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Energy Efficiency Barriers

The 4 barriers have been identified as:

Large Upfront Investments: Energy efficiency typically requires 

large upfront investments to achieve savings that accrue payback 

later. 

Competition for funding: In addition, it traditionally has low 

mindshare – there is often a competition for available capital funds 

and projects that promote growth rather than savings tend to get 

access to capital.

Silos in Large Organizations: Opportunities are fragmented large 

organizations  

Verification of Savings: Finally, the organizations that would be 

primarily responsible for implementing energy efficiency find it hard 

to measure, which makes them less motivated to act. This is 

essentially an ability to verify savings.



Background to the study

National objective is to encourage EE and improved energy productivity for the 

benefit of the country’s economy and environmental sustainability. 

Among other initiatives, a tax incentive introduced to promote EE. Effectively 

allocating public funds towards the objective – therefore of great importance to 

manage the utilisation of the tax incentive responsibly, ensuring public funds are 

responsibly managed. 

The orginal approach prescribed qualifying energy savings to be monitored and 

verified by a SANAS accredited M&V body, using the SANS 50010 standard.

There has been constraints associated with this approach:

– Limited registered SANAS accredited M&V bodies

– Onerous and expensive process

Unintentionally excluded small projects from accessing the tax incentive to facilitate 

improved energy productivity benefits 

On request from NT, an investigation commissioned to assess alternate M&V solutions (“M&V Lite”) for small projects
(NOTE: this is not intended to replace the comprehensive M&V approach, but supplement it)



An evaluation framework/ criteria was defined to ensure 

a consistent assessment approach

Criteria Description

Level of accuracy

• Considers how accurate the reported savings would be i.e. both in terms of accuracy/precision 
(known margin of error) and level of confidence with which the savings can be reported. SANS 
50010 targets an 80% confidence level with 7.5% accuracy/precision. The SANS 50010 
methodology can be adapted to provide a lower level of confidence and/or precision. 

• Each alternate is assessed to determine what precision and what level of confidence applies.

Costs

• Provides an indication of the costs to:

a) develop/adapt the M&V methodology for the M&V Lite application (if required), and 

b) for the customer to implement the M&V solution

Ease of implementation
• This criterion assesses how demanding this methodology will be on the customer. It considers the 

skills / qualifications required, equipment required and any other requirements for 
implementation

Development timelines
• Considers the lead time required before being able to offer the solution to consumers. Since the 

Excessive development lead times will is important as the tax incentive is 

Implementation timelines
• Considers the implementation time required by the consumer when using this methodology 

before the can confirm savings and claim the tax incentive. 

Relevance

• Indicates which technologies and/or sectors are covered by the specific approach. Different 
approaches/methodologies may be more suitable for different applications, sectors or 
technologies. The more generally applicable, the better as that would limit the need for further 
development work and would address the challenge more comprehensively. 

Quality assurance
• How will quality assurance be addressed and what are the anticipated, associated cost 

implications.  

SANS 50010 compliant • Indicates whether the approach is recognised/compliant with SANS 50010. 

SANAS accredited M&V body • Indicates whether the approach requires a claim to signed off by a SANAS accredited M&V body.

Benefits vs drawbacks (any 
fatal flaws)

• Considers benefits and drawbacks of each option, indicating also any broader benefits that may be 
associated with the solution. 



Rating scale defined to support the evaluation against 

the defined criteria 

Criteria 0 1 2 3 4 5 

Level of accuracy - poor low medium high very high 

Costs - >R100k R50 ï R100k R30 ï R50k R20 ï R30k <R20k 

Ease of 
implementation 

 onerous complex  easy very easy 

Development 
timelines 

> than 3 years > 18 months 12 ï 18 months 9 ï 12 months 6 ï 9 months 3 -6 months 

Implementation 
timelines 

> than 3 years > 18 months 12 ï 18 months 9 ï 12 months 6 ï 9 months 3 -6 months 

Relevance not relevant exclusive limited varied broad comprehensive 

Quality assurance* not covered ad hoc selective partial broad comprehensive 

SANS 50010 

compliant 

- - - - - - 

SANAS accredited 
M&V body 

- - - - - - 

 



Six options were considered as possible solutions for a 

M&V Lite approach

Comprehensive M&V in compliance with SANS50010, utilising SANAS accredited M&V 
professionals. Funded by the consumer wanting to access the tax incentive. 

