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Abstract
In  England and  Wales, from June 2007, Energy Performance 
Certifi cates will be provided as part of a Home Information 
Pack whenever an existing home is sold, thereby complying 
with the requirements of the Energy Performance of Buildings 
Directive. Th e design and content of these certifi cates was the 
result of extensive research and consultation which was under-
taken over a period of several years. Th e fi nal design was com-
pleted early in 2006 and this was then subjected to testing in a 
consumer trial, in order to check the understanding and views 
of ordinary homebuyers, and thereby ensure that it was fi t for 
purpose. Th is paper presents the main fi ndings of the trial.

In the trial, Energy Performance Certifi cates were issued to 
participating homebuyers, who were then requested to com-
plete and return a questionnaire that tested their understand-
ing of, and views on, the various sections of the overall Energy 
Performance Certifi cate. One key result was that most people 
found the (A to G format) Energy Effi  ciency and Environmen-
tal Impact ratings contained within the certifi cate either easy or 
very easy to understand. Nobody reported fi nding them very 
diffi  cult to understand. Equally, most respondents found the 
suggested measures to improve the home’s energy perform-
ance easy or very easy to understand. Nobody reported fi nd-
ing them very diffi  cult to understand. Overall, the majority of 
respondents thought the Energy Performance Certifi cate was 
interesting, easy to understand and useful. Th ese very positive 
results suggest that the introduction of Energy Performance 

Certifi cates for homes in England and Wales will be welcomed 
by most consumers. 

Introduction
In England and Wales, from June 2007, Energy Performance 
Certifi cates will be provided as part of a Home Information 
Pack whenever a home is sold, thereby complying with the re-
quirements of the Energy Performance of Buildings Directive. 
Th e design and content of these certifi cates was the result of ex-
tensive focus group research with consumers, as well as consul-
tation with interested parties from industry and academia, over 
a period of several years. Th e fi nal design was completed early 
in 2006 and this was then subjected to testing in a consumer 
trial, in order to check the understanding and views of ordinary 
homebuyers, and thereby ensure that it was fi t for purpose. Th is 
paper presents the main fi ndings of the consumer trial.

Th e consumer trial made use of an existing proprietary 
system of energy reporting developed by Elmhurst Energy 
Systems Ltd. In this, an energy report is provided as part of 
an overall home survey, undertaken at the time of purchase, 
by Ekins surveyors. Th e idea was to off er to homebuyers who 
would be receiving such an energy report an additional report 
using the new Energy Performance Certifi cate format. If the 
homebuyer agreed to this off er, which was explained fully in 
a letter, the data collected for the existing energy report would 
be translated as necessary by Elmhurst to produce an Energy 
Performance Certifi cate. Th is Energy Performance Certifi cate 
would then be sent by Elmhurst to the homebuyer together 
with a questionnaire seeking their views and testing their un-
derstanding. To encourage homebuyers to complete and return 
the questionnaire to BRE for analysis, there was a prize draw, 

Shorrock, Les
Coward, Sara



5,004 SHORROCK, COWARD

776 ECEEE 2007 SUMMER STUDY • SAVING ENERGY – JUST DO IT!

PANEL 5. ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDINGS

with two prizes of vouchers for £ 500 (approx. 700 Euros) to 
spend on energy effi  cient products. 

Altogether, 156 surveys were undertaken and 64 question-
naires (41 %) were returned. Although far too small a sample 
to be fully representative, the distribution of energy ratings was 
nonetheless found to be reasonably similar to that found in 
the entire stock. Moreover, there appeared to be no bias in the 
return of questionnaires depending on the dwelling rating. For 
example, although the questionnaire for the least energy effi  -
cient dwelling was not returned, neither was the questionnaire 

for the most energy effi  cient dwelling. Th us, the responses ob-
tained in the questionnaires should broadly refl ect the views of 
homebuyers across all standards of dwelling energy effi  ciency. 
Th e front page of the fi nal design as used for the consumer trial 
is shown in Figure 1. [Note that the design that will actually be 
used from June 2007 diff ers slightly from this but only in a cos-
metic way. It will use a larger font and will have a diff erent over-
all colour scheme – red rather than blue - but the content will 
be essentially unchanged.]. Th is is the most important page as it 
presents the current ratings of the dwelling and what they could 

Figure 1. The front page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate as used in the consumer trials.
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potentially be if improvements were made, as well as providing 
an indication of the present energy use, running costs and CO2 
emissions (using standard assumptions about how people use 
their homes). Further pages, discussed later, provide detail on 
the current standards of individual elements, list recommended 
improvement measures (split into “lower cost”, “higher cost” 
and “further measures” with the eff ects on the ratings shown), 
provide guidance on the recommended measures, and present 
general information explaining the ratings and providing con-
tact details, etc.

