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Abstract

During the 2007-2013 programming period EU Cohes$lolicy allocated approximately 3.4 billion
EUR to support energy efficiency interventions iabjic and residential buildings through the
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and thlee€lon Fund (CF). At that time, energy
efficiency in buildings was a new area of EU CobedPolicy investment and little to no relevant
policy planning and evaluation experience existawrg programming authorities. Consequently,
ERDF and CF Operational Programmes generally laeketkarly spelled out intervention design
and had a monitoring system that was hardly sddedapturing and reporting the financial outlays
for and achievements of the interventions. Thisedashallenges in terms of availability of data and
comparability across programmes. The present pdiseusses these challenges and presents the
methodological approach used by the authors tdypavercome them in the ex-post evaluation of
ERDF/CF investments during the 2007-2013 progrargmiriod. The research design combined an
extensive review of 48 ERDF and CF Operational Ruognes from 13 EU Member States based on
desk-research and interviews, and in-depth casdiestwof six of these programmes. This was
complemented by a stakeholder workshop with Margadinthorities, Implementing Bodies, the
European Commission and external experts. The fuge an-depth case studies and the stakeholder
workshop allowed the evaluation team to addressesofrthe data limitations and actually draw
robust and useful conclusions from their cross-aogne review. The paper ends with an
assessment of the advantages and drawbacks of egearch design and provides specific
recommendations to policy makers and evaluatorbdar to improve the monitoring and evaluation
of energy efficiency interventions.

1. Introduction

1.1. Context and purpose of the ex-post cross-national evaluation

The EU’s regional policy is the main investmentippto support growth, competitiveness and
sustainable development in Europe. It is deliveatedugh the European Structural and Investment
(ESI) funds, which provide financial and technisalpport to European countries and regions
through so-called Operational Programmes managetesignated Managing Authorities at national
or regional level. These Operational Programmesfa@eh the strategic goals and investment
priorities of a particular country or region foisaven-year period, define a range of interventtons
be supported over that period in order to work tasdhese goals and priorities, and set targetg to
achieved through the interventions. Two of the tE&ds, the European Regional Development Fund
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(ERDF) and the Cohesion Fund (CF), among others @isvide support to investments into the
energy efficiency of public and residential builgkn

At the close of the programming period 2007-20h@, European Commission's Directorate-
General for Regional and Urban Policy (DG REGIGk#& the authors of this paper with an ex-post
cross-national evaluation of the support providedthe ERDF and CF to energy efficiency
investments in public and residential buildingsver the EU's 2007-2013 programming period
(Ramboll Management Consulting and Institute fordpean Environmental Policy, 2015). In this
period 215 ERDF and CF Operational Programmes iE@293ember States allocated an estimated
EUR 3.4 billion to energy efficiency investmentspuablic and residential buildings (approx. 2% of
the total ERDF and CF budget). The amount allocatethese investments varied significantly
across programmes, with a 20 percent of the praogsnmaking up more than 80 percent of all
funds allocated to energy efficiency investmentgublic and residential buildings.

Apart from this little was known beforehandabout why national and regional Managing
Authorities decided to support energy efficiency investments in public and residential
buildings, how they supported these and what have been the achievements of the support so far.

The purpose of the ex-post evaluation was therdfoprovide answers to these three questions and
derive policy implications as to how the suppordvded through the ERDF and CF to energy
efficiency investments could be improved in theufat For that, the evaluation was to review the
extensive documentation produced by Managing Aitieerand make a comparative analysis of the
available data. The ex-post evaluation itself wasdacted between December 2014 and October
2015, undertaken by the authors of this paper #mel @ountry and energy efficiency experts.

1.2. Benefitsof a cross-national evaluation

The benefits of conducting a cross-national evadnabf support to energy efficiency
investments in buildings are multiple. Such an ea&bn sheds somelight on the differences that
exist between countries and regions in their motivations and efforts to support energy
efficiency investments in buildings and identify good-practices of investment support that could
be transposed to other countries and regions. iddily, a comparison of funds invested and
results achieved provides insights as to what ofpeterventions work best.

