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Glossary  

Final energy consumption – Total energy consumed by end-users, such as households, 

industry and agriculture. It refers to the energy that reaches the final consumer's door and 
excludes that which is used by the energy sector itself. 

Energy performance certificate (EPC) – A rating scheme indicating the energy performance 
of a building in the European Union. Each Member State (and, in certain cases, region) has 
developed its own EPC framework according to the framework given by the EPBD [2010/31/EU – 
Article 2 (12)]. 

Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (EPBD) – The objective of this Directive 
[2010/31/EU] is to promote the improvement of the energy performance of buildings within the 
Community, taking into account outdoor climatic and local conditions, as well as indoor climate 

requirements and cost-effectiveness.  

Building stock – All buildings from residential and services sectors (i.e. residential and non-
residential buildings) 

Residential building – A building at least half of which is used for housing purposes. If less than 

half of the overall useful floor area is used for housing purposes, the building is classified as a 
non-residential building in accordance with its purpose-oriented design (Eurostat, CC1998). The 
residential building category can be further divided, e.g. depending on the ownership and the 
tenure status. 

Indoor environmental quality (IEQ) – A general indicator of the quality conditions inside a 
building. It most commonly refers to indoor air quality, thermal comfort, aesthetics, ergonomics, 
biophilia, acoustics and lighting. Several of these elements have a significant impact on our health, 

comfort and productivity.1  

Logic model – Graphic depiction that presents the relationship between the policy package 
activities and their intended effects. 

Long-term renovation strategies – These strategies must be established and implemented by 
the Member States pursuant to Article 2a of the EPBD to support the renovation of the national 
stock of buildings into a highly efficient and decarbonised building stock by 2050, and will form 

part of Member States’ integrated national energy and climate plans. 

Minimum energy efficiency standards (MEES) – A renovation obligation depending on the 
energy rating of a building (such as primary energy demand). If the performance doesn’t meet 
the minimum standards, the building must undergo a renovation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 See for example Buildings 2030 (2018) Building 4 People study and BPIE (2018) The inner value of a building.  

https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/energy-strategy-and-energy-union/governance-energy-union/national-energy-climate-plans
http://bpie.eu/publication/building-4-people-valorising-the-benefits-of-energy-renovation-investments-in-schools-offices-and-hospitals/
http://bpie.eu/publication/the-inner-value-of-a-building-linking-indoor-environmental-quality-and-energy-performance-in-building-regulation/
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Introduction 

 

This study, commissioned and supervised by the European Commission’s (EC) 

Directorate-General for Energy (DG ENER), provides technical support to investigate the 

feasibility of introducing optional building renovation passports (BRPs) in the EU. In 

particular, pursuant to Article 19a of the EPBD, this study evaluates the relevance, 

feasibility and potential impact of BRPs. This work is carried out in close consultation 

with stakeholders and in collaboration with leading experts, including IFEU and the Shift 

Project. As part of the consultation process, a first stakeholder meeting was organised 

in June 2019 and the second meeting in November 2019, where the content and 

suggestions of this report were discussed. In addition, 77 stakeholders from 22 countries 

completed an extensive survey on the concept of BRP and have been invited to provide 

written statements.  

This report is the last of three deliverables. Its main objective is to detail the most 

relevant policy options and analyse their impact to assess the feasibility of a European 

implementation of BRPs. Figure 1 provides an overview of the three deliverables of this 

project.   

 

Figure 1: the feasibility study in 3 parts 

The Directive on the Energy Performance of Buildings (EPBD) [2010/31/EU] does not 

include a definition of a BRP, and no commonly agreed definition exists in the EU. 

Existing BRPs are also diverse as they vary in key features, main purposes and in the 

terminology they use. The definition presented below is based on the text in the EPBD, 

stakeholder input and existing research2.  

The proposed definition of building renovation passport  

A building renovation passport provides a long-term, tailored renovation 

roadmap for a specific building, following a calculation based on available 

data and/or an on-site audit by an energy expert. The instrument identifies 

and outlines deep renovation scenarios, including steps to implement 

energy-saving measures that could improve the building’s energy 

performance to a significantly higher level over a defined period of time.3 

The instrument can complement energy performance certificates and/or 

combined with digital logbooks.4  

 
2 Definition is further explained and explored in the second report of this study: Support for setting 
up an optional building renovation passport.  
3 The time of the roadmap could span from 5 to 20 years and the definition of the time horizon 

should be left to the implementing authority based on national/local conditions. The building 

owner can, of course, opt to implement all steps in one go. 
4 See chapters: Linking the BRP with EPCs and Linking the BRP with a digital registry. 

EPBD19a - Feasibility 
study 

Review of existing cases
Assessment of feasibility 

and relevance
Impact analysis

https://www.ifeu.de/en/
https://theshiftproject.org/en/home/
https://theshiftproject.org/en/home/
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=celex%3A32010L0031
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_D5%20support%20for%20settings.pdf
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_D5%20support%20for%20settings.pdf
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Problem definition  

 

The EU faces multiple barriers to improving the energy performance of the existing 

building stock. On the individual level, building owners also face multiple obstacles to 

improve the performance of their buildings. Together with high cost and difficulties in 

accessing finance, two of the often quoted barriers are the low awareness of the long-

term benefits of renovation and the lack of knowledge about what to do, where to start, 

and which measures to implement in which order. 

Problem 1: knowledge barrier. Our review of existing BRPs (see review here) showed 

that the instrument can be effective in alleviating two of the main barriers to renovation: 

low awareness of the benefits of energy renovation and insufficient knowledge of what 

measures to implement and in which order. The analysis confirms that tailored 

renovation advice, together with other support measures, has an impact on the decision 

to renovate, the number of measures to implement, the performance level of the 

selected measures, as well as on what kind of measures to implement.  

Problem 2: financial barrier. Financial constraints are one of the main reasons why 

building owners choose less efficient solutions. The broad preference for suboptimal 

solutions hampers the long-term transition and makes the path to highly performing 

buildings more complicated. The review shows that long-term renovation advice, as 

provided by BRPs, can be used to better align the direction of private investments with 

the long-term vision for the building stock. 

 
Table 1: Summary of the relevant renovation barriers by type and according to building category and tenure (more details 
in the report on feasibility and relevance) 

Type of 
barrier 

Barrier 

Residential Non-residential  

Owner-
occupied 

Rented Public Service 

Awareness 

Don't know where to find the right information  
** ** ** * 

Limited understanding of energy performance 
*** *** *** *** 

Uncertainty of what to do and where to start 
*** *** ** ** 

Financial  

Cost of renovation is too high  
*** *** ** * 

Lack of attractive financial products  
*** *** *** ** 

No energy savings guarantees 
** ** ** ** 

Other 

Lack of time for renovation works  
** ** ** ** 

Low trust in installers/professionals  
** ** * * 

Too much hassle  
** *** ** ** 

Administrative barriers 
** ** * ** 

Need to use the space (i.e. no room for renovation)  
** ** * ** 

 

 

https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/documents
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/documents
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1. Task description and approach 
 

Based on the preliminary analysis of policy options, this report provides a detailed 

impact analysis of the relevant approaches for the promotion of BRPs at the EU level.  

The report presents the impact of six identified policy packages5. Each policy package 

outlines a potential EU approach to the BRP.6 In this report, we carry out a thorough 

analysis of the potential impacts of each policy option until 2030, 2040 and 2050. This 

analysis accounts for different scenarios based on the evolution of the building stock, 

renovation rates, the evolution of renovation practices, and possible additional 

supporting measures at EU and national level. 

The objective is to analyse the potential impact of each policy package. This analysis 

encompasses a set of impact categories, including renovation rate, energy demand, 

triggered private investments, etc. It aims to provide technical evidence to inform the 

EU decision-making process on the BRPs, as asserted by Article 19a of the EPBD 

[2010/31/EU].  

 

Methodology 

The methodological approach uses scenario analysis to assess the potential impacts of 

each identified policy package. The impacts of introducing BRPs in Europe have been 

estimated in economic, social and environmental terms.  

The approach follows four main steps: 

1. Selection and description of policy packages, based on previous work in the 

project 

The section describes the development and definition of six policy packages, outlining 

different potential policy approaches to the BRP. These have been described in detail 

within a previous report. 

2. Calibration and adjustment of BPIE’s renovation model to calculate the impact 

of the six policy packages  

Figure 2 displays a snapshot of the model used for the impact analysis. 

 

 
Figure 2: A snapshot of the model used for impact modelling 

 
5 See how the policy packages were developed in the previous report: Analysis of the relevance, 
feasibility and possible scope of measures at EU level for building renovation passports 
6 The policy packages are described in chapter 1 

https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=uriserv:OJ.L_.2018.156.01.0075.01.ENG
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX%3A32010L0031
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/documents
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_D5%20support%20for%20settings.pdf
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_D5%20support%20for%20settings.pdf
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Individual scenarios for implementing each policy package were evaluated from 2020 

and until 2050.  

3. Modelling of the potential impact of the six policy packages  

 

The assessment estimated the links between potential policy packages (input) and their 

effects in terms of renovation activities (outcome) through logic models, including 

related impact categories. The effect of every link in the logic model has been estimated 

based on existing evidence and necessary assumptions7. The logic model elaborates on 

the inputs, process and output for evaluating the impact of each policy package. The 

definitions of selected impact categories and their calculation methodology are detailed 

in Chapter 1. 

 

The modelling exercise is performed using BPIE’s proven building stock performance 

model, which is frequently used to calculate the impact of various policy options on the 

renovation rate in Europe. The model allows several policy scenarios to be examined 

with respect to the impact on energy use using different renovation rates (i.e. the share 

of the building stock being renovated each year) and depths (i.e. the level of energy 

savings achieved per renovation) of renovation in the building sector up to 2050. It also 

estimated the on the following impact categories 

 

• Renovation rate and depth  

• Energy demand  

• CO2 emissions 

• Residential energy expenditure  

• Improvement in EPC ratings  

• Health benefits 

• Increase in share of on-site renewables 

• Triggered private investments  

• Public investment required to execute the policy packages 

 

 

4. Lessons learnt  
 

The section summarises the key findings gained from the modelling exercise and 

outlines suggestions for the next steps.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
7 The assumptions have been discussed with leading experts.  
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1. What are the policy packages?  
 

Six feasible policy packages were developed based on 33 initial policy options (see this 

report for more details). Every policy package consists of one direct option and a number 

of supporting options. The three direct measures have one policy package that is ‘soft’ 

and one that is more ‘stringent’. The supporting measures have been tailored to the 

direct measure and the ambition level of the specific package. The underlying logic of 

the policy packages is described in Figure 3. 

 

 

Figure 3: Policy package rationale 

 

The direct measure in policy packages 1 and 2 leaves the decision to implement, and 

design, the BRP fully to the Member States. In both packages, the EU encourages the 

Member States to explore the instrument through existing legislation, most notably 

through the long-term renovation strategy (LTRS). Both packages include enabling 

options, including finance, communication and training, however, the second package 

is more extensive. In the second package, the EU encourages the implementing Member 

States to make the BRPs mandatory for certain building segments (e.g. the most 

inefficient buildings) at certain circumstances (e.g. when sold or rented).  

In policy packages 3 and 4, the EU introduces a common reference framework for BRPs, 

which sets out clear guidelines of what the BRP should include and how it could be 

implemented. In policy package 3, the framework does not include minimum 

requirements of what the BRP should include, while policy package 4 does. The common 

reference framework is supported by other guidance documents and efforts, best 

practice exchange, as well as communication campaigns and training for energy experts. 

Policy package 4 complements this an EU framework for certification of experts. In 

package 4, the option is also supported with more far-reaching financial instruments. 
 

 

Policy package

Direct measure 
Supportive 
measures

Training Communication 
Financial 

instruments
Regulatory 

instruments 

https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/documents
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In policy packages 5 and 6, the EU actively promotes the idea of BRPs, as 

complementary to energy performance certificates (EPCs), and proposes their 

introduction to complement EPCs in the next EPBD revision in 2026. In policy package 

5, the uptake is complemented by targeted financial measures, best practice exchange, 

training, communication campaigns as well as guidance documents. In policy package 

6, the provision is supported by mandatory measures driving a deep renovation of the 

building stock.  

 

Logic models  

Logic models are theoretical descriptions of the causal chain of events, from an input to 

an outcome. In this report, we estimate the links between hypothetical policy packages 

(input) and their effects in terms of renovation activities (outcome), including related 

impact categories. The effect of every link in the logic model has been estimated based 

on existing evidence and necessary assumptions as outlined in Annex B.  

Based on the content of the six policy packages, we estimate and quantify how they will 

impact the number of BRPs. The estimation considers the number of Member States 

that are expected to introduce BRPs as a result of the measures in the policy package 

and how the measures will affect the number of BRPs in these Member States.  
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Policy package 0 

 

Policy package 0, the status quo option, assumes that no further measures are taken at 

the EU level to support the uptake of BRPs.  

Rationale: The reference option assumes that: 

• No additional regulation or formal guidance to support the introduction of BRPs 

comes from the EU level but the Member States will move forward with the 

implementation of the EPBD.  

• Supportive measures, such as sharing good practices, facilitated by existing 

exchange platforms (e.g. EPBD Concerted Action and Energy and Managing 

Authorities Network) will continue their work. 

 

 

Figure 4: Policy package 0 elements 

 

Assumptions  

 

The policy package assumes business as usual, which implies the continued 

implementation of the current EPBD but no additional EU measures. In this policy 

package, we assume that developments in Germany and Belgium, which have already 

developed and implemented variants of BRPs, will continue.   

