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1 Executive summary

The Review

This review has been undertaken by a team from COWIrAflge period from
August to December 2009. The team has recorded information on the EEA and
Norway Grants portfolio of projects that have contributed to the reduction of
greenhouse gasses in the firstéar period of the programme's operation from
2004- 2009. The portfolio included in the review comprises 164 projects in 13
countries with a total grant amount of 114.6 million EUR.

The information used by the review team is project documentation provided by
the Financial Management Office's administratand monitoring system,
guestionnaires to all project promoters, site visits and participation in thke wor
shop 'Lesson Learned and looking forward EEA and Norway Grants inthe e
vironmental sector' in October 2009.

The findings and conclusions

The reviewcomprises 152 infrastructure projects and 12 soft projects. Poland
has been the largest single beneficiary with almost 60% of the project portfolio.
The infrastructure projects cover seven different types of intervention of which
energy efficiency in budings covers 30% of the project portfolio.

At the time of the evaluation 22% of the projects were completed.

The total amount o£O, emission reductions by country depends on the scale,
type and number of interventions in each country. Due to the largbaruthe
total amount ofCO, emission reductions in Poland is large, but this total
amount is oversized by one single project in Estonia. The Polish projects are
typically thermal renovation of public buildings while the Estonian project is a
large indugtal project (cement factory) replacing highly polluting oil shale by
waste combined with the introduction of new technology.

The cost efficiency of the interventions expresseiasstmentost per e-

duced ton oC0O, is 29 EUR in average for the programme, including the above
mentioned large Estonian project with very low cost per saved tonERO

cluding the low cost of the Estonian project, the average cost per reduced ton of
CO, increases to 42 EUR.
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Costs efficieny is calculated for each of the intervention types: energy eff

ciency in buildings, changes of heating system, renewable energy and a number
of combinations i.e. energy efficiency combined with changes of heatsnag sy

tem. The calculations show that changékeating systems have the lowest

CO, reduction cost of 25 EURGO, Renewable energy reduction cost is 36

EUR/t CO, while theCO, reduction cost for energy efficiency in buildings is

49 EUR/tCO.. The relatively high cost for energy efficiency in binigs con-

pared to changes of heating systems or renewable energy reflects that energy
efficiency in buildings is a more complex and comprehensive intervention.

The effectiveness of the interventions, expressgetaentage reductions of

CO, emissiongompaed to the baseline (business as usual), shows afigh e
fectiveness of 56% reductions for energy efficiency in buildings and an even
higher effectiveness when this intervention is combined with a change in the
heating system. Other intervention types arly cepresented with a minor
number of projects, but it seems that effectiveness is lower for interventions
like changes in heating system when this intervention is not combined with an
energy efficiency intervention. The effectiveness, expresspdrasriage 1e-
ductions of energy consumptioompared to the baseline, also shows a high
effectiveness of 57% reductions for energy efficiency in buildings.

The EEA and Norway Grants projects have been compared to interventions
(reference projects) undertakeydither support schemes. The averageaedu
tion cost for the reference projects is 35 EUR®} which is above the 29
EUR/tonCO, average reduction cost for EEA and Norway Grants projects with
the Estonian project. The average costs per savedrDét beregarded as a

very acceptable result, especially taking into consideration that the EEA and
Norway Grants does not have a specific target for cost per ton sayeo
sions.

More than 50% of the EEA and Norway Grants projects received a grant share
of 85%. Public investors will require at least 5% p.a. Internal Rate of Return on
investment and private investors will require minimum 7.5% p.a., the majority
of projects could be expected to have a return between 5% p.a. and 7.5% p.a.
The review shows thatrabst 40% will have a return on their investment less
than 5% p.a. and other 35% will have a return on their investment above 7.5%
p.a. Around 25% will have a return on their investment between 5% p.a. and
7.5% p.a., which is expected to be acceptable affidient. This indicates that

the programme would be more effective with grant share better targeted.