Consumer understanding of the ratings
Th e key feature of the Energy Performance Certifi cate, which 
consumers need to understand if the document is to serve its 
intended purpose, is the ratings. As shown in Figure 1, there are 
two diff erent ratings presented.

Th e fi rst of these is referred to as the Energy Effi  ciency Rating. 
It is based on the UK Standard Assessment Procedure (SAP) 
(1) which is derived from the cost of energy (for space heat-
ing, water heating and lighting) per unit fl oor area and ranges 
from 1 (extremely ineffi  cient) to 100 (extremely effi  cient). Th is 
scale is shown on the Energy Performance Certifi cate but it is 
secondary to the A to G bands (the bands being defi ned by set 
ranges of SAP ratings). Focus group research had previously 
shown a clear consumer preference for the A to G approach, 
since this was already widely understood because of the similar 
labelling on refrigerators, freezers and other major appliances. 
Th e same focus group work also indicated that the underlying 
scale running from 1 to 100 was seen by consumers as entirely 
logical (although people do tend to assume that this equates to 
“percentage energy effi  cient”, which it does not, but this does 
not really matter - it still means that they intuitively understand 
that a larger number is better).

Th e other rating, referred to as the Environmental Impact 
(CO2) Rating, is also based on SAP but, as the name suggests, 

it refl ects the carbon dioxide emissions that result from the en-
ergy use (using another 1 to 100 scale with a similar defi nition). 
To distinguish this rating from the Energy Effi  ciency Rating, 
which uses the conventional colours for the A to G bands, a 
diff erent colour scheme is used for the A to G bands. Th ere 
was initially some concern that consumers would fi nd two rat-
ings on the one certifi cate confusing, but the consumer trial 
fi ndings indicate that they actually did not have any diffi  culty 
with this.

In the trials consumers were asked to report how easy, on a 
scale of 1 (very easy) to 5 (very diffi  cult), the ratings were to 
understand and they were also asked to reproduce both the 
letters and the numbers corresponding to the current ratings 
and the potential ratings. About 84% of respondents found the 
ratings either very easy or easy to understand. Nobody reported 
fi nding them very diffi  cult to understand. 

Tables 1 and 2 present the detailed fi ndings showing the 
number of correctly and incorrectly reported ratings according 
to the stated level of ease of understanding (note: the totals in 
each case are 128 because each of the 64 respondents was asked 
about both the current rating and the potential rating, and their 
responses for these have been combined).

Th ese tables show that the more diffi  cult people found it to 
understand the ratings the more likely they were to make a mis-
take in reporting them, but even those who found them very 
easy to understand made a few mistakes. Th ey also show that 
people found the Energy Effi  ciency Rating marginally easier to 
understand than the Environmental Impact Rating, although 
there were in fact slightly more correctly reported ratings for 
the Environmental Impact Rating. Overall, more than 80 % of 
respondents correctly reported the ratings, indicating a good 
level of understanding.

Table 3 shows the results considering the reporting of num-
bers and letters separately. Overall, only 3.5 % of rating letters 
were incorrectly reported, whereas 12 % of numbers were in-

Table 1. How easy is it to understand the Energy Effi ciency Rating chart?

Reported

rating

1

Very easy
2 3 4

5

Very

difficult

Total

Count 61 35 11 0 0 107
Correct

% 90% 80% 79% 0% 0% 83%

Count 7 9 3 2 0 21
Incorrect

% 10% 20% 21% 100% 0% 17%

Count 68 44 14 2 0 128Total

% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100%

Table 2. How easy is it to understand the Environmental Impact Rating chart?

Reported

rating

1

Very easy
2 3 4

5

Very

difficult

Total

Count 56 34 20 0 0 110
Correct

% 88% 89% 83% 0% 0% 86%

Count 8 4 4 2 0 18
Incorrect

% 12% 11% 17% 100% 0% 14%

Count 64 38 24 2 0 128Total

% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100%
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correctly reported. Although based on a relatively small sample 
of consumers, this clearly demonstrates the advantage of using 
the A to G scale as the main means of conveying ratings in the 
Energy Performance Certifi cate. 

Further questions asked consumers for their own subjective 
ratings (on a scale of 1 to 5 again) of the home’s current per-
formance. Th ese also indicated a good understanding of the 
ratings in that, when the subjective ratings were plotted against 
the numbers of the formal ratings, they correlated fairly well 
(R ≈ 0.7).