Making a cross-national evaluation using the ERDF and CF has significant advantages
over a mere comparison of different national programmes, as the ERDF and CF are based on a
common regulatory framework that sets forth gumkdi and procedures that all EU countries and
regions have to follow in order to receive EU funBsairt of these requirements of the regulatory
framework are that a country or region has to cohdn ex-ante assessment of the area'’s strengths
and weaknesses, argue for why government suppgtitda be provided for a particular type of
intervention and describe how the interventionasigned, i.e. who is to be targeted. Furthermore
they have to document by whom the interventioroibé delivered and what form it will take (e.g.
grants, loans, trainings, etc.). Also, countriescht&® monitor and report on the achievements of the
interventions using indicators with pre-set targétsprinciple therefore, the ERDF and CF should
provide valuable insights on how motivations antbré$ of different EU regions and countries
compare.

However, as it turned out there wasignificant variance across programmes in terms of
data quality, especially with regards to the quality of the peogme documentation and the

! For the purpose of this evaluation residentialdigs encompas multifamily apartment houses oividdal houses
which are primarily used for housing. They can baer-occupied, from the private rental sector ariachousing.
Public buildings in turn are those used for puldarvices and include - among others - schools, itabspand
administrative offices
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monitoring and reporting practices of the Managighorities, in spite of the common regulatory
framework. This created a seriesabfllenges in analysing the available data and in making it
comparable across programmes. To overcome these challenges thehors chose a mixed-
method evaluation design that combined quantitative data comparisons agusgammes with in-
depth qualitative insights gained through intenseease studies and a stakeholder workshop.

The present paper first elaborates on the chalefaged by the authors in conducting the ex-
post evaluation of ERDF/CF investments during tl®722013 programming period. This is
followed by a presentation of the evaluation desiged to overcome these challenges. It then
discusses the advantages and limitations of theserh@valuation design in providing valuable
insights from a cross-national comparison. The papeés with specific recommendations to policy
makers and evaluators for how to improve both tloitoring and evaluation of energy efficiency
interventions.

2. Evaluation challenges

The main difficulty in conducting the evaluationredated to the lack of quality data. Despite
the requirements stipulated by the regulatory fraork of the ERDF and CF, a large number of
Managing Authorities failed to provide an adequassessment as to why they chose to provide
public support to energy efficiency investmentsbuildings and why they chose a particular
intervention design to do so. In addition, the nammg system put in place by the European
Commission and the Managing Authorities failed @ptare fund allocations and achievements
adequately.

Both the European Commission and the evaluatian tgare aware of these challenges from
the outset. There was little to draw from availgtiknning and reporting documentation and parts of
the data could even be misleading if not handleith ware. This appeared to reflect the fact that
energy efficiency investments were a relatively ngpe of intervention with little to no institutiah
knowledge on how to design, monitor or report oantheffectively. Further, energy efficiency
investments in buildings were not high on the peditagenda at the time Operational Programmes
were designed for the 2007-2013 programming period.

Next to these data quality challenges, a crossmalticomparison appeared to be a difficult
exercise precisely due to the regional specifigitigat the evaluation was set to uncover and that
influence the local market for heating and coolifigne different challenges are presented and
discussed in turn.

2.1. Thereasoning for supporting energy efficiency investmentswaslargely implicit and
hardly documented

Investments in the energy efficiency of buildingsdhalready been supported by a small
number of ERDF and CF programmes during the 20@® 200gramming period. However, it was
only during the 2007-2013 programming period thdarger number of Operational Programmes
started supporting them. Consequently there wasnargl lack of policy experience with this type of
interventions among the Managing Authorities anglémenting Bodies, the latter of which often
included ministries and agencies in charge of gnangl environment matters.

