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(A) Context 
The EU has a clear framework to steer its energy and climate policies up to 2020, including 
mandatory targets for greenhouse gas emissions reductions, for renewable energy and a non-legally 
binding target for Member States concerning energy savings (20% savings in 2020 compared to 
baseline projections). The 2011 Energy Efficiency Plan and the Energy Efficiency Directive (EED) 
establish a common framework of measures for the promotion of energy efficiency (EE) to ensure 
the achievement of the target. It requires the Commission to assess by June 2014 whether the EU is 
likely to reach the target and to propose further measures if necessary. In its recent Communication 
on the 2030 Climate and Energy Framework (the 2030 Framework), the Commission indicated that 
the exact ambition of future energy savings policy is to be established in the review of the EED but 
indicated that a figure of 25% was consistent with the cost-effective achievement of a 40% 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emission reduction for 2030. This impact assessment report reviews the 
progress towards the 2020 energy efficiency objective and analyses options for action until 2020 
and for a 2030 energy efficiency policy framework.  

(B) Overall opinion: NEGATIVE 
 
The report needs to be significantly improved. First, the policy context and logic 
behind the impact assessment should be explained. Second, the report should clarify 
the problem analysis, corroborate it with evidence and explain whether or not the 
modelled shortcoming of 1 percentage point for the energy efficiency target is part of 
it. The baseline scenario should be better explained, referring to ongoing actions to 
improve the implementation of the existing energy efficiency framework and 
clarifying whether initiatives such as ETS structural measures and the proposed 
energy tax revision are covered. Third, on the basis of a clear problem definition, a 
direct link should be established with the subsequent objectives and policy options. As 
regards the latter, the report should better explain the choice of options and how they 
relate to the Commission's recent decisions on the 2030 Climate and Energy 
Framework. In particular, it should clarify why it does not analyse alternative ways 
of how to best achieve the 25% energy saving scenario mentioned in the 2030 
Framework and justify the assessment of different energy saving scenarios, some of 
which importantly deviate from the 2030 25% scenario. Fourth, the report should 
considerably strengthen the impact analysis by critically assessing how the different 
options can actually contribute to the policy objectives such as the security of supply 
or affordability of energy, what the benefits would be, at what cost and for whom. 
This needs to include a thorough reflection on the implications for the EU Emission 
Trading Scheme (ETS) and the cost-effectiveness of the overall greenhouse gas 
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emission reduction. Finally, the report should explain how the option of a binding 
target would be translated into concrete actions and legislative acts (e.g. for the 
building sector, CO2 reduction targets for cars, and on eco-design), accompanied by 
an assessment of estimated benefits and how these would compare to the foreseen 
costs for the most concerned stakeholders.   
 
Given the nature of these concerns, the IAB requests DG ENER to submit a revised 
version of the IA report on which it will issue a new opinion. 

 
(C) Main recommendations for improvements 

(1) Clarify the policy context and explain the logic behind the impact assessment. The 
current draft report includes mixed messages about the purpose and scope of the impact 
assessment, in particular as regards the link with the 2030 Climate and Energy Framework. 
The report should therefore clarify the logic behind the overall analytical approach and the 
relevance of its conclusions by: (a) clarifying why the adopted 2030 Framework would 
need to be revisited with regards to energy efficiency, given that it already indicated an 
approximate ambition level of energy savings of 25%; and (b) describing the new political 
and economic circumstances (notably related to energy security) that may justify revisiting 
the objectives and conclusions of the 2030 Framework. 

(2) Strengthen the problem analysis. On the basis of an evidence-based assessment of the 
existing energy efficiency regulatory framework and progress in implementation, the report 
should explain how important the gap to the 2020 EE target is and if it requires additional 
effort beyond the baseline scenario (i.e. ongoing actions to improve the implementation of 
the existing energy efficiency framework such as infringements or financial support). The 
report should clarify whether or not the modelled shortcoming of 1 percentage point for the 
energy efficiency target is part of the problem analysis. A clear baseline scenario should be 
developed addressing the interactions between the GHG, renewable energy sources (RES) 
and EE objectives, and, more generally, between market-based instruments (such as carbon 
pricing and energy taxation) and command-and-control energy efficiency policies. It should 
also clarify whether initiatives such as ETS structural measures and the proposed revision 
of the Energy Taxation Directive are covered in the baseline scenario. On the basis of a 
clear problem definition, the report should establish a direct link with the subsequent 
objectives and policy options. 