• The German BRP (Individueller Sanierungsfahrplan) is not linked to the country’s 

EPC but to its energy audit framework. The increase of BRPs in Germany is 

estimated to follow last year’s growth.8  

• The Flemish BRP is an enlargement of the existing EPC, in which the renovation 

roadmap is a new addition. The BRP is an automatic by-product of the EPC and 

is thus estimated to follow the number of issued EPCs. The rest of Belgium is 

assumed to follow Flanders’ example.   

The German BRP is more comprehensive, as it is developed based on an energy audit. 

The estimated impact per BRP is thus higher for Germany, which is supported by 

evaluation figures (see the previous report9 describing the cases in detail).  

 
8 Based on experiences from federal level and from the region of Baden-Württemberg, which was 
the first region to launch a BRP.  
9 See Deliverable 4.1, “Review on building renovation passport schemes and related initiatives” 

Supportive measures from EU

Voluntary and unfacilitated best practice exchange

MS decide whether to design and implement BRP

No regulation or formal guidance from EU level 

https://epbd-ca.eu/
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/events/meeting-european-network-energy-and-managing-authorities-cohesion-policy-2014-2020
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/events/meeting-european-network-energy-and-managing-authorities-cohesion-policy-2014-2020
https://www.bfee-online.de/SharedDocs/Kurzmeldungen/BfEE/DE/Effizienzpolitik/20180623_isfp_gebaeude.html
https://www.energiesparen.be/het-nieuwe-epc-vanaf-2019
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/documents
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Policy package 1 

 

In policy package 1, the decision to implement and design the BRP is fully passed on to 

the Member States.  

Policy package 1 presumes that:  

- The decision to implement and how to design the BRP is fully left to the Member 

States. 

o The EU supports the uptake of the instrument through several additional 

supportive measures: 

o Guidelines and best practice exchange on how the BRP can support the 

objectives of the LTRS. The requirement for EU countries to adopt an 

LTRS is set out in Article 2a of EPBD. These strategies will support the 

renovation of the national stock of buildings into a highly efficient and 

decarbonised building stock by 2050 and a cost-effective transformation 

of existing buildings into nearly zero-energy buildings. Among other 

things, the strategies must include ‘policies and actions to stimulate cost-

effective deep renovation of buildings’.  

o Making funds, such as the European Energy Efficiency Fund and ELENA, 

available to the Member States for BRP development and implementation. 

o National/regional communication campaigns to increase awareness of 

deep renovation and BRPs. 

o Training of energy experts.  

Assumptions  

 

Figure 5 illustrates the estimated causal links of policy package 1. It consists of one 

direct and four supportive measures. The direct measure states that the EU leaves the 

decision to implement a BRP to the Member States. One of the supportive measures 

states the EU Commission will encourage Member States to launch BRPs, which can be 

done through the LTRS.10 The other supportive measures are assumed to have an 

enabling effect, implying that if they were to be omitted the estimated impact would be 

lower.  

We assume that these actions will trigger five additional Member Stats to introduce a 

BRP. The assumption is based on the composition of the policy package and current 

activities in these countries. The five countries, Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland, 

Portugal and France, have all shown some interest in the BRP.11 The Member States 

assumed to adopt BRPs under this package cover 43% of the EU’s heated floor area. 

  

 
10 The LTRS mandates Member States to come up with policies and actions to stimulate cost-
effective deep renovation of buildings. The BRP is one policy option that could help them to fulfil 

the EPBD article 2a requirements.  
11 Why these five Member States? Ireland, Portugal and France are formally exploring the potential 

of implementing BRPs, while the Netherlands and Denmark have several private initiatives with 
BRP potential (such as innovative one-stop-shops) and are frequent frontrunners when it comes 
to energy efficiency policies (see here and here).  

https://www.eeef.eu/home.html
https://www.eib.org/en/products/advising/elena/index.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/energy-efficiency/energy-performance-of-buildings/long-term-renovation-strategies
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/energy-efficiency/energy-performance-of-buildings/long-term-renovation-strategies
https://europeanclimate.org/the-eu-can-increase-its-climate-targets-to-be-in-line-with-a-global-1-5c-target/
https://europeanclimate.org/the-eu-can-increase-its-climate-targets-to-be-in-line-with-a-global-1-5c-target/
http://bpie.eu/news/the-danish-way-how-denmark-takes-a-leading-role-in-europe-to-renovate-its-building-stock/
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Figure 5: Logic model, policy package 1 
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Policy package 2 

 

In policy packages 2, the decision to implement and design the BRP is also fully left to 

the Member States. The supportive measures are more far-reaching than in policy 

package 1.  

Policy package 2 presumes that: 

- The decision to implement BRP and how to design it is fully left to the Member States.  

- The EU supports the uptake of the instrument through a number of additional 

supportive measures and actions: 

o Guidelines and best practice exchange on how the BRP can support the 

objectives of the LTRS.  

o National/regional communication campaigns to increase awareness of the 

BRPs. 

o Training of energy experts. 

o Making funds, such as the European Energy Efficiency Fund or ELENA, 

available to the Member States for BRP development and implementation. 

o Guidelines on how to support and enable banks to offer a favourable 

interest rate on loans/mortgages which are linked to a BRP. 

o Introducing in the next EPBD review in 2026 a requirement stating that 

BRP becomes mandatory for certain building segments (replicating the 

EPC regulations, buildings for sale, etc.) after 2030. 

None of the supportive measures contradicts Member States’ right to design the BRP 

and their decision to implement the instrument.  

Assumptions  

 

Figure 6 shows the estimated causal links of policy package 2. It consists of one direct 

and six supportive measures. The direct and four of the supportive measures mirror 

those in policy package 1. It is also foreseen that the BRP is made mandatory for certain 

building segments, as in current EPC legislations, after 2030 in the Member States that 

have introduced it. In addition, the EU establishes a technical assistance facility for 

setting up a financial bonus linked to BRPs, which is assumed to increase investments.  

It is assumed that this policy package will trigger nine additional Member States to 

introduce a BRP: Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland, Portugal, France, Sweden, Spain, 

United Kingdom and Austria.12 These Member States cover 71% of the EU’s heated floor 

area. The supportive measure where the EU encourages Member States to make the 

BRP mandatory for certain building segments by 2030 increases focus on the 

instrument. This, together with the possibility to link the BRP to favourable 

loans/mortgages, motivates four additional Member States to implement BRPs 

compared to policy package 1.  

 
12 Why these nine Member States? We assume that the supportive measures in this package will 
trigger four additional Member States compared to policy package 1. Based on several transfer 
indicators (including similar existing approaches, similar institutional preconditions, expressed 
interest, general frontrunner country) the most likely would be Sweden, UK, Italy and Austria. 
Sweden has already shown some light interest in the instrument and is a common frontrunner 

when it comes to progressive certification services. Austria is observing the development in 
Germany (and “Der individuelle Sanierungsfahrplan”), while the UK has a very mature EPC system 

in place and is prone to innovative solutions. Italy has several ambitious regions showing some 
interest that would be likely to implement BRPs, if the right financial framework was in place. In 
addition, these regions have shown leadership in the past (e.g. Emilia-Romagna, Lombardy). 

https://www.eeef.eu/home.html
https://www.eib.org/en/products/advising/elena/index.htm
https://www.sgbc.se/utveckling/utveckling-av-nollco2/
https://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/documents/downloadPublic?documentIds=080166e5bbd2d65a&appId=PPGMS
https://www.energyagency.at/fileadmin/dam/pdf/projekte/gebaeude/Report_on_existing_monitoring_initiatives_and_databases.pdf
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Figure 6: Logic model, policy package 2 
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Policy package 3 

 

In policy package 3, the EU introduces a common reference framework for BRPs, which 

enables a more harmonised BRP development across the EU.  

Policy package 3 presumes that:  

- The EU introduces a common reference framework that comprises detailed 

guidelines and/or recommendations outlining how Member States can develop and 

implement a BRP. It does not include minimum requirements for the Member State 

on what the BRP should comprise.  

- The EU supports the uptake of the instrument through several supportive measures 

and actions: 

o Guidelines and best practice exchange on how the BRP can support the 

objectives of the LTRS.  

o National/regional communication campaigns to increase awareness of the 

BRPs. 

o Training of energy experts. 

o Establishing a dedicated forum as part of the Concerted Action EPBD to 

exchange best practices.  

o Guidance documents on how to integrate the BRP into EPC and existing 

audit schemes, and how it can be combined with a digital logbook.  

o Encouraging Member States to utilise existing regional energy advice 

centres, including one-stop-shops, to increase awareness of the BRP.  

o Guidelines on how banks can offer a favourable interest rate for loans/ 

mortgages which are linked to a BRP.  

 

Assumptions  

 

Figure 7 shows the estimated causal links of policy package 3. It consists of one direct 

and five supportive measures. The direct measure is a common reference framework, 

that comprises detailed guidelines and/or recommendations outlining how Member 

States can develop and implement a BRP but doesn’t include minimum requirements on 

what the instrument should comprise. Four of the supportive measures are assumed to 

have only an enabling effect, while it is also foreseen that the BRP is supported through 

existing advice centres and one-stop-shops.  

It is estimated that this policy package will trigger seven additional Member States to 

introduce a BRP: Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland, Portugal, France, Sweden and the 

UK.13 These Member States cover 56% of the EU’s heated floor area. The EU common 

reference framework will contribute to an increased focus on the BRP, but the supportive 

measures are less progressive than in policy package 2.   

 
13 Why these seven Member States? In addition to the Member States in policy package 1, Sweden 
and the UK have existing renovation frameworks that could be easily integrated with a common 

European reference framework. The seven Member States are the same as in policy package 2 
but without Austria and Italy, which are assumed to be more contingent on the financial 
framework in place. 
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Figure 7: Logic model, policy package 3 
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Policy package 4 

 

In policy package 4, the EU introduces a common reference framework for BRPs. In 

contrast to policy package 3, it includes mandatory requirements for what the BRP 

should comprise, which ensures a harmonised BRP development across the EU.  

Policy package 4 presumes that:  

- EU introduces a common reference framework, which includes mandatory 

requirements for what a BRP comprises. The requirement defines the core features 

of the BRP, which could include aspects such as links to EPC, targeting near-zero 

energy building (nZEB) renovation level, or preparation by qualified experts. If a 

Member State develops an instrument that doesn’t fulfil these requirements, it is not 

entitled to take part in EU supportive measures targeting the BRP, such as linked 

financial instruments.  

- This is supported by: 

o An expansion of Article 17 of the EPBD, to introduce a common EU 

certification framework for EPC/BRP certifiers to enhance the quality of 

both instruments. 

o National/regional communication campaigns to increase awareness of 

BRPs. 

o Training of energy experts.  

o Guidelines and best practice exchange on how the BRP can support the 

objectives of the LTRS.  

o Guidance documents on how to integrate the BRP into EPCs and existing 

audit schemes, and how it can be combined with a digital logbook.  

o Making funds, such as the European Energy Efficiency Fund or ELENA, 

available to the Member States for BRP development and implementation. 

o The Commission establishing a technical assistance facility assisting 

Member States to introduce a bonus that is triggered when a certain 

percentage of stages in the BRP has been implemented. For example, the 

bonus could consist of a lump sum handout when the first 

recommendation of the BRP is completed. 

Assumptions  

Figure 8 shows how policy package 4 influences the number of BRPs and renovations. 

The direct measure is a common reference framework that comprises detailed guidelines 

and/or recommendations outlining how Member States can develop and implement a 

BRP, including minimum requirements. Six of the supportive measures are assumed to 

have an enabling effect. It is also foreseen that Member States are encouraged and 

supported to set up a financial mechanism that triggers a bonus when certain steps of 

the BRP have been implemented, which influences the share that implements all steps.  

It is estimated that this policy package will trigger 11 additional Member States to 

introduce a BRP: Denmark, the Netherlands, Ireland, Portugal, France, Sweden, UK, 

Italy, Austria, Poland and Spain14. These Member States cover 73% of the EU’s heated 

 
14 Why these 11 Member States? The selection includes the Member States in policy package 3 
plus Austria, Italy, Spain and Poland as new additions. Austria is currently looking to the 
development in Germany (“Der individuelle Sanierungsfahrplan”), while Italy has several 

ambitious regions showing some interest that would be likely to implement BRPs, if the right 
financial framework was in place. Similarly, the BRP is already being explored in Spain at the 

regional level and the supportive measures in this package are likely to boost that development. 
The iBRoad survey revealed that there is a large potential for a BRP in Poland, if comprehensively 
developed and supported, which we assume this policy package would do. 

https://www.eeef.eu/home.html
https://www.eib.org/en/products/advising/elena/index.htm
https://ibroad-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/iBRoad-Understanding-potential-user-needs.pdf
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floor area. The common reference framework and the composition of supportive 

measures incentivise additional Member States to develop a BRP.   

 

 

Figure 8: Logic model, policy package 4 
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Policy package 5 

 

In policy package 5, the EU actively promotes the idea of BRPs, as complementary to 

the EPC, and proposes their introduction to complement EPCs in the next EPBD revision 

in 2026. 