The environmental effects are related to the reduction in consumption of coal
and other fossil fuels. The reductionsG8D, emissions are well reportechile

the reductions in other pollutants lis€, NOy, particles and noise are only
reported in qualitative terms. The social effects are primarily related to i
creased comfort in the public buildings that have been renovated supplemented
by reductions irpollutants and noise. There are also reported positive health
effects due to improved indoor climate and reduced emissions. The financial
and economic effects reported are mostly reductions of energy expenditures for
promoters and direct increase in emph@nt during implementation. Only half

of the EEA and Norway Grants projects have reported on job creation, but
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scaled up to the total project portfolio the direct job effect will be 885, based on
the project promoters own assessments. Alternatively tHeatiomn team has

used from international studies of employment impacts of sustainable energy
projects. These studies show a range e13(obs per million EUR invested in
renewable energy and1® jobs per million EUR invested in energy efficiency
and usng these figures the direct job effect could be up to 1750 jobs.

There are support schemes comprising similar interventions as the EEA and
Norway Grants but the need for these types of interventions is huge and many
promoters are reporting that the EEA adwlway Grants is filling a gap.

It has been difficult to compare the efficiency and effectiveness of infcastru

ture projects compared to soft projects as the types of intervention arefvery di
ferent. The soft projects comprise activities such as awareaissng with an

impact that is difficult to quantify, at least in the short term, while thainfr
structure project impacts can be measured. However, the survey has shown that
soft projects and infrastructure projects can supplement each other in a most
effective way.

There have been misunderstandings and errors in the project documentation,
which calls for a revision of the formats and better explanations. Especially the
whole setup with reductions related to baselines requires some explanation.

The Lesson Learnt and Recommendations

EEA and Norway Grants is a watlanaged and well received programme that
deserves major attention in the beneficiary countries during the reext pr
gramme period starting in 2009. The first programme period suffered from a
long lead time, and many projects only started late in the programme period.
Most likely, the experience gained will increase effectiveness in futore pr
gramme periods.

The EEA and Norway Grants programme is addressing several objectives of
which CO, reductons is only one. The reduction costs therefore are relatively
high compared to oth€O, reduction interventions and offsets that are used as
means to contribute to the donor states' commitments to greenhouse gas redu
tions. However, the programme has ciimited to greenhouse gas emissions
reductions, and the costs are not unreasonable compared to other projects and
programmes.

The justification of the programme must, however, come from other characte
istics of the supported projects than cost efficiencyitigating greenhouse

gas emissions. The EEA and Norway Grants strengths are their openness and
their width and ability to combine several targets and interventions and address
small communities and projects. These characteristics in combination with the
high grant rates make the programmes attractive to beneficiaries. The exper
ence from the first five years demonstrates that there is room for a broader pr
gramme like EEA and Norway Grants, and that the EEA and Norway Grants is
a first choice for many dhe project promoters in the target group.

COWIL
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It is, however, recommended that the programme should maintain focas on e
ergy efficiency in buildings and changes of heating systems in the public sector
in the Central European countries when talking aboutjetgions in the -

ergy sector. The potential and needs are enormous in these sect@rs and r
sources scarce. Further, these sectors have a high priority on the national e
ergy policy agendas.

In terms of the energy sector, it is recommended to concegffatts on the
Central European countries, which is already happening to some extent.

It is considered a strength of the programme that the beneficiary countries are
so closely involved in the priorities of the grant programme. This ensures
strong alignmet with national priorities in the national energy and climate
change policy.

Regarding the eligibility criteria and grant level, we would recommend a closer
assessment of the grant to each project in order to avoid the tendency towards
overcompensatiomiapproximately one third of the projects.

