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m ;Qué hace crossCert en estos ambitos?




Qué es cross-testing [WP2]

Un pais testea algunos de sus edificios con los certificados de otros paises
149 edificios en total, en muchas categorias de uso

Building typologies, actual count

Residential

Tertiary sector

CRES
Number of buildings in country 20
Colour indicates climate Greece
Single family house 5
Terraced house
Multi-apartment Building 5
Educational 5
Office 2
Sports hall 1

Healthcare buildings

Public entertainment buildings
Community/Public assemby buildings
Social housing

Retail buildings

Buildings for religious activities
Public security buildings

Others

Industrial secto Industrial buildings and warehouses
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La dificultad del clima [WP2] %rossCertg
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Cross-testing: dificultades [WP2] %rossce%rtg

m Idioma! Clima!
m Solucioén: tres grupos (‘ensembles’) de edificios

. Project-wide ensemble (P-buildings)[7 buildings ] - Todos testean; modelo ‘de referencia’

3. Partner local building ensemble (L-buildings)[ Remaining buildings] - Testeado local
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Robustez [WP3] crossCerta
vy

m Performance gap

Como de preciso es el EPC al predecir el consumo energético anual del
edificio, supuesto que los inputs son correctos

m Repetibilidad, o consistencia
Mismo edificio, distinto evaluador = mismos resultados?



Robustez en el Reino Unido [WP3] crossCerta
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:Por qué la falta de robustez? [ WP3] %rossCert :

David Jenkins, Sophie Simpson, Andrew Peacock,
Investigating the consistency and quality of EPC ratings and
assessments,

%001 Energy, Volume 138, 2017,
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. s 7 .
= Incertidumbre en los datos de entrada (areas, U-values, puentes térmicos)
. . . . . oy
= Entrenamiento insuficiente (orientado a aprender a utilizar un software, perono a
’ . 7 4 . . . .
entender la fisica detras del consumo energético de los edificios)
u

Descripcion de la metodologia insuficiente .



Robustez en Italia[WP3]

m 162 expertos evaluan el mismo
edificio(casa individual)

LLamberto Tronchin, Kristian Fabbri

Energy Performance Certificate of building and confidence
interval in assessment: An Italian case study

Energy Policy, 2012
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Actividades de crossCert [WP3] 'g'ossCert A
m Testeo cruzado de metodologias existentes y nuevas metodologias:

Deriving technical Guidelines for EPCs (WP3)
m Performance gap assessment
m Analysis of new scales and KPIs (comfort, SRI)
m Evaluation of the renovation measures recommended by EPCs
m Arenew EPC paradigms a significant improvement?

13



Valor anadido [ WP4 ] crossCerta
vy

m Explotacion datos EPCs
m Bases de datos de la Administracion
m Adaptacion de los datos a sectores especificos (inversores)
m Relacion EPCs con otras herramientas:
m Auditorias
m Building Renovation Passports

m Logbooks
m Ventanillas Unicas(one-stop-shops)



Valor afiadido [ WP4 ] crossCert
o verin

m Ejemplo: estudio sobre pobreza energética

675000 684000 693000

K. Fabri, J. Gaspari

Mapping the energy poverty: A case
study based on the energy
performance certificates in the city of
Bologna, Energy & Buildings, Volume
234, 2021
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Fig. 2. Energy Poverty Map (EPM) of Bologna. The map reports the buildings potentially generating a risk of ener overty, aggregated at cadastral parcel level. Legend: 15
No energy poverty risk. ﬁ Category A, B (table 6). ﬁ Category C (table 6). ﬂ)Category D (table 6).




Actividades de crossCert [WP4] crossCert
vy

m Analisisy evaluacion

Increasing the value of EPCs (WP4)
m Integration of EPCs in the Administration databases
m Adapting EPCs to users and investor needs
m Linking next-generation EPCs to energy audits, logbooks and BRPs
m EPCsandone-stop-shops

16



User-centred [WP5] crossCerta

m Instrumento de comunicacion:
Y. Li, S. Kubicki, A. Guerriero, Y. Rezgui

u EStadO energétiCO del ed|f|C|O Review of building energy performance

certification schemes towards future
improvement. Renewable and

| MOtivar |a l’enovaCién energétiCa Sustainable Energy Reviews, Volume 113,
2019
m Actualmente, resultados de encuestas, estudios:

m Alemania: “The EPC is not considered a reliable tool to motivate building
renovation and is viewed as an administrative obligation”

m UK: Only 18% of recipients are affected by the information and more than
80% think the influence is minor or negligible”

m The Netherlands: “only 10% of the sample stated that the EPC had
influence them in the process of property purchase”

m Denmark: "EPC isregarded as a reliable and easy-to-understand energy
efficiency information source by the respondents, but not have adequate
information to encourage them to undertake home renovation work” 7



User-centred [WP5]

m Usode EPCsentransacciones

Figure 7 — Real use of EPCs in property sales or rent transactions.