This was reflected by the fact that in a signifitatumber of cases the Operational
Programmes did not provide an informed assessnii¢hé @otential benefits from energy efficiency
investments and of the advantages and drawbackdiffefent types of possible interventions.
Instead, they tended to point out broad benefits specific to energy efficiency investments in
buildings, such as reduced greenhouse emissionstingeEU targets for increasing energy
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efficiency by 20 percent by 2020 and strengtheniagional competitiveness. Relatively few
programmes provided more specific reasons suclea@scing fuel poverty, reducing the costs of
energy for public entities, promoting energy savi@chnology or underlining the exemplary role of
the public sector in energy saving efforts. Thes&wlds true for the assessment of why government
support is needed in the first place. Only abofittla of the programmes reviewed identified some
kind of market failure that justified the need gmvernment intervention.

2.2. Themonitoring and evaluation systemswer e not designed to adequately capturethe
financial inputs and the achievements of the interventions

According to the regulatory framework of the ERDRdaCF, Operational Programmes
needed to assign allocations to one of 86 diffeexutenditure categories called "priority themes"
and report on these. As energy efficiency investserere a relatively new area of intervention, the
corresponding allocations were lumped together \aitbcations to energy management and co-
generation into the priority theme "energy effig@gnenergy management and co-generation”. This
in turn meant that an Operational Programme's @lioe to the priority theme on "energy efficiency,
energy management and co-generation” covered lbeatbns to all three subcategories and did not
make it possible to draw a direct conclusion agh® amount allocated specifically to energy
efficiency investments in public and residentiaildings.

At the other end of the delivery chain, the biggdstllenge faced by the evaluation team was
the lack of completeness of the data available ameaements and its weak comparability across
programmes. This was the result of (i) underdewedomonitoring and reporting practices in this
area of the ERDF and CF expenditure and of (iiagein project implementation, which meant that
for some Operational Programmes the data on aaghieves had not yet been reported at the time of
the evaluation. The low priority given to energyfi@éncy investments and the lack of
institutionalised knowledge of the actual benebtsnergy efficiency investments in buildings and
how to capture them made it difficult for ManagiAgithorities to build suitable indicators with
realistic targets.

Further, as the European Commission did not prowddicular guidelines on how to
measure energy related improvements, the Managiaothofities themselves decided on the
measuring and reporting practices to be used. Wais exemplified in the reporting differences
between some of the Polish and Greek programnmeBoland reductions in the energy consumption
of a building as a result of energy efficiency ilmygments were measured by comparing the actual
levels of energy consumption before the improvemanth those one year after the improvements.
They thus incorporated effects such as the rebaiffett, whereby the reduction in energy costs
leads building users to increase their energy aopsion, or seasonal effects, whereby a mild winter
for example would lead to a particularly pronounceduction of energy consumption. In Greece on
the other hand the measurement was reportedly lmasadalculation of the expected energy savings
at the time of the investment, which would captilmese effects. Such differences in measuring and
reporting created systematic differences in the wrhoof energy savings reported across
programmes.

2.3. Thelocal specificities of the cooling/heating mar ket made comparisons even more
difficult

Even in the absence of the other challenges mesrdiabove, the quantitative comparison of
achievements across programmes was made diffiglidtdal factors that influence how much can be
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achieved by a particular intervention. Some factese described by a small number of countries
and regions in their Operational Programmes, sgdf@ energy consumption of the housing stock,
the energy source used for heating or the ownershigcture of buildings. Others, such as the

climate of a region can be easily obtained fronep#ources. Finally, some local factors, such as th

willingness of private households to take up loghs, existence of a well-developed market for

energy efficiency services or national regulatioreking investments into the energy efficiency of a

building more or less attractive will also influenthe take up and cost-effectiveness of ERDF and
CF support.

2.4. Theprogrammeswere changed substantially during the programming period in response
to the economic crisis

Two years into the programming period, in May 20€6% EU regulation governing the
eligibility for funding under the Cohesion Policyass changed in response to the financial and
economic crisis that was hitting Europe. The kegnges were to widen the scope of buildings
eligible for funding for certain regions in the End to increase the total amount that Operational
Programmes could allocate to energy efficiency stments in public and residential buildings. The
result was a large increase in allocations in s@mgrammes. Other programmes only started
supporting public and/or residential buildings frahis point onward. Alongside high demand for
energy efficiency investment and re-allocationwids from other, less popular priorities, it resdlt
in an increase of 45% of the funds allocation t@rgp efficiency investments in public and
residential buildings. However, these changes vmetenecessarily reflected in the strategies and
programmes.