A more focused, simplified and wehilored uniform way of documenting the
expected and achieved sustainability effect in a future round of the programme
could improve future reviews/evaluations of these aspects

On the overall level, the need for support for greenhouse gas reduction projects
is huge, and overlapping grant schemes would not result in any drainhge pro
lems. However, it makes sense to consider the national framework conditions
and focus EEAprogrammes on few priority sectors where the need is evident
and other funds are lacking or have a limited coverage. Several promoters have
mentioned that thermal renovation of public buildings, including energy eff
ciency and change of heating systenarisarea where EEA and Norway Grants
are filling a gap. A more narrow and prioritised focus of EEA funds would also
increase the potential for exchange of knowledge between the projects, deve
opment of benchmarks and tools to support optimal implementitiomjects.

Administratively, we recommend simplifying the system. Disbursement of

funds is closely linked to progress reports and presently the Focal Poirits mon
tor the projects closely with progress reports on a threeth basis. This could

be extendetb sixmonth or annual basis. The current management and mon
toring system is very detailed to a level where the quality of data cannot follow
suit unless an effort is made to train the Focal Points and in some cases also the
project promoters. The mairbefit from the current monitoring system is easy
access to overall programme progress to the extent that the project data in the
system are reliable.

During the selection phase, some mistakes in the Project Applications-are d
tected by the external appsal team, but further down the project cycle there is

no external parties to correct misunderstandings. In the current system, there is
especially a need to ensure that the concepts' baselines and targets are properly
understood and recorded by the projcmoters. In order to improve data
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consistency and coherence, it is recommended to use 'seed money' to support
the development of the projects and ensure correct data.
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2 Introduction and Background

The objective of the review is to increase the learnmjraporting of the 'EEA
and Norway Grants' and 'The Norwegian Cooperation Programmesdor Ec
nomic Growth and Sustainable Development in Bulgaria and Rorhsuniggort
to the beneficiary states within the priority sectors.

The review assesses the perforoeand results of the interventions in the-pr
ject portfolio, both learning and accountability aspects will be considered in the
review.

An important objective is to analyse the impact and effectiveness in terms of
CO, reductions and the cost of those different project types, sectors and
beneficiary countries. Another focus area is the programme and its results, i
pacts and interrelations to other comparable programmes. Finally, the review is
to eliminate misinformation and mistaken data encounterdeeiproject files.

The Consultant has reviewed 164 projects in total, 151 EEA and Norway
Grants projects and 13 'The Norwegian Cooperation Programmes for Economic
Growth and Sustainable Development in Bulgaria and Romania’ projects.

2.1  Description of EEA and Norway Grants

The EEA and Norway Grants were established in 2004 by Icelandh-Liec
tenstein and Norway as a consequence of the enlargement of the European
Union. Ten new member states joined the European Economic Area (EEA),
which brought together Icelandiechtenstein, Norway and the EU in the
Internal Market. In 2007, Bulgaria and Romania also joined and became
beneficiaries of EEA and Norway Grants in addition to Greece, Portugal
and Spain being beneficiaries since 2004.

The aim of the EEA and Norway &hrts is to contribute to a more equal
Europe by reducing social and economic dispatrities.

! Norway grants in Romania and Bulgaria

COWIL
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2.1.1 Innovation Norway

Innovation Norway is the fond operator for Norway Grants of ' The Norwegian
Cooperation Programmes for Economic Growth and Sustainable Development
in Bulgaria and Romania'.

2.1.2 Funding and beneficiary countries

During the period of 2062009, the three donor states, Iceland, Liathte
stein and Norway have made available 1.3 billion EUR of project funding to
a wide range of beneficiaries such as orgameatiNGOs, municipalities

and businesses across Central and Southern Europe.

A total 672 million EUR has been channelled through the EEA and Norway
Grants to the 15 beneficiary countries. Norway contributes with around 97%
of the funding and makes availalan additional 567 million EUR through

the Norway Grants to the ten countries that joined the EU in 2004. Norway
furthermore contributes with 68 million EUR in the bilateral cooperation
programmes with Bulgaria and Romania.