A benchmarking tool that allows an energy rating for a building to be determined 
relative to similar buildings and, using successive certifications, relative to its own 
performance.  

Standardised M&V guidelines, plans and templates for typical projects to guide step-by-
step self-M&V implementation. 

Developing M&V practice and calculations into online/downloadable applications with a 
simple user interface requiring only the input of key parameters from the consumer. 

A published list of technologies and associated energy savings with calculation guideline 
to inform efficiency calculations and a tax claim. 

Allowing a broad kWh/m2 or kWh/unit output measure before and after the energy 
efficiency intervention to be used as a performance and improvement gauge. 

Comprehensive M&V of all projects, provided as a national service at no direct cost to 
the consumer. A budget allocation would have to be found, similar to M&V of the 
Eskom IDM programme that was funded via the electricity tariff. 

1. Status quo

2. GBCSA EWP tool

3. Step-by-step standardised M&V 
guidelines

4. Calibrated simulation models 

5. Deemed savings

6. Specific energy use benchmarks

5. Centralised M&V function

M&V options considered Description of options



Performance of the options against the defined criteria 

is summarised as:

Criteria 
Option 0. 

Status Quo 
Option 1: 
GBCSA 

Option 2: 
Standardis

ed 
guidelines 

Option 3: 
Calibrated 
simulation 

Option 4: 
Deemed 
Savings 

Option 5: 
Specific 

energy use 
benchmark 

Option 6: 
Central 

M&V 

Level of accuracy 4 2 4 4.5 3 2 4 

Costs 1 3.5 - 4 3.5 4 (1)** 5 5 1 

Ease of 
implementation 

3 4 4 5 5 5 3 

Development 
timelines 

5 4.5 (2)* 4 4 4 5 2 

Implementation 
timelines 

2 4 3.5 5 5 5 2 

Relevance 5 1.5 3 3 3 2 5 

Quality assurance 4 3 3 3 3 2 4 

SANS 50010 
compliant 

Yes No Yes Yes No No Yes 

SANAS 
accredited M&V 

body 

Yes No No No No No Yes 

 24 22.5 32 30 28 26 21 

 
Can adopt more than one option or combinations of these as relevant



Who does M&V Lite apply to? 
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Net 12L Benefit (R) Total tax rebate (R) @95c/kWh Ac_% Log. (Ac_%)

50%

M&V costs typically 
exceeds 50% of the net tax 
benefit for projects that 
save less than 480 000kWh 
per year. It is proposed that 
M&V Lite be applied to 
these projects. 



Quality assurance measures to support M&V Lite 

The introduction of the following assurance measures is proposed, irrespective of the 

selected M&V function:

Affidavits 

Evidence

Audits 

Benchmarking of claims against measured and verified savings

Audit benchmarks

Basic verification (sanity check) of completed submission by SANAS M&V body. 

Allowing sign-off by a professionally registered and suitably qualified and 

experienced engineer (Pr. Eng.) active in the energy sector and/or a CMVP. 

Potentially reducing the tax incentive for M&V Lite. Reducing the incentive to, for 

example, R0.75c/kWh to differentiate between comprehensive M&V results and M&V 

Lite. This would depend on several factors including (i) the comparative costs of the 

M&V Lite solution, (ii) the comparative accuracy / discount already applied to the 

savings. The aim would be to offer avoid a disincentive for doing larger projects that 

require comprehensive M&V.  



Way forward

Roadshows (September 2016)

Circulation of the draft document for comment (September 2016)

Submission to National Treasury for consideration (end October 

2016)

Way forward, dependent on National Treasury preference