Furthermore, the motivation for these changes did necessarily relate to the economic,
social and environmental benefits of energy efficieinvestments. Instead, the increased allocations
were reportedly seen by some Managing Authoritgeea avay to channel funds into activities likely
to help boost their ailing economies. Further,hesgrivate sector was reluctant to take up loans in
the midst of the recession, the default type adrivgention used for the newly introduced measures to
support energy efficiency investments were nonyapke grants. This inevitably meant that the link
between the intervention on the one hand and ftsnae on the other hand was more difficult to
discern.

3. Evaluation Design

The evaluation challenges listed in the previoudiae called for an evaluation design that
made it possible to extract the most relevant mfdron from the programme documents
(Operational Programme and Annual ImplementatiorpdRs), as well as complement and
triangulate the incomplete information containedhirse. At the same time, the evaluation design
needed to allow for enough flexibility to captuhe tdifferences in local context across programmes.
It also required balancing the need for in-deptlalysis of each programme, and resource
limitations.

The evaluation design took a simple analytical #aork as a starting point, making it
possible to capture the variety of approaches foaamss Operational Programmes. It further
combined several data collection phases that went & broad-based review of national policy and
funding, over more comprehensive reviews of a sangplprogrammes, to a small number of in-
depth case studies. These were complemented lakehsider workshop. These four data collection
phases allowed for triangulation and validatiofiedings from different data sources and methods.
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3.1. Analytical framework

In acknowledgement of the challenges described eahite evaluation design differed from
the standard evaluation approach recommended bBdtier Regulation Guidelines on evaluation
and fitness check (European Commission, 2015). dd¢ic Imodel was developed to describe the
intervention from inputs to impacts and guide thaleation. This would have required that such
intervention logic had existed from the outset,wpireliminary information suggesting otherwise.
Instead, the authors took an inductive approachused a fairly simple analytical framework built
around three main components: (i) the rationalesnterventions, (ii) the types of interventiongdan
(iii) their achievements. This is highlighted irettogic model of Figure 1 below.

@ D

Justification for public intervention, in terms of a stated need, problem
or goal to be addressed or achieved. The analysis of the rationales
identifies barriers and/or market failures that are meant to be
addressed in the programmes. In their most advanced form, rationales
may also indicate the channels through which a certain intervention is
expected to affect energy efficiency and generate other types of
impacts. In that sense, rationales are related to intervention logics.

In the context of the evaluation, ‘intervention’ was used as an
equivalent to public interventions and included financial input and all
forms of operations by public authorities. The term intervention was
also systematically used to designate the object of evaluation, which in
this particular case were ERDF/CF funded projects or groups of
projects in support of energy efficiency.

Any products or effects resulting from public interventions, whether
they were outputs, results or impacts. In this respect, a comparison
was made of what was achieved with what was originally planned, i.e.
it compared actual with expected or estimated outputs, results, and
impacts (European Commission 2006).

Figure 1. Generic logic model

By keeping the model broad enough, it allowed fexibility to capture a variety of implicit
intervention logics by the Managing Authoritiestibé Operational Programmes.

3.2. Data collection and analysis

The necessary information on the rationales, iet@ions and achievements of support to
energy efficiency in buildings by Operational Paxgmes was gathered and analysed in four
successive phases.
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Phase 1. The first phase generated contextual informatiod lypotheses on the rationale
for, types of interventions, and possible achievaseof investments in energy efficiency in
buildings. It involved a review of the literaturan analysis of national financing mechanisms for
energy efficiency in public and residential builgenin the 27 Member States, and a report on the
data available on these investments from OperdtiBnagrammes and Annual Implementation
Reports of all 215 operational programmes finarigethe ERDF and CF.