At the end of the five yeargpiod from May 200#%April 2009, grants had

been awarded to 1250 projects, programmes and funds in the 15 beneficiary
countries with Poland as the biggest beneficiary with total funds of 958 mi
lion EUR opposite Malta having received the smallest amoumtatfl of

3.6 million EUR.

Table2-1 Distribution of grants per beneficiary country

Beneficiary states Gross amount EUR
Bulgaria 41,500,000
Czech Republic 110,910,000
Cyprus 4,662,000
Estonia 32,760,000
Greece 34,260,000
Latvia 53,760,000
Lithuania 67,257,000
Hungary 135,057,000
Malta 3,621,000
Poland 558,630,000
Portugal 31,320,000
Romania 98,500,000
Slovenia 18,594,000
Slovakia 70,329,000
Spain 45,840,000
Total 1,307,000,000
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Source: www.eeagrants.org

2.1.3 Programming Framework

Projects have been supported in a wide range of priority seBtessarch;
Cultural heritage, Human resources; Health and childcare; Environment and
sustainable development; Aquis conmmautaire; Schengen and the judic

ary; Crossborder activities and Regional policy.

The donor countries have prioritised fretection of the environment

and promotion of sustainable developmenas core areas of support from
the EEA and Norway Grants, which has resulted in around one quarter of
the total grants being channelled towards this priority sector.

The figure below illustrates the programming framework

Figure2-1  Programming Framework

Global

objectives
Economic and social
disparities and ties between
donors and beneficiaries

Regionwide level objectives
Research; Cultural heritage, Human resources;
Health and childcare; Environment and sustainable
development; Aquis communautaire; Schengen
and the judiciary; Cross-border activities and
Regional policy.

Country level objectives

Focus area specified under each priority e.g.
protection of the environment and promotion of
sustainable development

2.1.4 The priority area of reduction of greenhouse gases

Within this priority sector, the main area of support and the focus of this review
concerrreduction of greenhouse gases through energy efficiencydane-
newable energy measures.
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The programme is further described in the following, where the overat-obje
tives are presented. The programme approach considers energy saving as the
guickest, most efficient and most c@stective approach for reducing gree

house gas emissions and improving air quality, in particular in densaly pop
lated areas.

The beneficiary countries are closely involved in the implementation of the
programme and carry out the detailed programming of the funds within each
priority sector This results in national focus areas differing among the
countries:

Table2-2 National focus area of grants within the arearetluction of gree-
house gases

Country National focus area of grants within the area of reduction of
greenhouse gases

Bulgaria | - developing sustainable energy production, incl. renewable en-
ergy, geothermal energy, hydropower and energy efficiency
waste

Cyprus - reduction of CO; emissions
- management of selective solid waste and possible recycling,
e.g. of electric and electronic equipment waste

-Sustainable forest development

Czech - environmental education on all levels of state administration
Republic | - promotion of using bio fuels and alternative energy resources
as secondary source of energy at municipality level

- reduction of greenhouse gases in Czech Republic

Estonia - reduction of greenhouse gases in Estonia
- development and implementation of waste assembling (collec-
tion) and recycling systems

- promotion of energy efficiency, including energy auditing in
buildings

Greece - development of alternative sources of energy by using renew-
able natural resources

Hungary [ - promoting the involvement of NGOs in the field of environ-
mental protection

- environmental awareness education

- promoting the use of renewable/alternative energy (e.g. geo-
thermal energy and hydropower)

- promoting the introduction of clean production

-promotion of sustainable economic growth

Latvia - encouraging the use of renewable energy

Lithuania | The area of environment and reduction of greenhouse gases was
not prioritized.