Policy package 5 presumes that: 

o The EU actively promotes the idea of a BRP as complementary to the EPC and 

proposes its introduction to reinforce EPCs in the next EPBD review15 in 2026.  

o This activity is supported by: 

o Making funds, such as the European Energy Efficiency Fund or ELENA, 

available to the Member States for BRP development and implementation 

(i.e. to subsidise the cost of the BRP preparation).  

o National/regional communication campaigns to increase awareness of the 

BRPs. 

o Training of energy experts.  

o Guidelines on how to support and enable banks to offer a favourable 

interest rate on loans/mortgages which are linked to a BRP. 

o Encouraging Member States to introduce progressive funding – or tax 

support – for packages of measures (i.e. renovation steps) as 

recommended by the BRP. 

o Establishing a technical assistance facility assisting Member States to 

introduce a financial bonus that is triggered when a certain percentage of 

stages in the BRP has been implemented. The bonus can be a lump sum 

or recoup the cost of the BRP. 

o Guidance documents on how to integrate the BRP into EPC and existing 

audit schemes, and how it can be combined with a digital logbook.  

 

Assumptions  

Figure 9 consists of one direct and seven supportive measures. The direct measure 

incorporates the BRP in the next possible EPBD revision. Five of the supportive measures 

are assumed to have an enabling effect. It is also foreseen that Member States are 

supported to set up a financial mechanism that offers building owners a bonus when 

certain steps of the BRP have been implemented. In addition, banks are encouraged to 

offer favourable loans that are linked to BRP renovations. The financial measures are 

expected to increase the share of building owners implementing several BRP steps and 

overall renovation investments.  

All Member States will implement BRPs by 2030 as a result of this policy package.   

 
15 A review does not have to lead to a revision of the directive. 

https://www.eeef.eu/home.html
https://www.eib.org/en/products/advising/elena/index.htm
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Figure 9: Logic model, policy package 5 
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Policy package 6 

 

In policy package 6, the EU actively promotes the idea of BRPs and proposes its 

introduction to complement EPCs in the next EPBD revision in 2026. In contrast to policy 

package 5, these supportive measures are mandatory and far-reaching.  

Policy package 6 presumes that:  

o The EU actively promotes the idea of BRP as complementary to the EPC and 

proposes its introduction to reinforce EPCs following the next EPBD revision.  

o The EU supports national/regional communication campaigns to increase 

awareness of the BRPs. 

o The EU introduces and supports the training of energy experts 

o The provision is also supported by new EPBD requirements, including:  

o Minimum energy performance requirements for energy renovation, going 

beyond the current EPBD requirement for ‘major renovations’. 

o BRP mandatory for all buildings (residential and non-residential) sold after 

2030.  

o BRP mandatory for all buildings (residential and non-residential) sold with EPC from 

class D and below by 2030 and regularly strengthened after that (e.g. class C by 

2035 etc.)  

o Buildings with EPC below class E can only be sold if steps 1-2 of the renovation 

roadmap implemented by 2030.  

 

Assumptions  

Figure 10 displays policy package 6, which consists of one direct and six supportive 

measures. The direct measure incorporates the BRP in the next possible EPBD revision. 

Two of the supportive measures are assumed to have an enabling effect. Four far-

reaching supportive measures are foreseen to be included in future revisions of the 

EPBD, with significant effects on energy renovations of buildings. All Member States will 

implement BRPs by 2030 as a result of this policy package.   
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Figure 10: Logic model, policy package 6 
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2. How are the impacts calculated?  
 

The definition of impact categories is closely linked with the development of the policy 

packages established in Task 5. The categories have been selected according to their 

environmental, economic and social relevance and the availability of reliable data to 

support the calculations. In total, eight impact categories were identified. The impact of 

policy packages is calculated using the model that has been developed to assess various 

scenarios and forecast the impact of BRPs in 2030, 2040 and 2050. These calculations 

are complemented with informed assumptions estimated and derived from the existing 

cases, relevant evaluations and in consultation with experts. A detailed elaboration of 

these assumptions is presented in Annex B. The following subsections present the 

calculation approach to BRPs, renovation rate and the impact categories. 

 

Number of BRPs  

The different policy packages will influence Member States’ decision on whether to 

introduce a BRP. The composition of measures in the policy packages will also influence 

the uptake of the BRP in the countries where it has been implemented.  

 

 
Assumptions:  

1. The BRP is assumed to be an optional addition to the EPC for which the homeowner must pay 

a subsidised fee of €10016. Policy packages 2 and 6 foresee the BRP to be mandatory under 

certain circumstances.  

2. Based on the number of issued EPCs per year for the implementing Member States, we assume 

the share of homeowners that will opt for additional BRP service with their EPC. Surveys show 

that around 20% of residential homeowners say they would opt for an additional BRP if they 

were provided with the opportunity17. This number is likely to be smaller if they were faced 

with the actual decision. Based on discussion with experts, we revised the number to a range 

of 6-10%, depending on the policy packages. 

3. The BRP is a novel instrument that will attract some users by itself. Based on discussions with 

experts, we assume this will increase the issued EPCs (result from bullet 1 and 2) with 5-10%, 

given the composition of the policy packages.  

 

Example: Denmark issues around 55,000 EPCs per year, of which 92% (i.e. 50,600) 

have been calculated to represent existing buildings. In policy package 1, we assume 

that 6% of the homeowners will opt for the optional BRP, which amounts to 3,036 

BRPs per year. In addition, we assume that an additional 5% will get a BRP because 

of the instrument itself, bringing the total number to 3,187.  

 

 

 

 

 
16 Based on existing schemes, the total cost for an optional BRP combining an on-site audit with 

automated data and calculations is estimated to be €400. The subsidised cost that the homeowner 
will pay is assumed to be €100, which is what surveys show most homeowners are willing to pay 

for a service like the BRP. See report on feasibility and replicability for more details.  
17 See iBRoad study “Understanding Potential User Needs”, in which 1500 building owners, from 
Poland, Portugal and Bulgaria, were interviewed on their views on BRPs.  

https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_D5%20support%20for%20settings.pdf
https://ibroad-project.eu/news/understanding-user-needs/
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The calculation is specified as: 

The number BRPs issued each year is calculated by the relationship: 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒔 = (𝑬𝑷𝑪𝒔𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓𝒍𝒚 ∗ 𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑩𝑹𝑷) + 𝒏𝒆𝒘 𝒄𝒍𝒊𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒔 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

BRPs Number of BRPs per year  # 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝒔𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓𝒍𝒚 Number of EPCs issues per year in the implementing MS  # 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑩𝑹𝑷 Share of building owners that will opt for an additional BRP 

service with their EPC 

% 

New clients People getting an EPC and BRP because the new instrument 

activates these people (which are not obliged to get an EPC)  

 

 

Renovation rate and depth 

 

The renovation rate at Member State level varies from 0.4-1.2%. The main impact of 

BRPs is measured in increased renovation activity. BRPs as an optional add-on to 

existing EPCs will trigger new homeowners to renovate, reassure people already 

planning to renovate and increase the renovation quality/depth.  

 

 

Figure 11: Illustration of how BPR impacts renovation/energy savings 
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 Assumptions:  

 

1. The share of building owners that decided to renovate after obtaining an optional 

BRP depends on the EPC rating of their building, assuming that homeowners in very 

inefficient buildings will be more likely to renovate. 90% of building owners with a 

low EPC rating (E-F-G) will implement at least one measure (D=70%, C=32%, 

B=30%). We assume that people in buildings with EPC label A won’t get a BRP in 

the first place18.  

 

2. The renovation depth achieved per renovation depends on two aspects. The first is 

the share of homeowners that implement multiple steps of the BRP within 15 years, 

which is assumed to be between 20% (for policy packages where the BRP is linked 

to mandatory implementation) and 80% (for a policy package with strong supportive 

measures encouraging deep renovations). The second aspect is the average energy 

saving for the fulfilled and uncompleted BRPs. We assume the average energy 

savings to be 45% for the BRPs where several steps have been completed and 20% 

for the uncompleted BRPs where only 1-2 measures have been completed.  

 

3. New triggered measures are those that wouldn’t have happened if the BRP was not 

in place. Evidence suggests that around 80% of the potential BRP renovations would 

have occurred without the existence of a BRP.  

 

4. Evidence also shows that an instrument such as the BRP makes homeowners more 

confident in their renovation decisions and triggers the renovation to happen earlier. 

For the 80% of renovations that would have occurred anyway, we assume that on 

average the renovation occurs one year earlier than if they hadn’t had a BRP.  

The assumptions have been developed through discussions with local experts, as well 

as relevant and accessible evaluations19.  

 

For new triggered renovations, we allocate the whole energy saving to the BRP. Figure 

12 illustrates the savings from the increased depth and the fact that the renovations 

happen earlier. In this example, the building that is renovated with a BRP reaches a 

higher performance level and thus demands less energy. During the 12 years displayed 

in Figure 12, the BRP also contributes to savings as the measures are implemented 

earlier (the building’s energy consumption will be lower in 2021 as the renovation has 

already occurred).  

 
18 See findings in first report of this study: Review on building renovation passport schemes and 

related initiatives 
19 See resources and findings in the first report of this study: Review of building 

renovation passport schemes and initiatives. In addition, IFEU’s evaluation of the local 

BRP in Baden-Württemberg and its wider policy framework, as well as BAFA’s evaluation 

of German energy audits, have been especially useful in this work.  

https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf
https://um.baden-wuerttemberg.de/fileadmin/redaktion/m-um/intern/Dateien/Dokumente/5_Energie/Neubau_und_Geb%C3%A4udesanierung/Evaluationsbericht_EWaermeG.pdf
https://www.bafa.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Bundesamt/evaluation_vob.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=2
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Figure 12: Renovation trajectory of a building with and without a BRP (please note this is an example and the numbers 
are arbitrary) 

 

 The calculation is specified as:  

 𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒊𝒎𝒑𝒂𝒄𝒕 = 𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒔 ∗ (𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒕𝒓𝒊𝒈𝒈𝒆𝒓𝒆𝒅 +  𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒔𝒔𝒖𝒓𝒆𝒅+𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒅𝒆𝒑𝒕𝒉)     

 𝑹𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒔𝒊𝒅𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓
= 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒓𝒆𝒔𝒊𝒅𝒓𝒆𝒏𝒐𝒗  ∗ 𝑭𝑨𝒂𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒈𝒆

𝑭𝑨𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚
 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒊𝒎𝒑𝒂𝒄𝒕 The total impact of the BRPs   

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒂𝒍𝒍 Total number of BRPs materialising in renovation measures. Based 

on EPC rating (E-F-G =90%, D=70%, C=32%, B=30%) 

(calculation) 

# 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒕𝒓𝒊𝒈𝒈𝒆𝒓𝒆𝒅 New triggered measures are those that wouldn’t have happened if 

the BRP was not in place 

% 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒓𝒆𝒂𝒔𝒔𝒖𝒓𝒆𝒅 Renovations that happen earlier because the instrument pushes 

homeowners to renovate  

% 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒅𝒆𝒑𝒕𝒉 Increased renovation depth  % 

𝑹𝑻𝒓𝒆𝒔𝒊𝒅𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚
 Added renovation rate of the residential sector in a specific country 

and year 

% 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒓𝒆𝒔𝒊𝒅𝒓𝒆𝒏𝒐𝒗
 Number of renovations due to BRPs issued in a specific country in a 

year  

# 

𝑭𝑨𝒂𝒗𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒈𝒆 The average floor area of a dwelling  m2 

𝑭𝑨𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚 The total floor area of the residential sector  m2 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒔 Number of BRPs per MS  # 
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Impact categories 

Figure 13 displays the eight impact categories and in which order they are described.  

 

Figure 13: Impact categories 

Energy demand 

In the context of the EPBD, the impact of introducing BRPs on energy use is evaluated 

as a first key impact category. Final energy consumption is used to determine the energy 

demand excluding the energy used by the energy sector itself as BRPs are only expected 

to impact the end-users. In policy package 6, it has been assumed that the included 

mandatory supportive measures are less effective for non-residential buildings than for 

residential buildings. The historical final energy consumption data used in the 

assessment comes from Eurostat.  

The calculation is specified as: 

𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 = 𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) ∗ (𝟏 − 𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈) + 𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) ∗ 𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈 ∗ (𝟏 − 𝑹𝑫𝒂𝒗𝒈) 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 The energy use of the building sector in a specific 

country and year 

TWh 

𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) The energy use of the building sector in a specific 

country the previous year  

TWh 

𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average renovation rate  % 

𝑹𝑫𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average renovation depth (average energy savings per 

case)  

% 

 

CO2 emissions  

Carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, mainly from heating and cooling, are linked to a 

building's energy use. Building energy consumption has a direct impact on the overall 

building’s CO2 emissions. BRPs would trigger renovations that in turn result in mitigation 

of CO2 emissions. The historical CO2 emissions data used in the assessment comes from 

Eurostat.  

 

The calculation is specified as: 

𝑪𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 = 𝑪𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) ∗ (𝟏 − 𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈) + 𝑪𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) ∗ 𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈 ∗ (𝟏 − 𝑪𝑬𝒂𝒗𝒈) 

 

Energy demand CO2 emissions
Residential 

energy 
expenditure 

Improvement in 
EPC ratings

Health benefits 
Triggered 

private 
investments

Public 
investments

On-site 
renewables 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
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Symbol Description Unit 

𝑪𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 CO2 emissions of the residential sector in a specific 
country and year 

MT 

𝑪𝑬𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) CO2 emissions of the residential sector in a specific 
country the previous year 

MT 

𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average renovation rate  % 

𝑪𝑬𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average CO2 emission savings per case  % 

 

Residential energy expenditure 

Households represent approximately 27%20 of final energy consumption in the EU. 

Households use energy for a variety of purposes, including space and water heating, 

space cooling, cooking, lighting, and electrical appliances, but heating is the largest 

component. Household energy expenses make up a large share of the total household 

disposable income and the increasing expenses are a growing concern in the context of 

energy/fuel poverty. As BRPs would trigger a change in the overall energy expenditure 

of households, this has been included as an impact category. The historical data used 

in the assessment comes from Eurostat.  