Consumer understanding of the whole of the 
front page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate
In addition to being asked about the ratings, consumers were 
also asked to rate the whole of the fi rst page of the Energy Per-
formance Certifi cate. Table 4 indicates that the diffi  cult balance 
between providing too much and too little information or tech-
nical detail was quite well achieved. It also demonstrates that 
consumers were favourably disposed towards the information 
in terms of how interesting, understandable and useful they 
thought it was. Nobody reported fi nding it very diffi  cult to un-
derstand. 

Although nobody reported fi nding the fi rst page very dif-
fi cult to understand, it was recognised that there were some 
technical terms used (mainly on the front page but elsewhere 
in the document as well) which needed to be there, but which 
consumers would not necessarily be expected to understand. 
For this reason, consumers were also asked to indicate, for six 
technical terms, whether they had any such diffi  culties. Table 5 
shows the results of these questions.

For the two ratings this just serves to confi rm the fi ndings 
from other questions, indicating good understanding. Th e re-
spondents also reported a good understanding of carbon diox-
ide, suggesting that Government campaigns related to climate 
change and carbon dioxide emissions have successfully reached 

householders and raised their awareness. Not surprisingly, very 
detailed technical terms such as kWh/m2 and SAP were less 
well understood, with up to 25 % of consumers not under-
standing them. Th is, again, emphasises the importance of the A 
to G rating approach as a way of ensuring maximum consumer 
understanding. However, by far the least well understood term 
was “Directive 2002/91/EC”, which more than half of consum-
ers did not understand. Fortunately, the lack of understanding 
of this really has no consequences for the Energy Performance 
Certifi cate.

Consumer understanding of other pages in the 
Energy Performance Certifi cate

SECOND PAGE
Th e second page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate is 
shown in Figure 2. It summarises the energy performance of 
the home’s structural components, heating system and lighting, 
and estimates future performance ratings aft er the installation 
of improvement measures. Th e improvements are split into 
lower cost, higher cost and further measures (further meas-
ures being things that would not normally be cost-eff ective). 
Th e ratings improvement achieved by each measure, as well as 
typical cost savings, are shown. 

Clearly, the recommendations for improvement are very 
important if the Energy Performance Certifi cate is to result in 
actual improvements to energy effi  ciency. Table 6 shows that 
in over 90 % of cases, consumers found the recommendations 
easy or very easy to understand. Nobody found them very dif-
fi cult to understand. Not surprisingly, the results showed a rela-
tively high likelihood of implementing low cost measures, and 
a lower likelihood of implementing higher cost measures. Th e 
likelihood was lower still for the further measures, but even so 
around 20 % of consumers indicated that they were likely to 
implement such measures. 

Table 3. Frequencies of correct and incorrect reporting of rating numbers and letters 

Correct Incorrect

Energy Efficiency Rating number 87% 13%

Energy Efficiency Rating letter 96% 4%

Environmental Impact Rating number 89% 11%

Environmental Impact Rating letter 97% 3%

Table 4. Overall, how would you rate the whole of the fi rst page?

Too much information 3% 19% 71% 5% 2% Too little information

Too much technical detail 0% 16% 70% 13% 2% Not enough technical detail

Very interesting 29% 41% 27% 2% 2% Not interesting at all

Very easy to understand 27% 40% 27% 5% 0% Very difficult to understand

Very useful 32% 37% 25% 6% 0% Not at all useful

Table 5. Understanding of technical terms

Understand

Directive

2002/91/EC SAP kWh/m2

Environ-

mental Impact

Rating

Energy

Efficiency

Rating

Carbon

dioxide (CO2)

Yes 42% 75% 80% 94% 98% 98%

No 58% 25% 20% 6% 2% 2%
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Consumers were asked for their overall views on the second 
page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate. Table 7 shows that 
the diffi  cult balance between providing too much and too little 
information or technical detail was again quite well achieved. 
63 % thought that the amount of information given was about 
right, although 29 % thought there was too much, and 8 % 
thought that there was too little. 67 % were satisfi ed with the 

amount of technical information, 22 % thought that there was 
too much, and 12 % that there was too little. 67 % thought that 
the page was interesting, 55 % found it easy to understand and 
62 % found it useful. Nobody reported fi nding the page very 
diffi  cult to understand or not at all useful. 

Figure 2. The second page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate as used in the consumer trials.
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THIRD PAGE
Th e third page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate describes 
the recommended lower cost and higher cost improvement 
measures, as well as the further measures, and gives advice 
about their installation. It is shown in Figure 3.