Malta - promotion of renewable energy

Poland - restrictions in usage of individual heating systems in favour of
communal/municipal heating networks

- replacement of obsolete heating energy sources by modern,
energy-saving and ecological ones

- thermal-insulation work in public utility buildings
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- investments in the field of use of renewable energy sources,
such as small hydropower plants of up to 5 Mega Watts (MW),
use of solar energy and of biomass in individual heating systems

-reduction of energy, raw material and water consumption of
manufacturing and services activities through improvement of
efficiency of productive resources use

- use of alternative energy sources

- activities for supporting forest management

Portugal | Sustainable forest development

Romania | - developing renewable energy sources, including geothermal
energy and hydropower

Slovakia | - improvement of air quality and greenhouse gas reduction in
Slovakia

-promotion of renewable energy sources

- improvement of municipal street lighting for energy saving

- reconstruction of heat distributions and central sources of heat
operated by public enterprises for energy saving

- promotion of the use of bio fuels and alternative energy re-
sources as secondary sources of energy at municipality and re-
gional level

Slovenia | - promotion of energy efficiency
- the regulation of greenhouse gases emissions

Spain - reduced atmospheric and noise pollution
- renewable energy

Source.www.eeagrants.org

2.1.5 Organisation and application procedure

The EEA and Norway Grants are implemented in cooperation betweeo-the d
nor states and the beneficiary states, withRihancial Mechanism Office

(FMO) in Brussels acting as the d@eyday secretariat and National Focal
Points working as the coordinating authorities in each of the beneficiany cou
tries.

The EEA and Norway Grants have joint management, but separate decision
making bodies. The Financial Mechanism Committee (FMC), consisting-of re
resentatives of the ministries of foreign affairs in the three donor states, is the
decisionmaking body for th&EA Grants. The Norwegian Ministry of Foreign
Affairs act as the decisiemaking body for the Norway Grants.

The projects in Romania and Bulgaria projects are administrated fram Inn
vation Norway's office in Oslo in eoperation with the focal points.

The beneficiary states announce the availability of project support through open
calls for proposals. A designated intermediary is responsible for the open calls
for proposals, assess the proposald award grants to emdcipients and ope

ate the funds angrogrammes. The appointment of each intermediarg-is a
proved by Iceland, Liechtenstein and Norway.
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The prioritised applications from each open call are forwarded by the benefic
ary state to the FMO for a detailed appraisal. In addition to deliveringha gra
recommendation on each application to the decisiaking bodies, the FMO
follows up on each project, programme and fund through itsyitée. Fu-
thermore, the EEA Enlargement Agreement establishes that the European
Commission is responsible for vafirig that project proposals are compatible
with EU goals. Consequently, the Commission screens all project proposals.

The projects administrated by Innovation Norway projects differ in their
structure from EEA and Norway Grants administrated projectsubeca

they require mandatorily a Norwegian counterpart and through the fact that
they provide secalled 'seed finance' of 25 000 EUR, based on project ideas
notes, that the project promoters can use to develop the project.

COWIL
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3 Method and Scope of the Review

3.1  Objectives and scope of review

The aim of the review is to assess the projects of EEA and Norway Grpats su
ported in the Member States within the area of greenhouse gas reduction ca
ried out under the priority gfrotection of the environment and promotion of
sustainable development

The review included 164 projects having received grants from the EEA and
Norway funds. The project portfolio comprises projects in 13 Member States;
of these 142 are targeted renewable energy, energy efficiency and reduction of
greenhouse gases, three the reduction gb@lution sector, 12 waste ma
agement sector and seven other seétors.

The total grant amount allocated to these 164 projects is 114.6 million EUR.

The overall objective of the review has beerntreasedknowledge about the
results and outcome of the programme. It describes factors of generat impo
tance for the results of interventions financed by EEA and Norway Grants with
the aim of using those as input for the preparation of new programmes.

Within thisoverall frame, the assessment has focused on issues related to cost
efficiency and effectiveness, which have been further detailed in the following
key issues/questions set up by the FMO in Terms of Reference to guide the
work;

A Update and check of desciig information and data of projects
A Costefficiency i.e. cost per reduced tonnecaf, and project returns

A Which of the measures supported are most effective in terms of greenhouse
gas reductions?