The calculation is specified as: 

𝑬𝑪𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 = 𝑬𝑪𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) ∗ (𝟏 − 𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈) + 𝑬𝑪𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) ∗ 𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈 ∗ (𝟏 − 𝑹𝑫𝒂𝒗𝒈) 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑬𝑪𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 Energy expenditure of the residential sector in a specific 
country and year 

€ 

𝑬𝑪𝒄𝒐𝒖𝒏𝒕𝒓𝒚,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓−𝟏) Energy expenditure of the residential sector in a specific 
country the previous year  

€ 

𝑹𝑻𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average renovation rate for residential sector % 

𝑹𝑫𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average renovation depth for the residential sector 
(average energy savings per case)  

% 

 

Estimated improvement in EPC ratings 

The renovation impact linked to BRPs would also influence EPC ratings. Better ratings 

mean higher energy performance of buildings, which is also linked to higher property 

values [1]. The EPC data is gathered from the EU Building Stock Observatory, national 

EPC registries and EPBD Concerted Action publications.  

The calculation considers the number of buildings with a certain EPC rating and adds 

the share of buildings that reaches this rating through BRP renovations. As the 

calculation below indicates, every completed BRP renovation (where several steps have 

been achieved) upgrades the rating by one or two levels (from E to D, or E to C), though 

a minority of cases achieves more than two steps.  

The calculation below shows the increase in EPC rating A for one year. Every renovated 

(i.e. completed most BRP steps) EPC B building climbs to EPC A, along with 60% of EPC 

C and 10% of EPC D buildings.  The calculation assumes the EPCs to be constant over 

time, in order to isolate the impact from BRPs.  

 
20 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database 

https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/en/topics/energy-efficiency/energy-performance-of-buildings/eubuildings
https://epbd-ca.eu/ca-outcomes/outcomes-2015-2018
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database


 
European Commission  

EPBD19a Feasibility study: Deliverable 6.2  

November 2019 I 31 

The calculation is specified as: 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑨,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙) = 𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑨,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) + 𝑹𝒆𝒏 (𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑩,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) + (𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑪,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) ∗ 𝟔𝟎%) + (𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑫,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) ∗

𝟏𝟎%) 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑨,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙) Number and share of buildings with EPC rating A in year X. 
Similar calculations are made for the other ratings.  

% 

𝑹𝒆𝒏  Number of renovations  # 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑨,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) Number of EPC A buildings in the year before X  % 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑩,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) Number of EPC B buildings in the year before X  % 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑪,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) Number of EPC C buildings in the year before X  % 

𝑬𝑷𝑪𝑫,(𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒙−𝟏) Number of EPC D buildings in the year before X  % 

 

Health benefits 

 

Renovation is an opportunity to improve the indoor environmental quality,21 while at the 

same time achieving a high energy performance. BRPs, if properly designed, will have 

a positive effect on the indoor environmental quality, which in turn has a positive effect 

on inhabitants' health, productivity and overall wellbeing.22 The BRP steps are defined 

by a building expert, which increases the chances that the indoor environmental quality 

is improved after the renovation.   

It is challenging to estimate the non-energy benefits of energy renovations. In this 

report, we look at health benefits in terms of absence from work due to illness, which is 

referred to as “absenteeism’’. Many workers are unable to perform their work due to 

building-related sickness, caused by bad indoor air quality, dampness or thermal 

discomfort.  

Total absence across Europe ranges between 3% and 6% of total working time, which 

amounts to a cost of approximately 2.5%23 of the EU’s gross domestic product (GDP) 

due to loss in productivity.  

It is also estimated that energy efficiency interventions bring benefits such as improved 

indoor air quality that reduce sick days by 1.2 to 1.9 days,24 improving the health and 

wellbeing of people.  

The introduction of BRPs would influence the share of the population living in better 

rated and healthier buildings. Reduced sick days provide an indicator of increased 

productivity due to the renovation of buildings.  

The calculation is specified as:  
𝑨𝑪𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈 = 𝑾𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈 ∗ 𝟖𝒉𝒓𝒔/𝒅𝒂𝒚 

 
21 Indoor environmental quality comprises multiple elements, such as air quality, (thermal) 
comfort, light and noise.  
22 See for example Buildings 2030 (2018) Building 4 People – Quantifying the benefits of energy 
renovation investments in schools, offices and hospitals 
23 Report on absence from work: 

www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef_files/docs/ewco/tn0911039s/tn0911039s.pdf 
24 COMBI final report (Quantification of productivity impacts):-https://combi-project.eu/wp-

content/uploads/D5.4a_20180508a_final.pdf 

http://bpie.eu/publication/building-4-people-valorising-the-benefits-of-energy-renovation-investments-in-schools-offices-and-hospitals/
https://bpie.sharepoint.com/Proposal/C023%20DG%20ENER%20C3%202018%20-%20447%2005%20-%20Feasibility%20study%20EPBD%20art%2019a/2%20work_packages/Task%206/Task%206%20deliverable/www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/files/ef_files/docs/ewco/tn0911039s/tn0911039s.pdf
https://combi-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/D5.4a_20180508a_final.pdf
https://combi-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/D5.4a_20180508a_final.pdf
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𝑨𝑩𝒄𝒐𝒔𝒕 = 𝑾𝑷𝑬𝑼 ∗ (𝑺𝑫𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈 − 𝑺𝑫𝑹) ∗ 𝑨𝑪𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈  

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑨𝑩𝒄𝒐𝒔𝒕 Absenteeism cost gain € 

𝑾𝑷𝑬𝑼 The average working population in each EPC rated 
category (e.g. A, B, C, D, >D) in the EU  

# 

𝑺𝑫𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average sick days per person in the EU  # 

𝑺𝑫𝑹 Sick days per person reduced due to renovation for each 
EPC category (assumption: A=1.9, B=1.2, C=0.6, D=0.3, 
>D=0) in the EU 

# 

𝑾𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈 Average wage per person in the EU (€27.4/h-2019) € 

𝑨𝑪𝑬𝑼 𝒂𝒗𝒈  The average cost of absence per person per day in the EU € 

 

Triggered private investments in renovation 

The BRP will increase the number of renovations and thus also private investments. 

Public funding alone cannot renovate all of Europe’s buildings, so the private investment 

is needed to increase the uptake and support the BRPs.  

The triggered private investment is based on the share of triggered renovations and the 

average energy saving per renovation. The cost per renovation is based on average 

figures from existing cases and reports (see Annex C). The investment considers all 

renovation measures that are implemented according to the BRP within 15 years.  

 

The calculation is specified as: 

𝑻𝑷𝑰 = 𝑵𝑹 ∗ 𝑰𝒂𝒗𝒈 𝒑𝒆𝒓 𝑩𝑹𝑷 − 𝑷𝑺 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑻𝑷𝑰 Triggered private investment  € 

𝑵𝑹 Total number of triggered renovations # 

𝑰𝒂𝒗𝒈 𝒑𝒆𝒓 𝑩𝑹𝑷 Average investment per BRP renovation € 

𝑷𝑺 Public investment  € 

 

Public investments required for different policy packages 

Introducing BRPs will come with a cost for the EU and its Member States. The cost will 

vary depending on the number of implementing countries and on the supportive 

measures being introduced within each policy package.  
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Cost for setting up a BRP (based on existing BRPs) 

- Expanding the EPC to a BRP: €250,000–€600,000 (including analysis, testing and development)  

Communication and training activities 

- Communication: €90,000 for an average-sized Member State (including media plan, designing 

and printing brochures, short introduction movie, buying space in printed media and social 

media)  

- Training of experts: €0 (leave it to the market) to €200,000 for an average-sized Member State  

- The measures introduced in policy package 6, triggering huge impact on the number of BRPs, 

will require a larger investment in training activities  

Subsidies for BRP preparation (including on-site visit, the cost for application, etc.) 

- Assumed to be on average €300 per issued BRP  

The calculation is specified as:  

𝑷𝑰𝑴𝑺𝑿 = 𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒑𝒓𝒆𝒑 + 𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒔𝒖𝒃 + 𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒄𝒐𝒎 + 𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒕𝒓 

 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑷𝑰𝑴𝑺𝑿 Required public investment for MS x € 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒑𝒓𝒆𝒑 Costs related to setting up the instrument, including 
analysis, design, test and development of the BRP.  

€ 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒔𝒖𝒃 Most policy packages foresee a public subsidy for the cost 
for preparing a BRP, including an on-site visit, talking with 
residents, outlining the BRP etc.  

€ 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒄𝒐𝒎 Cost related to communication activities  € 

𝑩𝑹𝑷𝒕𝒓 Cost related to training activities € 

 

Increase of on-site renewables 

The role of BRPs is not only to increase the energy efficiency of buildings but also to 

increase the uptake of the on-site renewables such as heat pumps and solar PV to cover 

a large part of energy consumption. As self-consumption in buildings is expected to 

increase through BRPs, its impact had been quantified in this assessment for residential 

buildings. It is assumed that the large majority of solar PV and heat pumps will be 

installed in later steps in the BRP. There are other on-site renewables that could be 

considered, such as solar thermal and biomass heating, but no reliable data could be 

allocated within this project.  

 

The calculation is specified as:  

𝑷𝑽 = 𝑵𝑹 ∗ 𝑵𝑹𝑷𝑽 

𝑯𝑷 = 𝑵𝑹 ∗  𝑵𝑹𝑯𝑷 

Symbol Description Unit 

𝑷𝑽 The number of PV installations   # 

𝑵𝑹 Total number of triggered renovations  # 

𝑵𝑹𝑷𝑽/𝑯𝑷 Share of triggered renovations that include PV or HP  % 

𝑯𝑷 The number of heat pump installations   € 
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3. What are the impacts of the policy packages?  
 

We used a model developed by BPIE to assess the impact of the policy packages on the 

impact categories described above. All the assumptions are further detailed in Annex B.  

The estimated increase of BRPs 

Figure 14Error! Reference source not found. shows how the number of BRPs is 

expected to increase over time for residential and non-residential buildings together. 

The graph shows that policy package 6 reaches 150 million BRPs by 2050, followed by 

policy package 2 with almost 50 million. Both these policy packages assume that the 

BRP will become mandatory for inefficient buildings at various points by 2030.25 Policy 

package 4 and 5 reach around 15 million, due to favourable supportive packages that 

incentivise building owners to get a BRP. Policy package 3 reaches almost 10 million by 

2050 and policy package 1 almost 2 million. The calculation does not reflect the 

possibility that people might renew the BRP over a 30-year period.  

 

 
Figure 14: the Estimated increase in BRPs 

 

 

 

 

 

 
25 The mandatory measures in policy package 6 cover the lowest EPC ratings from 2030 and are 
expanded to EPC rating D in 2040. It is assumed that majority of inefficient buildings will get a 
BRP between 2030 and 2040, which explains the decreased pace from 2040. 
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Energy demand 

The impact analysis shows that the introduction of BRPs will contribute to a reduction in 

final energy consumption. The results are divided for residential and non-residential 

buildings.  

Residential building stock 

All policy packages show a significant effect on the residential final energy demand. The 

total final energy demand for the sector will be 8-9% lower by 2050 in policy packages 

5 and 6 compared to the “no action” scenario, amounting to around 300 terawatt-hours. 

Policy package 4 reaches 6%, while policy packages 1-3 range between 3% and 4%. 

Although policy package 6 assumes a large deployment of BRPs (see Figure 14), the 

impact per BRP is lower than in other policy packages26.  

Figure 15 displays the comparative impact of the six policy packages on residential final 

energy demand.  

 

 

Figure 15: Residential energy demand. The historical data has not been normalised and shows the real energy 
consumption. The yearly variance can mainly be explained by climatic conditions, where, for example, “household energy 
consumption increased both in 2015 and 2016 mainly because the 2016 winter was slightly colder than that of 2015, which 
was, in turn, a bit colder than that of 2014” (see EEA).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
26 People that are mandated to get a BRP will be less likely to implement all renovation steps. The 
average energy saving will therefore be lower.  
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Non-residential building stock 

Non-residential buildings require an average of 55%27 more energy than residential 

buildings. However, the awareness of energy renovations and their benefits is generally 

higher. It is relatively common for larger buildings (commercial and 

public) to perform a detailed energy audit before detailing the renovation steps, while 

many single-family owners often make their decision by relying on the advice of friends 

and family members instead of building professionals.  

Policy package 5 is expected to result in the largest energy savings at 7.5%, amounting 

to more than 130 terawatt-hours. Policy package 4 and 6 are estimated to reduce 

energy demand by arpimd 6%, while the impact from the other policy packages ranges 

between 3% and 4%.  

The impact of each policy package in reference to no action scenario is shown in Figure 

16. 

 

 
Figure 16: Non-residential energy demand. The historical data has not been normalised and shows the real energy 
consumption. The yearly variance can mainly be explained by climatic conditions, where, for example, “household energy 
consumption increased both in 2015 and 2016 mainly because the 2016 winter was slightly colder than that of 2015, which 
was, in turn, a bit colder than that of 2014” (see EEA). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
27 See for example this report: D'Agostino (2017) Energy consumption and efficiency 

technology measures in European non-residential buildings 
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CO2 emissions  

Energy use in buildings is responsible for over one-third (around 36%) of all CO2 

emissions in Europe. The impact on CO2 emissions takes into account the energy use in 

residential and non-residential buildings. It is therefore heavily correlated to the final 

energy demand analysis. The results are divided based on residential and non-

residential building stock.  

The analysis only considers energy use and does not reflect the impact on embodied 

carbon28.  

