counting by setting
up a database where the necessary information on
implemented measures is collected. On the other hand,
MS intend to separate measures by type or sector or to
set measures with clear boundaries in order to avoid
double counting. In MS that have a White Certificates
Trading System in place, the identification of possible
double counting is granted by the system itself.
Approaches mentioned for allocating savings of one
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measure between different actors include: to apply an
estimated or known distribution of the savings among
actors; split the savings according to the financial
support provided by different actors; to count savings
only once and attribute them to only one actor, and to
implement a good verification system.
Nevertheless, challenges for overcoming the issue
of double counting remain; in particular, in collecting
detailed data and information on measures to enable
the identification of double counting, and in knowing
the motivation for an action and therefore where the
effect of the action shall be allocated. Furthermore,
5 MS foresee a challenge in avoiding double counting
due to the lack of clear rules and guidelines for the
monitoring, control and verification process. The task
of identifying the target group and actors within the
range of one measure is proving challenging for 4 MS.

To conclude, it is recommended that MS assess the
most appropriate means to monitor and verify energy
savings in order to ensure that the risk of double
counting energy savings can be easily identified and
eliminated. The means chosen may depend on the
size of the MS and its administrative structure, as
well as on the number of policy measures chosen
for the implementation of Article 7 and their potential
risk of overlapping. Furthermore, monitoring and
verification of energy savings and identification of
potential double counting always has to go hand in
hand with well-established and well-accepted rules
or guidelines to lay down the process for reporting
energy efficiency measures and their resulting energy
savings. Having one independent monitoring body per
MS which collects all the necessary information on
energy efficiency measures and individual actions from
the reporting parties, and which makes provisions to
reduce the risk of double counting, is deemed to be the
most appropriate solution for a successful monitoring
and verification process.

Good practice example
Croatia
Croatia is currently developing a system for
monitoring, measuring and verification of energy
savings (SMIV). The Authority acts as the central body
for data collection, analysis and reporting of achieved
energy savings in all sectors of energy consumption
at the national level and governs, maintains and
continuously improves the SMIV. It assesses the
effect of implemented programmes and measures
related to energy efficiency.
The savings achieved (in kWh, CO2 and per sector)
through the implementation of the energy efficiency
measures from the National Energy Efficiency
Action Plan (NEEAP) will be measured through the
SMIV. The system will be used by all governmental
bodies, companies that implement energy efficiency
service contracts and bodies that co-finance energy
efficiency measures. Consequently, all the energy
savings achieved by these parties are measured
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and reported through the SMIV. The monitoring
and verification platform itself is a web tool that is
administered by one national administrator that
collects information on all implemented energy
efficiency projects in Croatia.
Most importantly, double counting by this system
will be avoided through a bylaw that has been
passed and which lays down who is responsible
for monitoring and verification, what information is
needed, when and how the data on energy savings
shall be entered into the platform and how these
savings are attributed to the implementing parties.
It also states the obligation of entering information
into the platform. The information submitted is
double checked by a SMIV administrator. In addition,
the platform will be equipped with an ‘alarm
system’, reporting potential risk of double counting
of measures or individual actions.
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Monitoring and verification
for EE measures in MS

Reviewing and monitoring the impact of implementation of policies and
measures in relation to Article 3 are closely related and intersect with
topics around monitoring impacts and verifying energy savings of eligible
measures in the framework of Article 7. The aim of the discussions
was to gain understanding of the terminology for actions requiring
‘monitoring and verification’ and ‘measurement, control and verification
systems’ (Article 7(6) and 7 (10)), to get an overview of MS progress and
to identify the main challenges for MS in setting up monitoring systems.