A Comparison of EEA and Norway Grants projects with ogfieenhouse
gas reduction measures taken in the beneficiary stdteth in relation to
costefficiency and overall impact.

% The project portfolio is listed in Appendix 4
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A Has it been necessary to support projects with shorbpely time in order
to trigger measures? Is it possible to say somethire;mmegful about the
grant rate in such cases?

A Assessment of other sustainability effects related to the projects

A Are the funds provided iyne EEA and Norway Grants additional opsu
plementary for the various types of projects supported?

A Assesseffectvee ss and i mpact of infrastr.¢
EEA and Norway Grants6é project por

A Assessment of the quality of the baseline and target values.

The review is comprehensive in its scope covering all fifteen beneficiary states
and projets carried out within these countries during the period of -2009.

3.2 Methodological framework

The review is carried out as a kind of interim evaluation as it is conduated du
ing the implementation of the programme. The review is forward looking e
aminingways of improving and enhancing the management and implament
tion of this kind of programmes.

The approach for data collection has closely followed Terms of Reférande
the methods have included:

Screening of data and information in Detailed Ap@miaieports (DARS)
and project files from all 164 EEA and Norway Grants projects

A Questionnairdorwarded to all promoters to check up upon project data
with a response rate of 53%

A Three site visits

A Participation in seminar 'Lessons Learned and lookingdrd- EEA and
Norway Grants in the environmental sector' in October 2009. The seminar
comprised participants from all member states, focal points, progct pr
moter, FMO and Norwegian Ministries. The preliminary results of gs r
view were also presente@ihe seminar provided the opportunity to collect
viewpoints from all the main Focal Points and Project Promoters.

The aim of the activities has been to establish evidence for the assessment of
the state of implementation and furthermore prograrefiig@ency, effectie-
ness and sustainability against stated objectives. Finally, data and impressions

% Terms of Reference is found in Appendix 7
“ Database structure with results of the review, questionnaire documents can be found in
Appendix 2 and 3
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have been used to addresses lessons learned with a view to improving pr
gramme implementations and the design of future programmes.

3.3 Case Studies

The corsultant has prepared three case descriptions of which two have been
followed up by site visits. The candidate projects have been selected @ the b
sis of progress and size and location. Two cases have been selected among the
Polish projects to reflect tHarge number of Polish projects;

A Project EE0019 "Reuse of Solid Combustible Waste in Cement Rotary
Kilns of AS Kunda Nordic Tsement"

A Project PL0185 Stegnalhermo Modernisation of Social Assistance
House

A Project PL0194 Thermmodernization of the publiatilities objects in the
municipality of Chmielno.

The results of the site visits are included in Appendix 1.

3.4 Limitations and uncertainties

It is important to note that the scope and methods of this review have cliear lim
tations in terms of providing detad and quantified programme documentation
and conclusions.

The review relies on figure and data provided by promoters and/or found in
project files. However, the review has shown that all projects are net doc
mented in the same manner. Quite a numberaécts lack information on
indicators such as baseline values or tafgetsnce estimates provided are

based on those projects that have provided the relevant information. The
evaluation team has in some cases been able to calculate missing information.

The review team have not been able to check the validity of all data. There are
a number of issues possibly influencing the quality of data:

A Itis a general impression that there is a lack of meters at project sites,
hence estimations are based on moreeuain figures and converted on
fuel consumption.

® Baselineand target for energy consumption appear85projects or 65% of the project;
Baselineand target for CO2emission reduction appearsi@ projects or half of the project
documents;

Baselineand target for energy consumpti@md CO, emission reduction appears@8 projects

or 40% of the project documents

Renewable energy capacind renewableenergy production is recorded in 28 projects,lor a

most 70% of renewable energy projects;

Renewable energy capacity, renewable energy production, CO2 emission reductions are listed
for 25 projects or 60% of renewable energy projects.
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A In a number of project files confusion about energy denomination and fa
tors (e.g. GJ versus MWh) has been identified. Figures have been corrected
when noticed but there might still be misleading numbesome cases.