Residential building stock 

Figure 17 shows the relative impact of the different policy packages on the reduction of 

CO2 emissions by 2050. The sectoral CO2 emissions correlate with the final energy 

demand. The expected CO2 emissions will be 8-9% lower by 2050 in policy packages 5 

and 6 compared to the “no action” scenario, which amounts to around 30 million tonnes 

of CO2. Policy package 4 reaches almost 6% and policy packages 1-3 ranges between 

3% and 4%.  

 

 

 

Figure 17: Residential CO2 emissions. The historical data has not been normalised and shows the real CO2-emissions.  

 

 

 

 

 
28 Embodied carbon is the impact of all the GHG emissions attributed to the materials throughout 
the building’s life cycle (including manufacturing, construction, maintenance etc.).  
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Non-residential building stock 

Figure 18 shows the relative impact of the policy packages on the CO2 emissions savings 

achieved by 2050. The estimated impact correlates with the expected final energy 

savings. Policy package 5 is expected to result in the largest CO2 emissions savings with 

almost 8%, amounting to almost 12 million tonnes of CO2.Policy package 6 reaches 

almost 7% while policy package 2 and 4 achieves almost 6%. Policy packages 1 and 3 

ranges between 4% and 5%. 

 

 

 

Figure 18: Non-residential CO2 emissions savings. The historical data has not been normalised and shows real CO2 
emissions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

125

150

175

200

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050

C
O

2
-e

m
is

s
io

n
s
 [

M
T

]

Year

Non-residential CO2 emissions

Historic data No Action Policy Package 1 Policy Package 2

Policy Package 3 Policy Package 4 Policy Package 5 Policy Package 6



 
European Commission  

EPBD19a Feasibility study: Deliverable 6.2  

November 2019 I 39 

Residential energy expenditure 

The residential sector accounts for about 27.2%29 of the total final energy consumption 

in the EU. Most of the final energy consumption is covered by natural gas (36.0%) and 

electricity (24.1%), while the main use is for heating (64.1%).  

The improvement in the sector’s energy performance will facilitate a reduction of energy 

need and thus also residential energy expenditure. High energy expenditure can force 

households into energy poverty,30 which is correlated with negative health effects and 

other societal problems. As described previously, the launch of BRPs would lead to a 

decrease in energy demand and thus reduce the related costs.  

Figure 19 shows the relative impact of all the policy packages on the reduction of energy 

expenditure. Policy package 5 and 6 estimates that the EU’s residential energy 

expenditure will be 23-€27 billion lower in 2050, due to the number of BRP renovations 

conducted by then.  

 

  

Figure 19: Residential energy expenditure. The calculation does not reflect on future changes in energy prices or any 
changes in the building stock that are not related to the BRPs. The historical data has not been normalised and shows the 
real energy expenditure. The yearly variance can mainly be explained by climatic conditions, where, for example, 
“household energy consumption increased both in 2015 and 2016 mainly because the 2016 winter was slightly colder than 
that of 2015, which was, in turn, a bit colder than that of 2014” (see EEA). 

 

 

 

 
29 https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/products-eurostat-news/-/DDN-20190620-1 
30 Energy poverty occurs when a household suffers from a lack of adequate energy services in the 
home. 
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Estimated improvement of EPC ratings  

The introduction of BRPs will influence the improvement of existing EPC ratings. A larger 

share of homeowners with lower energy ratings will get a BRP and renovate to improve 

the performance of their building. A relative estimation of the increase in EPC ratings is 

shown in Figure 20Error! Reference source not found.. By 2050 policy package 6 is 

expected to reduce EPC >D (E-F-G) rated buildings with more than 3%.  

 

 

  

Figure 20: Estimated improvement in EPC ratings. The changes only consider BRP related renovations until 2050.  
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Health benefits 

BRPs enable building owners to make wise renovation decisions, while also ensuring 

that measures supporting health and well-being are considered.  

Suitably heated and cooled buildings will avoid drowsiness and help people to stay 

healthy and focussed. Achieving and even improving upon recommended levels for air 

quality such as minimum requirements for CO2, particulate matter and volatile organic 

compounds reduces the likelihood of sick building syndrome. Adequate lighting improves 

activity levels, general health and sleep. Noise attenuation enables us to focus better 

and alleviates stress. 

BRPs enable the building owners to make wise renovation decisions, while also ensure 

that measures supporting health and well-being are considered.  

The number of sick days, or absenteeism, is a common predictor of reduced productivity 

on a macro level. Existing residential buildings and non-residential buildings (schools, 

offices etc.) with poor indoor environments affect the health of the occupants. Since 

BRPs would improve the renovation rate and the condition of the existing buildings, 

reduction in absenteeism is expected to bring cost gains. Figure 21 shows the relative 

impact of the six policy packages on absenteeism cost gains for the EU.  

Policy package 6 includes supportive measures that, for example, mandate people to 

renovate the least efficient buildings. As the number of renovations of highly inefficient 

buildings is much higher in this package, so to are the possible health gains.  

  

 

Figure 21: Absenteeism costs gains 

No action PP1 PP2 PP3 PP4 PP5 PP6

2020 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2030 0 (88.24) (189.83) (109.62) (347.43) (134.42) (239.37)

2040 0 (176.49) (250.56) (219.03) (567.30) (567.30) (1,548.26)

2050 0 (264.73) (388.86) (328.44) (1,038.79) (1,000.18) (2,233.15)

-2500

-2000

-1500

-1000

-500

0

M
il

li
o

n
E

u
r
o

Yearly savings per year in the different decades 

Absenteeism cost savings



 
European Commission  

EPBD19a Feasibility study: Deliverable 6.2  

November 2019 I 42 

Triggered private investments  

Achieving a decarbonised building stock by 2050 will require renovation at a faster rate, 

which will need considerable investment, estimated at around €60-100 billion31 annually 

up to 2020, and even more thereafter. Attracting private investment in building 

renovation is considered difficult; however, BRPs can play a key role in leveraging the 

private investments required for renovation. Error! Reference source not found. 22 

shows the estimated annual triggered private investments.   

Each policy package has a varied impact on mobilising private investments. Policy 

packages 2, 4, 5 and 6 indicate higher triggered private investments, ranging from €1.2 

to €2 billion, compared to other policy packages.  

 

 
 
Figure 22: Triggered annual private investments, average for the 30 year period. The boxes indicate margin of error 
depending on the estimated investment cost per renovation which varies across the EU.  

 

See Table 13 in Annex A: Tables for more detailed figures. The estimated investment 

cost (public, private and triggered) is based on real renovation services (see Annex C: 

Investment figures).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
31 See BPIE (2015) Energy efficiency – the first fuel for the economy.   
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Public investments required for different policy packages 

The development and implementation of new instruments require sustainable funding 

from public and/or private sources to ensure the necessary funds for the design, testing 

and implementation of the project are available. This type of funding can take different 

forms – full public funding, private funding or a combination of the two. The costs 

presented in Table 2 are based on existing experiences in Germany and Flanders in 

Belgium.  

 

The cost for expanding the existing EPC with a BRP in one new Member State, including 

analysis, testing and development, is estimated to fall in the range of €250,000 - 

€600,000. The communication cost depends on the size of the country but is estimated 

to be around €90,000 on average. The cost of training experts can be carried by either 

public or private actors, depending on the market situation in the country. The cost for 

training is estimated to be between 0 and €200,000 initially, followed by a lower annual 

cost.  

It is likely that the cost of setting up a BRP would be lower in the policy packages that 

include best practices exchange, but this has not been possible to estimate.  
 
Table 2: Total public investments required for the different policy packages (total for all the implementing Member States 
in million Euros)  

 
Cost for setting up a BRP Communication and training activities Subsidies 

(average per year) 

PP1 2.25 0.45 57.77 

PP2 4.05 0.81 337.52 

PP3 3.15 0.63 No subsidies foreseen 

PP4 4.95 0.99 113.06 

PP5 11.70 2.34 107.98 

PP6 11.70 12.34 1,252.74 

 

Public funding can play a key role in leveraging private investments. The most common 

types of financing support are grants and favourable loans. Table 4 shows the 

investments required to prepare the BRPs. 

 
Table 3: Estimated required subsidy cost per year for the preparation of the BRP in each decade 

  million € 2020-2030 2031-2040 2041-2050 
 

Total 74 77  85  

 PP1 Private  19  20  22   
Subsidy  54  57  62   
Total 117  488  771  

 PP2 Private  31  129  204  

  Subsidy  86  359  567   
Total 87  90  98  

 PP3 Private  87  90  98  

  Subsidy  No subsidies are foreseen No subsidies are foreseen No subsidies are foreseen  
Total 149  152  160  

 PP4 Private  39  243  113  

  Subsidy  109  112  118   
Total 86  173  181  

 PP5 Private  23  46  48  

  Subsidy  63  128  133   
Total 77  3,650  1,384  

 PP6 Private  20  965  366  

  Subsidy  56  2,684  1,018  
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Increase of on-site renewables 

Integration of on-site renewables has been slow owing to a low renovation rate. It is 

assumed that the implementation of BRPs would support and increase the share of on-

site renewables in the Member States. However, the uptake of on-site renewables will 

mainly depend on other factors, such as cost decreases, financial instruments and 

regulatory support/obligations. 

 

Heat pumps 

Figure 23 shows the impact of all the policy packages relative to the no-action scenario 

on the growth of the number of residential heat pumps. Policy package 6 reaches the 

highest impact by 2050, with almost 400,000 additional installations. The increase is 

estimated to be between 3% and 12% for the different policy packages.  

 

 

  

 

Figure 23: Estimated impact on residential heat pumps. “Business as usual” is based on historical data only.  
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Solar PV  

The introduction of BRPs would also stimulate the uptake of solar PV in the residential 

sector, which is a common element of a deep renovation. The BRP is expected to 

increase awareness of what is required for a PV installation, as well as of its related 

benefits. If solar PV is included as a later step in the BRP, the earlier steps could make 

sure the building is adapted for this pending installation. For example, combining the 

insulation of the roof with making it solar PV compatible.    

Figure 24 shows the impact of each policy package on the number of solar PV 

installations in the residential sector from 2020. Policy package 6 is expected to show 

the highest impact, achieving an increase of almost 9% in the estimated installed 

capacity. installations by 2050. The increase in the total capacity of solar PV installations 

is estimated to range between 2% and 8% for the different policy packages.  

 

 

 

  

Figure 24: Estimated impact on Solar PV. Business as usual is based on historical data only.  
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4. Conclusion  
 

One of the aims of the amended EPBD is to improve energy advice services across the 

EU. Existing BRPs have proven that the instrument is effective in providing renovation 

advice taking into account the long-term vision for the building stock. It has an effect 

on renovation rate (number of energy renovations), renovation depth (magnitude of the 

renovations), the timing of the works (people with a BRP tend to renovate earlier than 

they previously planned) and the quality of the works (fewer mistakes and unwise 

renovation decisions).  

As described in the previous report, many aspects will influence the success of the BRP 

in the market. The design of the BRP is central but it has to be supported by trained 

experts, communication activities and financial mechanisms to be effective. While we 

have tried in this impact analysis to isolate the triggered effect of the policy packages, 

it has not been possible to separate the effect of the BPR from some of the supportive 

measures. This is especially true in policy package 6, where much of the total estimated 

effect is ascribed the far-reaching supportive measures rather than the BRP itself.  

The relative impacts by 2050 of all the impact categories are summarised in Table 4. 

The table provides a realistic indication of the impact of the potential policy packages 

designed for implementation of BRPs.  

• Policy package 6 reaches the highest combined energy savings, 403 TWh, largely 

due to far-reaching supportive measures, followed by policy package 5 at 380 

TWh.  

• The estimated CO2 savings range from 16 to 43 million tonnes.  

• Policy package 6 shows the largest reduction in residential energy expenditure, 

with over €27 billion in savings.  

• Improvement in EPC rating >D and increase in corresponding BRPs is expected 

to be substantial for policy package 6 but also for policy package 2, 4 and 5.   

• The estimated cost gain due to health benefits reaches more than 2 billion Euros 

annually in policy package 6 and around 1 billion annually in policy packages 4 

and 5. This calculation only accounts for the reduction in sick days due to 

triggered BRPs; the significant other multiple benefits are not included. 

• Triggered private investments can reach almost €2 billion per year for several 

policy packages.  

• Residential solar-PV installations are expected to increase with 2-9% until 2050, 

while the impact on residential heat pumps ranges from 3-12%.  
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Table 4: Comparison of policy packages impact until 2050 

 
 PP1 PP2 PP3 PP4 PP5 PP6 

Residential energy 
savings [TWh] 

89 141 125 185 247 289 

Non-residential 
energy savings 
[TWh] 

54 78 71 100 134 115 

Residential CO2-

emission savings 
[Mio Ton] 

11 17 15 22 29 33 

Non-residential CO2-
emission savings 
[Mio Ton] 

5 9 7 9 12 10 

Residential energy 

expenditure 
reduction [m€] 

9,159 13,996 12,506 17,996 23,231 27,175 

Improvement in EPC 
ratings, decrease of 
>D) 

-0.11% -0.60% -0.07% -1.64% -1.67% -3.29% 

Increase in BRPs 
[million] 

2.9  52.3  11.3  22.1  18.6  159.1  

Absenteeism cost 
gain [m€] 

53 274 66 1,039 1,095 2,285 

Triggered private 
investments [m€] 
(per year) average 

326-489 1,208-
1,812 

765-
1.148 

1290-
1,934 

1,313-
1,969 

1,271-
1,906 

Public investments 
for policy packages 
[m€] 

85 771 98 160 181 1384 

Increase in PV 
installed capacity 
[MW]  

1,157 6,063 2,619 4,247 4,261 6,891 

Increase in HP 

installation [#]  

          

84,839  
 

        

280,088 
 

        

204,828  
 

        

348,315  
 

        

280,187  
 

        

390,779  
 

 

 
 

 

Table 5 summarises the analysis in three key categories:  

 

(i) Impact: the impact on the EU for each of the policy packages  
(ii) Efficiency: the usefulness of the policy packages in mobilising the BRP 

instrument 

(iii) Costs: the cost-effectiveness of each policy package in realising the BRPs for 

the Member States 
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Table 5 Comparison of impact, efficiency and cost of each policy package 

 PP1 PP2 PP3 PP4 PP5 PP6 

Impact Modest. 
Only five 

MS are 
expected to 
adopt the 

BRP.  