Phase 2. The second phase analysed a sample of 48 OpeaaBoogrammes. These were
selected for their high financial allocations te thriority theme “Energy efficiency, co-generation,
energy management”. Each of these programmes tdtboaore than EUR 20 million in 2012 to the
priority theme. Together these Operational Prograsmimade up more than four fifths of the total
allocations to this priority theme. The phase inedl a systematic review of the Operational
Programmes and Annual Implementation Reports bipmeatexperts, focused on the rationales and
intervention design as outlined in the Operatidr@grammes and the achievements reported in the
Annual Implementation Reports. This was followedibterviews with Managing Authorities and
Implementing Bodies in order to clarify unclear @ss and fill remaining gaps.

Phase 3. The third phase analysed six Operational Prograsnmdepth through case studies,
selected for their relatively high allocations histtheme, high project selection rates (i.e. alfion
of funds to specific projects) and other particiaapects of interest identified in the previoussasa
The selected cases were the Polish InfrastructodeEamvironment programme, the UK’s London
programme, Greece’'s Competitiveness and Entrepreimpeuprogramme, Hungary’'s Environment
and Energy programme, Lithuania’s Promotion of Gatre programme, and the Slovenia/ltaly
cross-border programme. Sources of informatioruhetl monitoring data, literature and programme
documentation, as well as structured interview$ wérious stakeholders.

Phase 4. The fourth and final phase of the evaluation idelh a stakeholder workshop in
Brussels with representatives from the ManaginghAuties, Implementing Bodies, experts in
energy efficiency policy and investments, membérthe European Commission and the evaluation
team. During the workshop the evaluation team piteskand discussed its preliminary findings with
the audience. The intention of the workshop waslltov the evaluation team to test and refine the
preliminary findings from the previous three phases

4. Discussion of the evaluation design

The evaluation design made it possible to addra@se challenges identified at the inception
of the evaluation. In particular, the combinatiohseveral data collection methods and sources
significantly improved the quality of the data dshle and provided valuable insights on the local
context. In that respect the approach deliverecbéond the author's expectations. Especially the
interviews revealed valuable information about tinplicit rationales for supporting energy
efficiency interventions. At the same time, whikrtainly proving very helpful, the interviews did
not manage to close all information gaps that esish the programme documentations, due to the
limited memory of and access to data by the ingsvees to the detailed information needed, or the
unavailability of the relevant stakeholders foremiew (e.g. no longer working at the same
institution). Lastly, the evaluation design couldt mvercome the discrepancies in monitoring and
reporting standards on achievements.
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4.1. Findings

Despite significant shortcomings in data availdpiéind data quality, the authors managed to
collect a wide range of findings relevant to theestment in energy efficiency in public buildings
during the EU's 2007-2013 programming period.

Through the combination of several data sourcetdmng from the monitoring database of
the European Commission, the Annual ImplementaReports and the gap-filling interviews of the
review phase, sufficient information could be obéal to confidently estimate the allocations to
energy efficiency investments in public and/or desitial buildings, and information that was not
available from the monitoring systems. The authooald estimate that of the 6.1 billion Euro
invested under the priority theme "energy efficierenergy management and co-generation”, about
3.4 billion Euro were allocated to energy efficigma public and residential buildings.

The six case studies complemented the review dD@@&rational Programmes by providing
more background information and making it easigpubthe findings obtained in the previous two
phases into context. In the case of Poland for @kanthe case study of the Operational Programme
on Infrastructure and Environment revealed thatpitaetice in Poland is not to measure the energy
reductions of a building directly after the commatof an energetic renovation, but one year later.
This meant that the achievements reported in theuAhimplementation Reports would lag one year
behind those reported in other countries, wheraatah was measured right after completion of the
intervention. In the case of Lithuania the casegtevealed that the choice of loans over grants wa
based on the good working relationship with and@from the European Investment Bank, while
in Poland the choice of grants over loans was @tregthe low willingness of municipalities to tak
up loans.

Furthermore, additional interviews and documentatieview in the context of the case
studies often uncovered a range of rationaleswiea¢ not stated in the programme documentation
and could not have been captured by the shortefiljag interviews. These often revealed that the
need to support the ailing local economies was anthe real driving forces behind supporting
energy efficiency investments in buildings, rattigan decreasing the energy bill or reducing CO2
emissions.