A There is a general confusion on how and where to present the project ind
cator i.e. what to present as baseline and target. Some present the reduction
as the target, and others the end consumption or emission levels as target.
Again figureshave been corrected in several cases, but misleading nu
bers might still remain.

Most of the projects are not completed and hence figures and anticipated results
and impacts are still to be proven. The general picture is that most targets for
energy savigs andcO, reductions seem realistic, while investment figures

seem to be underestimated, according to the evaluation teams' experience.

The review also includes 13 projects from "The Norwegian Cooperation
Programmes for Economic Growth and Sustainaleeelpment in Bulgaria

and Romania' and within the scope of the review it has not been possiele to d
sign a targeted way of reviewing these projects, which have a different scope
than the more infrastructural projects of EEA and Norway Grants. Furthermore
these projects are all in their very early stage. Consequently, the review of eff
ciency and effectiveness of these projects has only scratched the surface.
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4 Overall description of the project portfolio

The following section describes the 152 projectrigdias infrastructural pr
jects or ‘hardware' projects, involving new or change of existing
plants/buildings/other hardware.

The source of information provided in the following diagrams is the evaluation

team database, if nothing else is referred to béthawigure.

4.1  Geography

The allocation of the project portfolio by country can be seen in the diagram
below.

Figure4-1  Projects by Country
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The majority of the projects are Polish with 88 projects. Only tboeatries
are represented with more than 10 projects namely Poland, Slovakia and Hu
gary. The other countries are represented with a handful of projects or less.
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The overweight of Polish projects is due to the size of Poland, the high activity
by thefocal point and the emphasis given in Poland to energy efficiency in the
its energy policy.

4.2 Intervention Types

In this review we have defined a number ofcadled ‘intervention types'. These
types describe the character of the intervention, and are défimeder to

make certain comparisons possible, and we have endeavoured to define as few
as possible. These abbreviations are used in a number of the folloaing di
grams.

The following table 41 explains the abbreviations used for intervention types:

Table4-1 Definition of intervention types

Abbreviation Intervention type

EEB Energy Efficiency in Buildings
HS Changes of Heating Systems
ENV Environmental protection

FS Fuel switch

RE Renewable energy

EEI Energy Efficiency Industry
Waste Handling of Waste

The following diagram shows the allocation of the project portfolio by-inte
vention type.
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Figure4-2  Project Portfolio by Intervention type
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The intervetion types represented in the portfolio of 152 projects are shown in
the figure 42 above and allocated in 19 different individual intervention types
and combinations of these. The majority of interventions are Energy Efficiency
in Buildings (29%) followedy combinations of Energy Efficiency in Badil

ings and Changes of Heating System (26%) and Renewable Energy (12%). The
remaining 33% of projects are spread over 16 intervention types.

The many suigroups and combinations in the portfolio poses some cigste

in providing reliable statistics for many of the sgtoups, especially when

these groups are crossed with other criteria for instance geography. With very
few observations in each group it is difficult to draw conclusions with certainty.
Therefore, m the following when we are calculating averages and asse$sing e
fectiveness and efficiency of various measures, the calculation always includes
at least three observations. The consequence of this 'rule' is that those groups
that are represented with ldban three are not reported on in the statistics.

They count in the overall results and the qualitative observations, but not in the
statistics.

The following figure, therefore, shows a subset of the project portfolio where
only project with a onglimensonal interventions.
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Figure4-3  Project Portfolio by intervention type

Projects by intervention type
50

45 44

40

35

30

25

Number of projects

20

15

10
7

5
2
1
0 , , . e .

EE Buildings Heating system Renewable energy EE industry Waste Environment

4.3 Status and progress

Only about 22% of the projects have been completed, i.e. there is a project
completion report available, where tlealised results of the project can be
studied and compared with the plans and targets.