Moderate. 
Nine MS are 

expected to 
adopt the 
BRP. MS can 

tailor the 
instrument to 
the needs of 
their specific 

market and 
supportive 
measures 
provide clear 
incentives for 
building 

owners. The 
estimated 
impact per 
invested Euro 
is greater 

than in PP1.  

Modest. 
Seven MS 

implement 
BRPs but 
without 

subsidies 
for 
developmen
t. The 

common 
reference 
framework 
enables a 
more 
consistent 

developmen
t of BRPs 
across the 
EU. MS can 
still tailor 

the 
instrument 

to their 
specific 
market but 
are 
empowered 
by 
information 

and 
guidance 
documents. 
Lack of 
minimum 
requiremen

ts allows for 
ineffective 
BRPs. 

Relatively 
high. 11 MS 

will 
implement 
the BRP. 

The 
common 
reference 
framework 

enables a 
more 
consistent 
developmen
t of BRPs 
across the 

EU. MS can 
tailor the 
instrument 
to their 
specific 

market but 
need to 

include 
certain 
aspects. 
Many MS 
would not 
adopt the 
instrument 

if it is 
perceived 
as too 
costly. 

Relatively 
high. All 

MS would 
expand 
their EPCs 

with a 
BRP. Next 
EPBD 
review is 

in about 
seven 
years and 
it might 
not lead 
to a 

revision of 
the 
directive. 
MS with 
ineffective 

EPC 
framewor

k must 
improve 
the whole 
system 
prior to 
expanding 
it. 

High. The 
mandatory 

supportive 
measures 
would drive 

demand for 
deep 
renovation, 
while the 

BRP would 
include 
guidance 
and know-
how. A clear 
indication to 

the market 
that it 
would have 
to adapt, 
including 

training of 
experts, 

innovative 
constructio
n methods 
etc.  

Efficienc
y 

Moderate. 
The MS can 
tailor BRP to 

local factors 
but BRPs 
will be very 
diverse and 
little 
comparison 

will be 
feasible. 
Modest 

synergy and 
learning 
effects.  

Moderate. 
The BRPs will 
be developed 

in different 
directions. 
The risk that 
some BRP 
frameworks 
won’t be 

optimally 
designed and 
comparison 

with other 
schemes 
could be 
difficult.  

Moderate/hi
gh. No 
subsidies 

are 
provided. 
Building 
owners 
getting a 
BRP are 

very 
interested 
in the 

service.  

Moderate/hi
gh. Impact 
per BRP is 

relatively 
high due to 
enabling 
measures.  

Relatively 
high. The 
package 

incentivis
es 
building 
owners to 
get a BRP 
and follow 

its 
recomme
ndations.  

Low. Most 
building 
owners are 

obliged to 
get a 
BRP/renova
te. A large 
share won’t 
renovate 

more than 
required to 
comply with 

legislation.  
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Cost Low  Moderate  Low  Moderate Moderate High  

 

Key takeaways  

 

• All the policy packages are expected to trigger considerable energy and CO2 emission 

savings. The energy demand in the residential sector is estimated to be 3-10% lower by 

2050 than in the absence of BRPs.  

• The impact of the BRP will be limited unless it is embedded with financial, regulatory and 

informational instruments. BRPs alone, without any of the enabling conditions and 

measures outlined in this report, are expected to have a limited impact. 

• The potential impact of BRPs on renovation activity is largely threefold:  

o It entices building owners with no previous intention to renovate to invest in 

energy efficiency measures  

o It enhances the quality, performance and overall depth of the renovation measures  

o It triggers people that have planned to renovate to do so earlier.  

• The BRP does not only triggers additional investment/savings but reduces the wrong 

implementation of single measures and technical lock-ins, thus saving investment cost and 

sunk costs. 

• The potential for BRPs is very contingent on how the Member States design the BRP and 

how it is integrated into the wider policy framework.  

Stakeholder feedback  

• A couple of stakeholders noted that the impact on indoor environmental quality is an 

important factor which must be included in the calculations. The French example shows 

that, due to its complex nature, indoor air quality is difficult, though not impossible, to 

consider in the definition and calculations. 

• Building owners must be at the centre of the BRP design, as they are the ones who demand 

the building renovation. The auditor has a critical role to play in this, defining how to best 

meet the specific owner’s needs and create demand for the BRP. The auditor should design 

an instrument that is good enough to alleviate barriers without compromising the 

homeowner’s needs. 

• The BRP framework itself does not need to be rigid but needs to include guidance on how 

to use the BRP, what are the starting points/objectives, etc.  

• Stakeholders saw an interesting opportunity for enlarging the scope of EPCs by illustrating 

reasons for renovation to increase the conversion rate with triggers that go beyond energy 

savings. 

• A fundamental condition for the success of the BRP is to ensure the perceived and actual 

quality of both EPCs and the BRP. Stakeholders noted that the level of trust in the EPC 

schemes currently varies from country to country. Additional training will be necessary to 

cater to changing requirements and to improve quality but is not the only measure 

required. Among others, there is a clear link between energy efficiency and property price, 

demonstrating an improved trust in the EPCs.  

• It was noted that the inspectors’ qualifications for the BRP will be more demanding than 

those for the EPC. This is considered by some stakeholders an opportunity for 

improvement. The BRP should be seen by building owners as a tool complementary to the 

EPC, that aims to guide them in their decision-making.  
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• Stakeholders also emphasised the potential of linking the BRP with one-stop-shops for 

building renovation and using it to facilitate renovations for multi-apartment buildings. 

Annex A: Tables   
 

Number of BRPs  
Table 6: The estimated increase in BRPs for all policy packages 

 PP0      
No 
action 

PP1 

[million] 

PP2 

[million] 

PP3 

[million] 

PP4 

[million] 

PP5 

[million] 

PP6 

[million] 

Increase in 
BRPs by 
2030 

- 1.0 6.0 3.4 7.1 4.1 13.3 

Increase in 
BRPs by 
2040 

- 2.0 24.9 6.9 13.8 11.2 114.5 

Increase in 
BRPs by 
2050 

- 2.9 53.2 11.1 21.1 18.6 159.1 

 

Residential energy savings  

 
Table 7: Created energy savings results for the residential sector for all policy packages 

 No action PP1 

[TWh] 

PP2 

[TWh] 

PP3 

[TWh] 

PP4 

[TWh] 

PP5 

[TWh] 

PP6 

[TWh] 

Energy 
savings by 
2030 

- 33.2 44.0 46.6 69.4 91.3 61.6 

Energy 
savings by 
2040 

- 61.9 91.5 86.6 128.8 173.6 191.3 

Energy 
savings by 
2050 

- 88.9 141.0 124.5 185.0 246.9 288.8 

 

Non-residential building 

 

Table 8: Energy savings results for the non-residential sector for all policy packages 

 No action PP1 

[TWh] 

PP2 

[TWh] 

PP3 

[TWh] 

PP4 

[TWh] 

PP5 

[TWh] 

PP6 

[TWh] 

Energy savings 
by 2030 

- 20.0 23.8 26.4 37.5 49.6 37.6 

Energy savings 
by 2040 

- 37.2 49.9 49.0 69.6 92.7 88.9 

Energy savings 
by 2050 

- 53.6 77.9 70.5 100.0 133.5 114.7 
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CO2-emissions for residential buildings  

 

Table 9: CO2-emissions results for the residential sector for all policy packages 

 No 
action 

PP1 

[Mio Ton] 

PP2 

[Mio Ton] 

PP3 

[Mio Ton] 

PP4 

[Mio Ton] 

PP5 

[Mio Ton] 

PP6 

[Mio Ton] 

CO2-emission 
savings by 
2030 

- 4.2 5.4 5.7 8.3 10.5 7.1 

CO2-emission 
savings by 
2040 

- 7.7 11.3 10.6 15.4 20.1 22.1 

CO2-emission 
savings by 
2050 

- 11.1 17.4 15.3 22.1 28.5 33.4 

 

 

CO2-emissions for non-residential buildings  

 

Table 10: CO2-emissions results for the non-residential sector for all policy packages 

 No 
action 

PP1 

[Mio Ton] 

PP2 

[Mio Ton] 

PP3 

[Mio Ton] 

PP4 

[Mio Ton] 

PP5 

[Mio Ton] 

PP6 

[Mio Ton] 

CO2-emission 
savings by 2030 

- 1.9 2.9 2.7 3.4 4.3 3.3 

CO2-emission 
savings by 2040 

- 3.5 5.9 5.1 6.2 8.1 7.8 

CO2-emission 
savings by 2050 

- 5.0 9.1 7.3 9.0 11.6 10.3 

 

Residential energy expenditure 

 

Table 11 Residential energy expenditure reduction results for all the policy packages 

 No action PP1 

[m€] 

PP2 

[m€] 

PP3 

[m€] 

PP4 

[m€] 

PP5 

[m€] 

PP6 

[m€] 

Energy 
expenditure 
reduction by 2030 

- 3,421 4,368 4,678 6,753 8,588 5.798 

Energy 
expenditure 
reduction by 2040 

- 6,366 9,085 8,698 12,535 16,338 17.996 

Energy 
expenditure 
reduction by 2050 

- 9,159 13,996 12,506 17,996 23,231 27.175 
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Health benefits 

Table 12: Absenteeism costs gain per year  

 No 
action 

PP1 

[m€] 

PP2 

[m€] 

PP3 

[m€] 

PP4 

[m€] 

PP5 

[m€] 

PP6 

[m€] 

Cost gain by 

2020 

- - - - - - - 

Cost gain by 
2030 

- 17.29 36.42 20.94 322.14 293.40 239.37 

Cost gain by 
2040 

- 34.57 138.16 41.67 694.13 694.13 1548.26 

Cost gain by 
2050 

- 51.86 273.63 62.40 963.22 1094.86 2233.15 

 

Table 13: Triggered private investments per year over a decade (in Euros). Investments in policy package 6 declines in pace 
after 2040 as the mandatory measures introduced in 2030 peak in terms of impact around 2040. 

 
2021-2030 2031-2040 2041-2050 

PP1             366,294,464                 404,427,741                453,013,220  
PP2         1,255,841,016             1,325,363,230             1,948,891,055  
PP3             918,397,675                 947,035,955             1,004,933,651  
PP4         1,571,695,246             1,601,735,400             1,662,467,248  
PP5         1,256,285,267             1,832,945,211             1,832,945,211  
PP6         1,388,286,862             2,741,974,890                634,303,527  
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Annex B: Further elaboration of the assumptions behind 
the policy packages 

Policy Package 1 

 

 

Table 14 Description and assumptions for Policy package 1 

 

Policy options 

R
e
f 

T
y
p

e
 

Description/Assumptions Impact on BRPs Source/rationale 

MS decide whether to 

design and implement BRP 

R
.1

 

D
ir

e
c
t Effect of current provisions 

depend on voluntary measures 

and how BRP is promoted  

N
o
 e

ff
e
c
t 

None for standalone measure 

The policy option assumes that 

no future action is taken on the 

BRP from the EU’s side. This is 
the status quo.  

Encourage BRP in LTRS 

(EPBD art. 2a)  

R
.1

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

5 additional MS will implement 
a BRP by 2030 due to increased 

focus on BRP (assumption 

based on current developments 

is that France, Ireland, 

Denmark, Netherlands and 

Portugal are the first followers). 

Implementation will differ in 

design and impact.  

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

The number of BRPs = 6% of 
the number of issued EPCs in 

the implementing MSs. 90% of 

building owners in these MS 

that have obtained a BRP with 

a low EPC rating (E-F-G) will 

implement, at least, one 

measure (D=70%, C=32%, 

B=30%).   

Based on discussions with 

national experts and energy 

agencies. A “soft” 

encouragement is likely to 

influence a few MS that already 

considered the possibility of 

implementing a BRP.  

• iBRoad (2018) 
Understanding potential 

user needs [link] 

• Epinion (2016)  
Brugerundersøgelse af 

energimærkeordningen (in 

Danish) [Link] 

Introduce a 
communication campaign 

to increase awareness of 

the BRP 

C
.2

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Communication campaign 

increases awareness and 

demand for BRPs in MS where 

they are available.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t Evidence on that 

communication campaigns is 

vital to get people aware of the 

instrument. Especially if not 

linked to existing provisions.  

The impact will only be 80% 

without communication 
measures.  

• France in JRC (2016) Effective 
information measures to 
promote energy use 
reduction in the EU Member 
States [link] 

• Hamburg communication 
campaign on German BRP. 
Expert insight.  

Qualification and training 

programmes for energy 
experts and auditors  

T
.2

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 Training of experts does not 

increase the number of BRPs or 

renovation rate. But enables 

uptake of both. Training is 

needed to carry out BRPs and 

make them effective.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Based on evidence showing a 

lack of expertise in deep 

renovation/advice.  the impact 

will only be 80% without 
training activities. 