Likewise, the interviews and the stakeholder woodgshrevealed that many Managing
Authorities experimented with energy efficiencyenentions during the programme period 2007-
2013. Many changes were made on the way, such etharmto use grants, loans or other financial
vehicles, what co-financing rate to set, but thesanges were not reflected in the programme
documentation. At a larger scale the interviews awatkshop revealed that the 2007-2013
programming period had been a steep learning psdoesall stakeholders involved, including the
European Commission, the Managing Authorities antplémenting Bodies and the target
beneficiaries of the interventions.

Last but not least, the stakeholder workshop altbite evaluation team to triangulate its
preliminary findings. Participants gave good feadband helped clarify certain issues. In addition,
the open and frank discussion helped uncover additi implicit rationales, which were then
discussed at length. The workshop also includedsausssion of the relationship of ERDF/CF
funding to other initiatives at European and natldevel. These discussions allowed the authors to
test and refine the preliminary findings from threypous three phases.

In sum, the inductive and mixed-method approacld usethe ex-post evaluation made it
possible to draw a differentiated picture as to rdi@nale for, design of and achievements of the
interventions, hence delivering findings beyondiahiexpectations. The picture that emerged from
these findings confirmed the prior expectation it 2007-2013 programming period had been a
learning phase for the majority of Managing Authies and Implementing Bodies, who had started
with little prior knowledge about this type of imfention and had experimented with different
intervention designs.
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4.2. Limitations

Detailed information was seldom provided in thegramnme documentation and the research
hence depended strongly on the input from Managamigporities and Implementing Bodies. As the
evaluation took place in a new programming peribdias not always possible to find interviewees
who had sufficient knowledge of the previous 20072 period, and of those who had, some found
it difficult to devote time and attention to assigt with the evaluation. Yet even when it was
possible to access to interviewees, there wakafi¥post-rationalisation” for why they had chosen
to support energy efficiency investments in buidginin the first place, hence confounding the
results.

The mixed-method approach was not able to overcithraechallenges associated with the
important variation in monitoring and reportingredards found across programmes. Only a limited,
indicative picture of achievements across prograsag) in terms of energy savings and reductions
in greenhouse gas emissions) could be provided,itawds not possible to carry out any useful
assessment of how much was achieved in terms ofgm@®ad greenhouse emissions reduction, let
alone a useful assessment of cost-effectivenessanzentions.

5. Recommendationsfor Policy-Makers and Evaluators

From the experience of the ex-post evaluation gassible to derive four recommendations
on how energy efficiency investment programmes d@dwttter be evaluated in a cross-national
context in the future. The first recommendation siat the harmonisation and improvement of
monitoring systems, while the latter three highlighe benefit of qualitative approaches and
stakeholder involvement to compensate for incorepetd non-standardised data.

5.1. Harmonise monitoring systems and the measur ement of energy consumption of buildings

There is significant scope for harmonisation of itming systems. To date, diverse methods
were used to capture the achievements and feedmnototoring reports. This made the reported
results and impacts difficult to compare. The iased standardisation of reporting brought about
through the introduction of common indicators ie thew programming period should help tackle
part of this problem. The newly adopt&slidance Document on Monitoring and Evaluation
(European Commission, 2014) may contribute to imgneent. The guidance defines the need for
impact and implementation evaluations planned at ghrly stages of the programming period.
However, concerted effort by energy policy expextsEU and national level to offer advice to
Managing Authorities on appropriate approachesh#o rhonitoring of impacts and achievements
couls also be beneficial; including, in particulatandardisation of the reporting of emissions
reductions. Such effort could focus on the methogickl challenges relevant to energy consumption
measurements (primary vs. final) and levels of dedi CO2 emissions depending on energy
generation mixes.

Further, now that the local energy markets havesldged sufficiently and energy audits
have become more widespread, impact evaluationddwgain significantly if baselines for the
energy consumption of buildings were set, so tlthiewements can be compared against these
baselines.
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5.2. Makeuseof in-depth case studies and stakeholder workshopsto uncover the importance
of thelocal context

No matter how well harmonised the monitoring angboréng of energy efficiency
achievements is, the ex-post evaluation showedatltaimparison across countries and regions will
be uselessinless the local context is adequately taken into conmsiiien. Countries and regions
differ in terms of climatic conditions, ownershiprusture of buildings, regulatory environment,
market structure for energy services, etc., whiekdnto be taken into consideration in any cross-
national or comparative analysis.