In EED Article 7 different terms are used i.e.
‘measurement’ for obligation schemes and
’monitoring’ for alternative measures. The
discussions at the CA revealed that there is no
universal interpretation of the terms ‘monitoring’ and
‘measurement’ among MS. About two third of MS (19)
see no difference or mostly no difference between the
terms. Correspondingly, about one third of MS (10) do
see a difference between the terms, the level of effort
associated with fulfilling them and whether or not
this impacts on the control and verification system to
be put in place by MS. Only one MS noted that there
is no clear understanding of the terms. Different
understandings of the terms can possible influence
how MS are implementing Article 7 measurement/
monitoring and verification requirements.
It was also highlighted that different measures need
different actions, thus a complete harmonisation of
measurement/monitoring, control and verification
requirements is not possible. It is, however, important
that the methods applied follow a consistent philosophy
of approach.
23 out of 27 responding MS are using alternative
measures, and 12 MS a combination of obligation
schemes and alternative measures. From the analysis
performed it is clear that in most MS there is not
one single measurement/monitoring and verification
system in place, but that it varies depending on the
measure. This applies also to those 12 MS who have
chosen a combination of an obligation scheme and

alternative measures to fulfil Article 7 requirements.
Of these, only 5 MS are planning to use the same
organisation for monitoring/measurement, verification
and control, both for the obligation scheme and
alternative measures. It becomes apparent from the
analysis that there are differences between MS as
regards their approaches to fulfil the monitoring/
measurement, control and verification requirements
of Article 7.
In most MS (19) the previous year’s energy savings
related to Article 7 implementation are expected to be
available after April of the following year. This means
that energy savings reported in annual reports and
NEEAPs for most MS will be available for the year X–2
(X = current year). Only 3 MS using only an obligation
scheme, 2 MS using a combination of an obligation
scheme and alternative measures and 3 MS using
only alternative measures (total 8 MS) reported they
would be able to deliver all data on the previous year’s
energy savings by the end of April of the following
year. This shows that most MS will be able to report
the results of the year X–2 in annual reports and the
NEEAPs, affirming a fact that was discussed and
confirmed during the EED negotiations.
The progress of setting up the measurement/
monitoring systems for Article 7 is quite different in
MS. Each dot on the scale below represents a MS.
It can however be seen from the overview that the
set-up of such schemes is underway in all MS.
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Everything
is settled

The main elements still missing in MS include:

• Basics: e.g. basic national regulation and
rules on M&V, the set-up of the monitoring
system, financing.
• Processes: definition of statistically significant
proportion/sample, definition of the control
mechanism.
• Data collection, reporting: More advanced
database, pooling of information, data collection,
identification of all measures needed.
• Methods: Definition of the baseline, definition of
methods (including lifetimes of measures).

Major issues are
to be resolved

Good practice example
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Concluding remarks

From the discussions at the CA EED it is clear that Article 7 of the EED
is a challenging Article to implement. Over the past 24 months, the CA
EED has helped Member States to clearly identify their implementation
options and learn from planned solutions in other Member States.
Presentations on good practices (e.g. on monitoring and verification of
energy savings from the different types of measures eligible for Article
7), and the exchange of practical experiences have been particularly
well received by participants.

Italy
Italy presented its approach for bottom-up
monitoring in the framework of the implementation
of Article 7. The savings target in relation to
Article 7 is planned to be achieved by means of
three measures:

• White certificate scheme (EEO).
• Tax deduction for improving the energy
efficiency of existing buildings.
• Thermal account to promote energy efficiency
in public administrations.

The three incentive schemes cannot be combined
in the framework of Article 7 implementation.
Data on implemented projects is processed
for each scheme in a respective database. The
information from these three databases is used to
cross-check projects and savings from the three
schemes, and to identify possible double counting.
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Legal Disclaimer
The sole responsibility for the content of this report lies
with the authors.
It does not necessarily reflect the opinion of the European
Union or the Member States. Neither EASME nor the
European Commission are responsible for any use that
may be made of the information contained therein.
The Concerted Action for the Energy Efficiency Directive
(CAEED) was launched with support from the Intelligent
Energy Europe (IEE) in spring 2013 to provide a structured
framework for the exchange ofinformation between the
28 Member States and Norway during their
implementation of the Energy Efficiency Directive (EED).
For further information please visit www.eed-ca.eu
or email caeed@ca-eed.eu

Co-funded by the Intelligent Energy Europe
Programme of the European Union

Core Theme Series Reports