 

 

• Fit-to-NZEB (2018) D2.1 
Analysis of existing training 
programmes on deep energy 
retrofit [link] 

• QUALICHeCK project [link] 

Encourage MS to set up 

financial support schemes 

to subsidise the cost for 

the BRP 

F
.5

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

This measure will increase the 

uptake of BRP. All MS 

implementing BRPs will 

subsidise the cost for the 

instrument. 

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

The number of issued BRP 

would decrease with 50% if the 

cost for issuing a BRP was not 

included (share of people 

getting a BRP in BR that saw 

the subsidy as decisive or very 

important). We assume that 

the BRP is subsidies so that it 
cost 100 EUR for the 

homeowner.  

  

• IFEU (2018) Evaluation des 
Erneuerbare-Wärme-
Gesetzes (EWärmeG) [link] 

 

http://ibroad-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/iBRoad-Understanding-potential-user-needs.pdf
https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Energimaerke/brugerundersoegelse_af_energimaerkeordningen.pdf
http://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/05ffd175-f97e-4237-9061-8f9689298dff.0001.03/DOC_1
https://www.hamburg.de/isfp/
http://www.fit-to-nzeb.com/uploads/9/8/8/4/9884716/d2_1_fit-to-nzeb_v4.pdf
http://qualicheck-platform.eu/
https://www.ifeu.de/projekt/evaluation-des-erneuerbare-waerme-gesetzes-ewaermeg/
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Policy Package 2 

 

Policy options 

R
e
f.

 

T
y
p

e
 

Description/ 

Assumptions 
Impact on BRPs Source/rationale 

MS decide whether to 

design and implement BRP 

(stringent)  

 

R
.1

 

D
ir

e
c
t Effect of current 

provisions depend on 

voluntary measures and 

how BRP is promoted  N
o

 e
ff

e
c
t 

None for standalone measure 

The policy option assumes 

that no future action is taken 

on the BRP from EU’s side. 

Status quo.  

Encourage BRP in LTRS 

(EPBD art. 2a)  R
.1

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

9 additional MS will 

implement a BRP by 
2030 due to increased 

focus on BRP (In addition 

to MSs in PP1, Sweden, 

Austria, Italy and UK 

follow due to R.1 in 

combination with F8 and 

R.6, which contributes to 

a larger focus on the 

instrument). 

Implementation will 
differ in design and 

impact.  

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Number of BRPs in the 

implementing MS = 7% of number 

of issued EPCs in the 

implementing MSs. 90% of 
building owners in these MS that 

have obtained a BRP with a low 

EPC rating (E-F-G) will implement 

at least one measure (D=70%, 

C=32%, B=30%).   

Based on discussions with 

national experts and energy 

agencies. A “soft” 

encouragement is likely to 

influence a few MS that 

already considered the 

possibility of implementing a 
BRP.  

• iBRoad (2018) 

Understanding potential 

user needs [link] 

• Epinion (2016)  
Brugerundersøgelse af 

energimærkeordningen (in 

Danish) [Link] 

Introduce a communication 

campaign to increase 

awareness of the BRP 

C
.2

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Communication 
campaign increases 

awareness and demand 

for BRPs in MS where 

they are available.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t Evidence suggest that 

communication campaigns are 
vital to get people aware of the 

instrument. Especially if not linked 

to existing provisions.  The impact 

will only be 80% without 

communication measures.  

• France in JRC (2016) 

Effective information 

measures to promote 
energy use reduction in 

EU Member States [link] 

• Hamburg 

communication 

campaign on German 

BRP. Expert insight.  

Qualification and training 

programmes for energy 

experts and auditors  

T
.2

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Training of experts do 

not increase the number 

of BRPs or renovation 

rate. But enables an 

uptake of both. Training 
is needed to carry out 

BRPs and make them 

effective.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Based on evidence showing lack of 

expertise in deep 

renovation/advice.  the impact 

will only be 80% without training 

activities. 

 

 

• Fit-to-NZEB (2018) D2.1 

Analysis of existing 

training programmes on 

deep energy retrofit 

[link] 

• QUALICHeCK projecy 

[link] 

Encourage MS to set up 
financial support schemes 

to subsidise the cost for the 

BRP  

F
.5

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 This measure will 

increase the uptake of 
BRP. All MS 

implementing BRPs will 

subsidise the cost for the 

instrument. 

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Number of issued BRP would 

decrease with 50% if the cost for 

issuing a BRP was not included 

(share of people getting a BRP in 

BR that saw the subsidy as 

decisive or very important). We 

assume that the BRP is subsidies 

so that it cost 100 EUR for the 

houseowner.  

• IFEU (2018) Evaluation 

des Erneuerbare-

Wärme-Gesetzes 

(EWärmeG) [link] 

 

Encourage financial 

institutions to offer lower 

interest rate on loans taken 

for measures linked to a 

BRP  

F
.8

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

EU Commission 

establishes a technical 

assistance facility for a 

lower interest rate for 

deep renovation steps. 

Only banks/financial inst. 

in BRP MS are eligible.    I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

All the MS with BRPs have projects 
that take part of the technical 

facility by 2030, which leads to 

lower interest rates for deep 

(staged) renovation. A 

considerable lowering of the 

interest rates is not realistic given 

the existing low interest rate 

environment. A reduction of 

0.5%-1% is assumed to have a 

limited effect. We assume that the 
it will increase BRP related 

renovation investments with 5%.  

• European Commission 

(2016) Evaluation of the 

Project Development 

Assistance implemented 

under the Intelligent 
Energy Europe [link]  

• Schmidt et al. (2019) 

Adverse effects of rising 

interest rates on 

sustainable energy 

transitions [Link] 

 

BRP mandatory for certain 

building segment (EPC 
rating, buildings for sale 

etc.) after 2030  

 

R
.6

 

M
a
n
d
a
to

r

y
 

Number of BRPs follow 

the number of issued 
EPCs from 2030 in BRP-

countries.  

 

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Strong increase of BRPs in MS 

where the instrument is 
implemented.  Number of BRPs in 

implementing MS follows the 

number of EPCs below label D. 

Rationale.  

 

http://ibroad-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/iBRoad-Understanding-potential-user-needs.pdf
https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Energimaerke/brugerundersoegelse_af_energimaerkeordningen.pdf
http://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/05ffd175-f97e-4237-9061-8f9689298dff.0001.03/DOC_1
https://www.hamburg.de/isfp/
http://www.fit-to-nzeb.com/uploads/9/8/8/4/9884716/d2_1_fit-to-nzeb_v4.pdf
http://qualicheck-platform.eu/
https://www.ifeu.de/projekt/evaluation-des-erneuerbare-waerme-gesetzes-ewaermeg/
https://ec.europa.eu/energy/sites/ener/files/documents/dgener_pda_-_final_report_abstract_rev_3.0_rev.pdf
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41893-019-0375-2.epdf?author_access_token=gLZdsF0QVDC4akHHLv9jb9RgN0jAjWel9jnR3ZoTv0OLjm1fIDA7P1Cl-Narb1Kf4eZPZmYuQWNRPVj2Nto4XAoCTcA9Iwypag8Iw8DldG-BdwdrGH23H32His7hkN5srDk-ToVH2mZ7i7UguwZeJQ%3D%3Dhttps://www.nature.com/articles/s41893-019-0375-2.epdf?author_access_token=gLZdsF0QVDC4akHHLv9jb9RgN0jAjWel9jnR3ZoTv0OLjm1fIDA7P1Cl-Narb1Kf4eZPZmYuQWNRPVj2Nto4XAoCTcA9Iwypag8Iw8DldG-BdwdrGH23H32His7hkN5srDk-ToVH2mZ7i7UguwZeJQ%3D%3D
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Policy Package 3 

Policy options 
R

e
f 

T
y
p

e
  

Description/Assumption

s 

 

Impact on BRPs Source/rationale 

Introduce a common reference 

framework (soft)  R
.2

 

D
ir

e
c
t 

The effect on the number of 

MS implementing BRPs is 

minor but improves the 

overall quality of the 
implemented BRPs.  I

n
d

ir
e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Enable a more homogenous 

and streamlined 

implementation across the EU.  

The learning curve is expected 
to rise in this package.  

 

Encourage BRP in LTRS (EPBD art. 

2a)  R
.1

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

7 additional MS will 

implement a BRP by 
2030 due to increased 

focus on BRP. (In addition 

to MSs in PP1, Sweden and 

UK follow due to R.2 in 

combination C3/G3 which 

contributes to a larger focus 

on the instrument).  

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

The number of BRPs = 8% of 

the number of issued EPCs in 
the implementing MSs. 90% of 

building owners in these MS 

that have obtained a BRP with 

a low EPC rating (E-F-G) will 

implement at least one 

measure (D=70%, C=32%, 

B=30%).   

Based on discussions 

with national experts and 
energy agencies. A “soft” 

encouragement is likely 

to influence a few MS 

that already considered 

the possibility of 

implementing a BRP.  

• iBRoad (2018) 

Understanding 

potential user 
needs [link] 

• Epinion (2016)  

Brugerundersøgels

e af 

energimærkeordnin

gen (in Danish) 

[Link] 

Introduce a communication 

campaign to increase awareness of 

the BRP 

C
.2

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Communication campaign 
increases awareness and 

demand for BRPs in MS 

where they are available.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Evidence suggests that 

communication campaigns are 

vital to get people aware of the 
instrument. Especially if not 

linked to existing provisions.  

The impact will only be 80% 

without communication 

measures.  

• France in JRC (2016) 

Effective information 

measures to promote 

energy use reduction 
in the EU Member 

States [link] 

• Hamburg 

communication 

campaign on German 

BRP. Expert insight.  

Qualification and training 

programmes for energy experts 

and auditors  

T
.2

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Training of experts does not 

increase the number of 
BRPs or renovation rate. But 

enables uptake of both. 

Training is needed to carry 

out BRPs and make them 

effective.  E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Based on evidence showing a 

lack of expertise in deep 

renovation/advice.  the impact 

will only be 80% without 

training activities. 

 

• Fit-to-NZEB (2018) 

D2.1 Analysis of 
existing training 

programmes on deep 

energy retrofit [link] 

• QUALICHeCK project 

[link] 

Establish a forum for best practices 
exchange B

.1
 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Enables a more effective 
implementation of BRPs  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Increases synergies and 

learnings across the EU. Not 

possible to derive figures on 
how it will influence renovation 

and number of BRPs. Positive 

impact on the learning curve.  

European wide: EPBD CA  

National: BEBO in 

Sweden  

Develop a guidance document 

outlining how a BRP can be 

combined with a logbook  

G
.7

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

No effect on uptake of BRPs 

but likely to increase the 

number of logbooks and 

thus also add value to the 

BRP instrument.  E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 

e
ff

e
c
t Not possible to derive figures 

on how it will affect BRPs.  
n/a 

Support BRP through regional 

energy advice centres and one-

stop shops  C
.3

, 
G

.3
 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Increase in awareness 

causes an increase of 

investments in renovations 

in MS with BRPs 

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

 

• 1 Euro of public funds spent 

on these programmes 
reduced energy 

consumption by between 

118 and 213 kWh through 

renovation measures. Size 

of programme TBC.  

• 1 Euro of public funds spent 
triggers between €6.04 and 

€14.63 of private 

investments in energy-

saving measures  

• BAFA (2017) 

Evaluation der 

Energieeinsparbera

tung und Energie-

Checks der 

Verbraucherzentral

en [link] 

 

http://ibroad-project.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/iBRoad-Understanding-potential-user-needs.pdf
https://ens.dk/sites/ens.dk/files/Energimaerke/brugerundersoegelse_af_energimaerkeordningen.pdf
http://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/05ffd175-f97e-4237-9061-8f9689298dff.0001.03/DOC_1
https://www.hamburg.de/isfp/
http://www.fit-to-nzeb.com/uploads/9/8/8/4/9884716/d2_1_fit-to-nzeb_v4.pdf
http://qualicheck-platform.eu/
https://epbd-ca.eu/
https://www.bebostad.se/om-bebo/kampanjer-och-utlysningar/rekorderlig-renovering
https://www.bafa.de/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Bundesamt/evaluation_energiesparberatung_energiechecks.html
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Policy Package 4 

 

Policy options 

R
e
f.

 

T
y
p

e
  

Description/Assumptions 

 

Impact on BRPs Source/rationale 

Incorporate BRPs as a requirement 
under the EPBD (soft)  

R.3 

D
ir

e
c
t 

The effect on the number of 

BRPs is minor but improves 
the overall quality of the 

implemented BRPs 

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Enable a more homogenous 

and streamlined 

implementation across the EU 

 

Encourage BRP in LTRS (EPBD art. 

2a)  
R.1 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

11 additional MS will 

implement a BRP by 2030 

due to increased focus on 

BRP. Support from 

additional instruments is 

required. Implementation 

will differ in design and 
impact.  E

n
a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

The number of BRPs = 10% of 

the number of issued EPCs in 
the implementing MSs. 90% 

of building owners in these MS 

that have obtained a BRP with 

a low EPC rating (E-F-G) will 

implement at least one 

measure (D=70%, C=32%, 

B=30%).   

Based on discussions 

with national experts and 

energy agencies. A “soft” 

encouragement is likely 

to influence a few MS 

that already considered 

the possibility of 
implementing a BRP.  