For this, in-depth case studies for contextualiaadlysis and stakeholder workshops for
sound comparison can be a very useful tool ashigyreveal important details about the national or
regional context.

5.3. Triangulate methods by combining broad-based reviews and case studies

The use of a mixed-method evaluation design makeessible to overcome most of the
existing information deficiencies and draw a conmpresive picture of energy efficiency support to
public and residential buildings in Europe. Morenctely, the combination of these methods
allows qualified and nuanced claims about discéenilatterns, taking into account the peculiarities
of countries and regions. Had the evaluation beeed merely on a broad-based review and analysis
of quantitative monitoring data, the findings wouddite frankly have been inaccurate in many
instances. Instead, the proposed allowed for dudaselection of case studies and a certain degiree
generalisation of findings.

5.4. Support bench-learning and use participatory approaches

The evaluation uncovered striking differences ia Way that programmes dealt with energy
efficiency interventions in buildings. This clearlyas attributable to the absence of a shared
understanding of what benefits these investmerddyme and how they could best be materialised.
In essence, the incompleteness of the informatrahthe quality of the available data found in a
large number of programmes resulted from a lackfairmed strategic planning by the Managing
Authorities.

In order to improve the effectiveness of energyiceficy investments in public and
residential buildings through the ERDF and CF,NManaging Authorities ought to invest more time
in planning what they would like to achieve throupk interventions and what the best mechanisms
are to do so. One approach is to acquire the nagesgpertise externally when planning the next
Operational Programme. However, the Managing Adtileer can learn from experiences in the
preceding programming period. To a certain extleay do this already from their own experiences.
Yet this learning process can be significantly ewea if the European Commission actively
supports bench-learning between the Managing Aittb®racross the regions and EU Member
States.

A very useful tool in this context is multi-stakéter workshops, as confirmed in our
evaluation. In these settings, Managing Authoritidmplementing Bodies, the European
Commission and energy efficiency experts can exghdineir views and experiences with designing
and implementing their interventions. The presémalby the evaluators of the preliminary findings
of the ex-post evaluation and their interpretatainthem made it possible to have a lively and
engaged discussion that helped Managing Authoritiegflect on their experiences and learn from
good practices. At the same time the workshop allped the European Commission and the
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Managing Authorities to develop a mutual undersiamdof the challenges associated with
developing a good intervention strategy for enaffigiency investments and reporting on results.

6. Conclusions

The ex-post evaluation of ERDF/CF support to enaffigiency investments in public and
residential buildings during the EU's 2007-2013 goamnming period highlighted the fact that
government support to energy efficiency investmentsuildings was still in its infancy in Europe in
2007. A lack of understanding of the benefits risgl from energy efficiency investments in
buildings and of the most effective mechanismsdbtaining them, coupled with the absence of
guidelines on how to measure such benefits, maadatienging to draw a clear picture across
countries.

The mix-method evaluation design applied by thénaust of this paper made it possible to
overcome challenges and provide a fair accountRIDIEE and CF investments in energy efficiency
between 2007 and 2013. This was achieved by combiguantitative data analysis of available
monitoring data with stakeholder consultations.sTihade it possible to uncover the implicit funding
rationales of programming authorities, adequatepture the singularities of data and understand the
importance of contextual factors in the variousones.

In order to improve the knowledge to be gained ffatare evaluations of energy efficiency
investment programmes, the authors make a numhrecommendations to improve monitoring and
evaluation activities. They highlight the importanaf harmonisation and standardisation of data but
they also insist on the need for qualitative andigpatory approaches to collect information on
experience and practice. Recommendations regardiajuation activities dwell on the data
collection and triangulation techniques, which tenapplied to improve data quality and enhance
findings. These techniques include gap-filling mtews, in-depth case studies and stakeholder
workshops.
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