Figure4-4  Project Portfolio by project progress
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Around 51% are in progress and 27% have just started, i.e. therbystt h-
terim Report, have not been submitted which is due after three months. The
conclusion is therefore that we are looking at a portfolio of projects that are
relatively early in the project cycle.

About 90% of the project promoters are public seettdities, and 10% areipr
vate sector entities. Private project promoters account for 15% of the eligible
project costs.

4.4 Overall Achievements in Greenhouse Gas
reduction and Energy Savings

44.1 CO,-emission reductions

Figure4-5  AnnualCQO, reduction by country (tonn€0, reduced)
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Figure 4.5 shows the overall achievement of the programme in tel@@;of
reductions per year by country. The total annual reduction amounts to 173 000
tonnes. The largest reductiongitay place in Estonia and Poland, followed by
Latvia. The reason for the high reductions in Estonia is one project EE0019,
which accounts for 71 000 tonnes per year. Poland has a high representation
due to the high number of projects in the country.
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4.4.2 Energy Savings
Figure 4.6 provides the overall energy reduction in a diagram.

Figure4-6  Energy Reduction by Country (GJ/year)
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The total energy savings obtained by the EEA and Norway Grants amounts to
approximaely 560 000 GJ per year. By far the largest savings in energy has
been obtained in Poland with 525 000 GJ. Comparably all energy savings in all
other countries only represent a fraction of the results obtained in Poland.
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5

Results of the Review

This chaper provides the answers of the specific review questions included in
the Terms of Reference for the assignment. The eight review questions are as
follows:

1

8

Costefficiency i.e. cost per reduced ton of £4hd project returns
(EUR/tonne, payack time if réevant).

Which of the measures supported are most effective in terms of greenhouse
gas reductions?

Compare the results of EEA and Norway Grants funding with othengree
house gas reduction measures taken in the beneficiaryistadés in reé-
tion to ccstefficiency and overall impact.

Has it been necessary to support projects with shorbpely time in order
to trigger measures? Is it possible to say something meaningful about the
grant rate in such cases?

Assess other sustainability effects relai@the projects (environmental,
social, and economic).

Are the funds provided bihe EEA and Norway Grants additional opsu
plementary for the various types of projects supported?

Assess effectiveness and i mpamt of
EEA and Norway Grantso6é project por

Assess the quality of the baseline and target values.

The review findings for each section are documented and discussed below.

5.1

Cost efficiency of the intervention

The cost efficiency of the projects has been calculated taking investment cost,
operational cost and tl&O, reduction over time into consideration. The et
odology used is NPV (investment and operational cost over the lifetime of the
project) / NPV CO, reduction over the lifetime of the project). For a number of
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projects typically energy efficiency projects with emphasis on insulation of
buildings, there are no operational expenditure related to the ptoject.

The lifetime of the projects has been estirdatelividually, normally between
20 and 30 years, in some cases down to ten years depending on the project
promoter's information in project applications and other documentation.

The discount factor used is 5% p.a., which is in the low end, but it sheuld b
taken into account that the financing is public and should be evaluated as such.

5.1.1 CO,reduction cost

Figure 5.1 shows the avera@®, reduction cost for countries with more than
three projects. For the whole programme the average costs is 29 EUR per
tonne

Figure5-1  AverageCQO, reduction cost per country EURRO,

As can be seen, the averdg®, reduction cost differs considerably from oeu
try to country with Greece with the highest cost and Estoniathhowest

cost. The Czech Republic and Hungary have also reduction costs in the high
end. In all these countries the number of projects included is small amd the i
tervention types differ.

The reason for the very low cost in Estonia is on single proje@0E9, with
reduction costs at only 3 EUR/ton. In section 5.3 these reduction costs will be
compared to other similar projects and programmes.

® Energy savings aneot included in the calculation
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