Table 8 indicates that 63 % were satisfi ed with the amount 
of information on the third page of the Energy Performance 
Certifi cate. 71 % thought the amount of technical detail sup-
plied was about right, while 24 % thought there was too little. 
50 % thought that the page was interesting, 66 % thought it was 
easy to understand and 45 % found it useful. Again, nobody 
reported fi nding the page very diffi  cult to understand.

Th e specifi c comments in Table 6 regarding the ease of un-
derstanding the recommendations for improvements are also 
related to the content of page 3, and so they are repeated be-
low in Table 9. Over 90 % found the recommendations easy or 
very easy to understand. Nobody found them very diffi  cult to 
understand.

FOURTH PAGE 
Th e fourth page is shown in Figure 4. Th is provides general 
information regarding the energy inspection that has been un-
dertaken on the home, explains how the home’s energy per-
formance ratings were calculated, and suggests some simple 
zero cost measures that can also improve the home’s energy 
performance. It also provides details of how to obtain further 
advice from the Energy Saving Trust, and how to contact the 
home inspector that carried out the survey if there are any que-
ries.

As Table 10 illustrates, 66 % thought that the amount of in-
formation was about right, and 68 % were satisfi ed with the 
amount of technical detail. 65 % found the page interesting, 
73 % found it easy to understand and 63 % useful. Nobody 
found the information very diffi  cult to understand or not at 
all useful.

Table 6. Opinions on measures to improve the home’s performance ratings

How easy to understand?

Very easy 44% 49% 3% 3% 0% Very difficult

How likely to implement?

Low cost measures: very likely 25% 44% 22% 6% 3% Very unlikely

Higher cost measures: very likely 9% 25% 40% 25% 16% Very unlikely

Further cost measures: very likely 3% 19% 23% 25% 30% Very unlikely

Table 7. Overall, how would you rate the whole of the second page?

Too much information 5% 24% 63% 8% 0% Too little information

Too much technical detail 3% 19% 67% 10% 2% Not enough technical detail

Very interesting 27% 41% 28% 3% 2% Not interesting at all

Very easy to understand 23% 31% 39% 6% 0% Very difficult to understand

Very useful 25% 37% 33% 5% 0% Not at all useful

Table 8. Overall, how would you rate the whole of the third page?

Too much information 11% 0% 63% 14% 11% Too little information

Too much technical detail 0% 5% 71% 21% 3% Not enough technical detail

Very interesting 23% 27% 39% 9% 2% Not interesting at all

Very easy to understand 29% 38% 29% 5% 0% Very difficult to understand

Very useful 27% 19% 44% 9% 2% Not at all useful

Table 9. How easy to understand are the recommendations for improvements?

How easy to understand?

Very easy 44% 49% 3% 3% 0% Very difficult

Table 10. Overall, how would you rate the whole of the fourth page?

Too much information 7% 15% 66% 11% 2% Too little information

Too much technical detail 2% 15% 68% 15% 2% Not enough technical detail

Very interesting 27% 38% 25% 6% 3% Not interesting at all

Very easy to understand 25% 48% 19% 8% 0% Very difficult to understand

Very useful 25% 38% 27% 10% 0% Not at all useful
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Overall impressions of the Energy Performance 
Certifi cate and respondent opinions
In addition to the specifi c questions relating to the content of 
each page there were some more general questions designed 
to gauge the overall impressions of consumers. Table 11 sum-
marises these. Consumers were asked to give their level of 
agreement with various statements on a fi ve-point scale. Th e 
scores indicate that people do not think the performance rat-
ings are the only things worth noting, and they do think that 
the summary on page 2 is the most important part. Th e report 

has to be read carefully, but it does not take too long to read, is 
not too long or detailed, and the fi ndings are interesting. Prior 
to the consumer trial, there had been strong arguments from 
some quarters that the Energy Performance Certifi cate was too 
long and detailed and that people would therefore ignore it, but 
these responses demonstrate that the consumers in this trial 
did not generally share such views.

Other questions revealed that, at the time of completing the 
questionnaire, one respondent had already consulted the free-
phone number or website for advice. Seven were considering 
using the phone and twenty fi ve were considering using the 

Figure 3. The third page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate as used in the consumer trials.



5,004 SHORROCK, COWARD

782 ECEEE 2007 SUMMER STUDY • SAVING ENERGY – JUST DO IT!

PANEL 5. ENERGY EFFICIENT BUILDINGS

website. Sixteen respondents (25 %) consulted one or more 
other people to explain parts of the report. Ten of these con-
sulted their partner, four their family, and three a friend. Only 
one consulted an energy company, which indicates that most 
people did not feel that they needed further professional help 
to understand the report.