(3) Better present the policy options and explain their rationale. The report should 
better explain the rationale of the presented options. First, it should clarify what exactly 
will need to be done to achieve the "full" implementation of the existing framework by 
2020 and by whom. Second, the report should better explain the choice of options post-
2020 and how they relate to the 2030 Climate and Energy Framework. Preferably, it should 
include an analysis of alternative ways of how to best achieve the 25% energy saving 
scenario mentioned in the 2030 Framework. If this is not done, a justification should be 
provided. The assessment of more ambitious energy savings scenarios, going beyond the 
decision on the 2030 Framework, should be clearly justified and accompanied by a 
description of the differences with the adopted (GHG40) scenario (including, for example, 
stricter CO2 standards for passenger cars). Third, the report should explain how the 
envisaged policies would be translated into the regulatory framework. It should  also clarify 
which of the measures, primarily designed for the non-ETS sector, would also apply to the 
ETS sector (such as heat pumps or use of best available technologies) and motivate such 
choices. Fourth, it should explain what exactly the envisaged hybrid target would imply, 
how it would be formulated and monitored. Finally, the report should explain why a wider 
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use of market based instruments (based on, for example, the Energy Taxation Directive) 
has not been considered.  

(4) Strengthen the analysis of the impacts. The report needs to become significantly 
clearer on how the modelled impacts would translate on the ground, comparing benefits 
with costs and clarifying who would be affected. In particular, it should critically assess 
how the different options can actually contribute to the policy objectives such as the 
security of supply or affordability of energy, what the benefits would be, at which cost and 
for whom. In this regard, the report should include a discussion on the factors relevant for 
security of energy supply and explain the relationship with energy import dependency. The 
report should explain how the option of a binding target would be translated into concrete 
actions and legislative acts (e.g. for the building sector, CO2 reduction targets for cars, and 
on eco-design). Which sectors would be most affected and how? How would the increased 
costs for stakeholders (e.g. households, car industry) compare with the foreseen benefits? 
What would the impact be on vulnerable consumers? How would the costs and benefits 
differ across Member States? What would be the added-value of an EU (binding) target and 
how would it interact with the GHG and RES targets? What would be the effects on the 
ETS and the likelihood of ambitious EE policies undermining the cost-effectiveness of the 
overall carbon reductions? What role would ETS structural measures play in case EE 
policies would lead to lower carbon prices and how would this affect overall GHG 
reductions? Given the problems with the implementation of existing legislation, how 
realistic is it to assume that even more ambitious measures post-2020 would be fully 
implemented? Finally, the report should provide a transparent interpretation of the 
contradictory conclusions of existing models on macro-economic impacts, namely as 
regards the impacts on growth and jobs. The implications of changing the assumptions 
regarding the recycling of ETS auctioning revenue compared to the modelling underlying 
the 2030 Framework should be discussed, e.g. regarding expected employment impacts. 

Some more technical comments have been transmitted directly to the author DG and are expected to be 
incorporated in the final version of the impact assessment report. 

(D) Procedure and presentation 
The report needs to present the views of the main stakeholder groups, including Member 
States. The critical comments of the impact assessment steering group should be reflected 
in the report and the steering group should be re-consulted on the revised version. All the 
background studies need to be made publicly available at the time of the report's 
publication. Technical terms and defining acronyms should be explained the first time they 
are used. The report needs to be checked for inaccuracies and missing references. Finally, 
the executive summary sheet should remain within the allocated two-page limit.  
 

(E) IAB scrutiny process  

Reference number 2014/ENER/002 

External expertise used No 

Date of IAB meeting 4 June 2014  
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