" Always " Often Sometimes Rarely = Never

TotalN=618

Austria N=50
France N=70
Germany N=90
Italy N=136
Norway N=90
Poland N=71
Romania N=43

Spain N=68

% answers AV Ssignificantly higher/ lower score - total vs the country

%rossCertg

Informe proyecto Zebra 2020:

ZEBRA 2020 - NEARLY
ZERO-ENERGY BUILDING
STRATEGY 2020. Strategies fora
nearly Zero-Energy Building market
transition in the European Union
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User-centred [WP5] %rossCertg

m Influencia del EPC en el precio de uninmueble A. Ayala, |. Galarraga, J.V. Spadaro

The price of energy efficiency in the

m En Espaﬁa: 5_"0% AIBI C' D respeCtO a E: F: G 3panish housing market. .Energy Policy,
olume 94, 2016

Table 1
Summary of literature review on EE ratings effect in the residential sector.

Reference Country Dependent variable Main finding
Brounen and Kok (2011) Netherlands Trans. price $/m? (sales) EPC price-premiums compared to D rated homes:
A=10%; B=5.5%; C=2%; E=—0.5%; F=—2.5%; G=—5%
Bio Intelligence Service et al.  Some EU countries Trans. price € (sales and rentals) One-letter improvement in EPC carried a price-premium (except in Oxford):
(2013) Austria=8% (sales), 4.4% (rentals)
Belgium: Flanders=4.3% (sales), 3.2% (rentals); Wallonia=5.4% (sales), 1.5%
(rentals);

Brussels=2.9% (sales), 2.2% (rentals)

France: Marseille=4.3% (sales); Lille=3.2% (sales)
Ireland =2.8% (sales), 1.4% (rentals)

Oxford (UK)= —4% (sales)

Caijas and Piazolo (2013) Germany Market value and €/m? (sales and A 1% increase in energy saving increased market values by 0.45% and rent
rentals) prices by 0.08%
Hyland et al. (2013) Ireland Listed price $ (sales and rentals) EPC price-premiums compared to D rated homes:

A=9.3% (sales), 1.8% (rentals); B=5.5% (sales), 3.9% (rentals); C=1.7%
(sales),—0.6% (rentals);
E= —0.4% (sales), — 1.9% (rentals); F/G= —10.6% (sales), —3.2% (rentals)

Fuerst et al. (2015) England Trans. price £/m? (sales) EPC price — premiums compared to D rated homes: A/B=5%; C=1.8%;
E=-0.7%; F=—-0.9%
19



Actividades de crossCert [ WP5] crossCerta

Towards People-Centred EPCs (WP5)
m Research ondesign and experience of EPC products and services

m Researchontraining and education of certified EPC issuers

m Research on EPC promotion and marketing

m Tool for development of people-centred EPC products and services

20



Actividades de crossCert [WP5] crossCerta

Towards People-Centred EPCs (WP5)
m Research ondesign and experience of EPC products and services

m DLVb.T

21



Convergencia en Europa [WP6] Q’OSSCQ”’\

Asset rating

Operational rating

m Metodos de calculo:
(Directive 2010/31/EU on the energy
performance of buildings):

Asset and/or operational rating

_ No data

m “Modelado”(Asset rating)
m “Medidas”(Operational rating)
m Disparidad en Europa

Table 17
Range of Default U-values for Exterior Walls.

X-tendo report. Energy

U-values number of wall types  total number of options

[W/m2K] Performance
- Certificates assessing
min max . .
their status and potential

Germany 0.40 1.70 2 16

Spain 057 312 15 120

France 0.32 3.90 14 116

Ttaly 055 359 6 20

Poland 0.71 3.87 9 17

United 0.19 250 40 570

Kingdom >

S. Semple, D. Jenkins. Variation of energy performance certificate assessments in the European Union. .Energy Policy, Volume 137, 2020 22



Actividades de crossCert [WP6] crossCerta

Harmonising /converging EPCs in Europe (WP6)
m EPC Community

m EPCsKnowledge Exchange Centre
m Recommendations for EPCs harmonization

1. Reqgulations for energy performance assessment and certification
2. Input and output parameters of the EPC process

5. EPC databases

4. EPC checking and verification procedures

5

Training requirements and certification procedures for experts working
on EPCs

Human friendliness of the EPC
7. Reduction of the performance gap

9
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crossCert in cifras

12 socios participantes
140+ edificios

3 anos(Sep 21-Ago24)
3 M€ de presupuesto

%rossCertg
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