Introduce a communication 

campaign to increase awareness of 

the BRP 

C.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Communication campaign 

increases awareness and 

demand for BRPs in MS 

where they are available.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t Evidence suggests that 

communication campaigns 

are vital to get people aware 

of the instrument. Especially if 

not linked to existing 

provisions.  The impact will 

only be 80% without 
communication measures.  

• France in JRC 

(2016) Effective 

information 

measures to 
promote energy 

use reduction in 

the EU Member 

States [link] 

• Hamburg 

communication 

campaign on 

German BRP. 

Expert insight.  

Qualification and training 

programmes for energy experts 

and auditors  

T.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Training of experts does not 

increase the number of 
BRPs or renovation rate. 

But enables uptake of both. 

Training is needed to carry 

out BRPs and make them 

effective.  E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Based on evidence showing a 

lack of expertise in deep 
renovation/advice.  the 

impact will only be 80% 

without training activities. 

 

 

• Fit-to-NZEB (2018) 

D2.1 Analysis of 

existing training 

programmes on 

deep energy 

retrofit [link] 

EU Commission establish a 

technical assistance facility to help 

MS to introduce a financial bonus 

that is triggered when a certain 
percentage of stages in the BRP 

has been implemented 

F.3 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

EU Commission establishes 

a technical assistance 

facility for setting up a 

financial bonus linked to 

BRPs.     

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

Renovation investment per 

issued BRP increased with an 

average of 5 percentage 

points.  

 

• Tubingen in 

Germany. Experts 

and project 

managers believe 

the limited impact 

in Tubingen is due 
to lack of 

communication/aw

areness of the 

programme.  

Encourage MS to set up financial 

support schemes to subsidise the 

cost for the BRP 

F.5 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

This measure will increase 

the uptake of BRP. All MS 

implementing BRPs will 

subsidise the cost for the 

instrument. 

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

The number of issued BRP 

would decrease with 50% if 

the cost for issuing a BRP was 

not included (share of people 

getting a BRP in BR that saw 

the subsidy as decisive or very 

important). We assume that 
the BRP is subsidies so that it 

cost 100 EUR for the 

homeowner.  

• IFEU (2018) 

Evaluation des 

Erneuerbare-

Wärme-Gesetzes 

(EWärmeG) [link] 
 

• Effect on BRP is indirect due 

to higher demand for 

renovation. 

Guidance document of how to 
integrate the BRP into existing 

EPC, energy audit schemes  

G
.1

 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv

e
 

No effect on uptake of BRPs 

but likely to increase the 

quality of implemented 

schemes.  E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 

e
ff

e
c
t Not possible to derive figures 

on how it will affect BRPs. 
n/a 

http://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/05ffd175-f97e-4237-9061-8f9689298dff.0001.03/DOC_1
https://www.hamburg.de/isfp/
http://www.fit-to-nzeb.com/uploads/9/8/8/4/9884716/d2_1_fit-to-nzeb_v4.pdf
https://www.ifeu.de/projekt/evaluation-des-erneuerbare-waerme-gesetzes-ewaermeg/
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Develop a guidance document 

outlining how a BRP can be 

combined with a logbook  

G.7 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

No effect on uptake of BRPs 

but likely to increase the 

number of logbooks and 

thus also add value to the 

BRP instrument.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Not possible to derive figures 

on how it will affect BRPs.  
n/a 

Guidance document of how to 

integrate the BRP into existing 

EPC, energy audit schemes  

G.1 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

No effect on uptake of BRPs 

but likely to increase the 

quality of implemented 

schemes.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Not possible to derive figures 

on how it will affect BRPs. 
n/a 

Common EU framework for 

certification of building experts 

carrying out BRPs  

R.1

0 

M
a
n
d
a
to

ry
 Improve the quality of BRPs 

and renovations 

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Not possible to derive 

evidence.   
n/a 
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Policy Package 5 

 

Policy options 
R

e
f 

T
y
p

e
  

Description/ 

Assumptions 

 

Impact on BRPs 
Source/rationale 

Incorporate BRPs as a 
requirement under the 

EPBD (soft)  

R.3 

D
ir

e
c
t 

All MS implements optional 

BRPs 

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

All MS implements optional BRPs 
by 2030 due to the revised EPBD 

text.   

Rationale.  

Introduce a 

communication campaign 

to increase awareness of 

the BRP 

C.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Communication campaign 

increases awareness and 

demand for BRPs in MS where 

they are available.  
E

n
a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Evidence suggests that 

communication campaigns are 

vital to get people aware of the 

instrument. Especially if not linked 

to existing provisions.  The impact 

will only be 80% without 
communication measures.  

• France in JRC (2016) 

Effective information 

measures to promote 

energy use reduction in 

the EU Member States 

[link] 

• Hamburg communication 

campaign on German 
BRP. Expert insight.  

 

 

Qualification and training 

programmes for energy 

experts and auditors  

T.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Training of experts does not 

increase the number of BRPs 
or renovation rate. But 

enables uptake of both. 

Training is needed to carry out 

BRPs and make them 

effective.  E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Based on evidence showing a lack 

of expertise in deep 
renovation/advice.  the impact will 

only be 80% without training 

activities. 

 

 

• Fit-to-NZEB (2018) D2.1 

Analysis of existing 
training programmes on 

deep energy retrofit 

[link] 

• QUALICHeCK project 

[link] 

EU Commission establish 

a technical assistance 

facility  help MS to 

introduce  progressive 

funding - or tax support - 

for packages of measures 

(or individual measures) 

as recommended by the 
BRP 

 

F.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

EU Commission establishes a 

technical assistance facility for 

setting up a tax support 

scheme for BRP.  

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

im
p

a
c
t 

 

This measure incentivises 

homeowners to invest in more 

than single measures, which 
influences the share of 

homeowners with BRPs that will 

fulfil all the steps. It is assumed 

not to have a significant effect on 

the number of BRPs.  

 

No experience exists. Figure 

based on expert input.  

EU Commission establish 

a technical assistance 

facility  help MS to 

introduce a financial 
bonus that is triggered 

when a certain 

percentage of stages in 

the BRP has been 

implemented 

 

F.3 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

EU Commission establishes a 
technical assistance facility for 

setting up a financial bonus 

linked to BRPs.     

I
n

d
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

This measure incentivises 

homeowners to invest in more 

than single measures, which 

influences the share of  

homeowners with BRPs that will 

fulfil all the steps. It is assumed 

not to have a significant effect on 

the number of BRPs.  
 

• Tubingen in Germany. 

Experts and project 

managers believe the 

limited impact in 

Tubingen is due to lack 

of 

communication/awarene

ss of the programme.  
 

Encourage MS to set up 

financial support 

schemes to subsidise the 

cost for the BRP 

F.5 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

This measure will increase the 

uptake of BRP. All MS 
implementing BRPs will 

subsidise the cost for the 

instrument. 

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

The number of issued BRP would 

decrease with 50% if the cost for 

issuing a BRP was not included 

(share of people getting a BRP in 

BR that saw the subsidy as 

decisive or very important). We 

assume that the BRP is subsidies 

so that it cost 100 EUR for the 

homeowner.  
 

• IFEU (2018) Evaluation 

des Erneuerbare-
Wärme-Gesetzes 

(EWärmeG) [link] 

 

http://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/05ffd175-f97e-4237-9061-8f9689298dff.0001.03/DOC_1
https://www.hamburg.de/isfp/
http://www.fit-to-nzeb.com/uploads/9/8/8/4/9884716/d2_1_fit-to-nzeb_v4.pdf
http://qualicheck-platform.eu/
https://www.ifeu.de/projekt/evaluation-des-erneuerbare-waerme-gesetzes-ewaermeg/
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Establish a forum for best 

practices exchange 
B.1 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Enables a more effective 

implementation of BRPs  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t Increases synergies and learnings 

across the EU. Not possible to 
derive figures on how it will 

influence renovation and number 

of BRPs. Positive impact on the 

learning curve.  

European wide: EPBD CA  

National: BEBO in Sweden  

Develop a guidance 

document outlining how a 

BRP can be combined 

with a logbook  

G.7 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 No effect on uptake of BRPs 

but likely to increase the 

number of logbooks and thus 

also add value to the BRP 

instrument.  

 

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Not possible to derive figures on 

how it will affect BRPs.  
n/a 

Guidance document of 

how to integrate the BRP 

into existing EPC, energy 

audit schemes  

G.1 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

No effect on uptake of BRPs 

but likely to increase the 

quality of implemented 

schemes.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Not possible to derive figures on 

how it will affect BRPs. 
n/a 

 

Policy Package 6 

 

Policy options 

R
e
f.

 

T
y
p

e
 

Description/ 

Assumptions 

 

Impact on BRPs Source/rationale 

Incorporate BRPs as a 

requirement under the 

EPBD (soft)  

R.3 

D
ir

e
c
t 

All MS implements optional 

BRPs 

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

All MS implements optional BRPs 

by 2030 due to the revised EPBD 

text.   

Rationale.  

Introduce a 

communication campaign 

to increase awareness of 

the BRP 

C.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Communication campaign 

increases awareness and 

demand for BRPs in MS 

where they are available.  

E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Evidence suggests that 

communication campaigns are 

vital to get people aware of the 

instrument. Especially if not linked 
to existing provisions.  The impact 

will only be 80% without 

communication measures.  

• France in JRC (2016) 

Effective information 

measures to promote 

energy use reduction in 

the EU Member States 
[link] 

• Hamburg communication 

campaign on German 

BRP. Expert insight.  

Qualification and training 

programmes for energy 
experts and auditors  

T.2 

S
u
p
p
o
rt

iv
e
 

Training of experts does not 

increase the number of 

BRPs or renovation rate. 

But enables uptake of both. 
Training is needed to carry 

out BRPs and make them 

effective.  E
n

a
b

li
n

g
 e

ff
e
c
t 

Based on evidence showing the 

lack of expertise in deep 

renovation/advice.  the impact 

will only be 80% without training 
activities. 

 

 

• Fit-to-NZEB (2018) D2.1 

Analysis of existing 

training programmes on 

deep energy retrofit 
[link] 

• QUALICHeCK project 

[link] 

https://epbd-ca.eu/
https://www.bebostad.se/om-bebo/kampanjer-och-utlysningar/rekorderlig-renovering
http://publications.europa.eu/resource/cellar/05ffd175-f97e-4237-9061-8f9689298dff.0001.03/DOC_1
https://www.hamburg.de/isfp/
http://www.fit-to-nzeb.com/uploads/9/8/8/4/9884716/d2_1_fit-to-nzeb_v4.pdf
http://qualicheck-platform.eu/
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Introduce a minimum 

energy efficiency 

standard for renovation  

R.9 

M
a
n
d
a
to

ry
 

Introduce requirements in 

the next EPBD revision 

defining a primary energy 

demand threshold for 

buildings above which a 

building must be renovated, 
which increase over time 

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

All EPC F-G must renovate at least 

until 2035, E until 2040 and D 

until 2050. Interlinked with R.7.  

• BPIE, RAP (2019) 
Minimum Energy 

Efficiency Standards for 

a fair energy transition 

[link] 

• UK experience [link] 

Make the BRP mandatory 
for all buildings with EPC 

from class E and below by 

2030, which could be 

regularly strengthened 

R.5 

M
a
n
d
a
to

ry
 

The number of BRPs follows 

the number of issues EPCs 

from 2030 in BRP-

countries. 

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

BRP mandatory for all buildings 

with an EPC F-G must equip a BRP 

by 2032, E until 2038 and C-D 

until 2045.  

Rationale. 

BRP mandatory for every 

building sold after 2030 
R.6 

M
a
n
d
a
to

ry
 

The number of BRPs follows 

the number of issued EPCs 

from 2030 in BRP-

countries.  

 

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

BRP mandatory when building 

sold from 2030 = same as EPC. 

Rate of BRP = rate of issued EPCs 

(- new built). Minus the buildings 

covered by R.5.  

Rationale. 

Buildings with EPC below 

class D can only be sold if 

step 1-2 of renovation 

roadmap implemented by 

2030  

R.7 

M
a
n
d
a
to

ry
 Encourages people to invest 

in energy renovations 

before they are obliged to.    

D
ir

e
c
t 

e
ff

e
c
t 

All EPC F-G must be renovated if 

sold after 2030, E after 2035 and 

C-D after 2040.  

Rationale. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://bpie.eu/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Fuel-Poverty-ENG_03_Final.pdf
https://www.ricsfirms.com/glossary/minimum-energy-efficiency-standard/
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Annex C: Investment figures 
 

Average investment per renovation     

  Average investments  Average energy saving 

Single-family house     

BetterHome   €                     70,000  50% 

Superhomes   €                     50,000  71% 

Picardie pass €                     43,000  54% 

Oktave €                     80,000  62% 

CEREMA renovations Alsace €                     68,000  67% 

Average €                     54,333  61% 

Estimated BRP investments  €                     40,214  Assumed: 45% 
Public investment €                      5,630  14% 

Triggered private investment €                      8,043    

Multi-family dwelling     

Picardie pass €                     15,400  54% 

Estimated BRP investments  €                   13,546  Assumed: 45% 

Public investment €                      2,156  14% 

Triggered private investment €                      2,709    
 

https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf
https://climathon.climate-kic.org/media/com_reditem/files/customfield/repeat/gallery/bdf47502d6771a855f16d378c434c7d6ac0accde.pdf
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf
https://www.oktave.fr/sites/oktave/files/publishable_report_en.pdf
https://www.cerema.fr/fr/centre-ressources/boutique/500-maisons-renovees-basse-consommation
https://renovation.epbd19a.eu/sites/default/files/EPBD19a_task_41_final_report.pdf