Finally, respondents were asked their level of agreement with 
a series of statements. As Table 12 shows, there was more agree-
ment than disagreement with the following.

It is good to know how to reduce the property's fuel costs

Th e overall condition of a property is very interesting

Environmental issues are important

A budget for home improvements should be considered 
when buying property

Homes with a good energy effi  ciency rating will be popu-
lar

•

•

•

•

•

Figure 4. The fourth page of the Energy Performance Certifi cate as used in the consumer trials.
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Th e home's environmental impact should be discussed in 
price negotiations

Opinions were evenly spread over whether disputes about the 
ratings would delay the sale of a home, and whether a home 
with a low energy effi  ciency rating would be sold at a lower 
price. Th ere was strong disagreement with the statement that 
the energy performance of homes is not interesting.

Respondents were also asked about their age and whether 
they were fi rst time buyers. Of the 64 respondents, 20 (31 %) 
were fi rst time buyers, 13 (20 %) were under 30 years of age. 
Only one was aged over 65. Unsurprisingly, respondents under 
30 years of age were signifi cantly more likely than older people 
to be fi rst time buyers, as shown in Table 13. 

• Further analysis indicated that the questionnaire responses 
were, with just two exceptions, not dependent on age or experi-
ence of the housing market. Th ere was only one opinion in the 
questionnaire that was found to be signifi cantly related to age. 
Th is was the statement that “Disputes about the ratings will de-
lay the sale of the home”, with those aged under 30 being more 
likely to agree. It may be that older people have based their 
responses on their greater experience of the housing market. 
Likewise, there was also only one question to which the re-
sponse was found to be signifi cantly related to past experience 
of the housing market. First time buyers were more likely than 
others to say that the Energy Performance Certifi cate contained 
too much technical detail (on the fi rst two pages).

Table 11. Overall impressions of the report

Strongly

agree

Neither

agree nor

disagree

Strongly

disagree

The performance ratings are the only

thing worth noting
3% 17% 32% 27% 21%

The report needs to be read carefully to

be understood
27% 39% 17% 13% 5%

The summary, on page 2, is the most

important part
8% 39% 28% 22% 3%

The report can be skim-read and

understood
8% 31% 19% 28% 14%

Reading the whole report takes too

much time
2% 11% 16% 33% 38%

The report is too long 5% 6% 14% 36% 39%

The report is too detailed 2% 9% 16% 34% 39%

The findings are very interesting 42% 41% 11% 6% 0%

Table 12. Please indicate your level of agreement with each of the following statements.

Strongly

agree

Neither

agree

nor

disagree

Strongly

disagree

It is good to know how to reduce the property's fuel

costs
69% 25% 6% 0% 0%

The overall condition of a property is very interesting 63% 30% 8% 0% 0%

Environmental issues are important 50% 36% 11% 2% 2%

A budget for home improvements should be

considered when buying property
38% 42% 14% 2% 5%

Homes with a good energy efficiency rating will be

popular
17% 52% 20% 6% 5%

The home's environmental impact should be

discussed in price negotiations
17% 21% 40% 13% 10%

A home with a low energy efficiency rating will be sold

at a lower price
9% 23% 36% 23% 8%

Disputes about the ratings will delay the sale of the

home
5% 19% 48% 13% 16%

The energy performance of homes is not interesting 5% 9% 11% 34% 41%

Table 13. Are you a fi rst time buyer?

Age group Yes No Total

Under 30 years of age 17% 3% 20%

30+ years of age 14% 66% 80%

Total 31% 69% 100%
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Conclusions 
Th e responses to the questionnaire that have been presented in 
this paper indicate that the Energy Performance Certifi cate is 
not too long and detailed for people to read, and on the whole it 
is well understood. Overall, the majority of people found it in-
teresting, easy to understand and useful. When asked about the 
report page by page, a maximum of 11 % thought there was too 
little information or technical detail, and a similar maximum of 
11 % thought there was too much information or technical de-
tail. However, between 63 % and 71 % thought that the amount 
of information and technical detail was about right.

About 84 % of respondents found the Energy Effi  ciency Rat-
ing and the Environmental Impact Rating either very easy or 
easy to understand. Nobody reported fi nding them very diffi  -
cult to understand. When asked to reproduce the ratings, peo-
ple got the rating number wrong occasionally but they were 
consistently much better at getting the rating letter right. Th is 
clearly demonstrates the advantage of using the A to G scale as 
the main means of conveying ratings in the Energy Perform-
ance Certifi cate. 

Most people found the suggested measures to improve the 
home’s performance easy to understand. Not surprisingly, the 
proportions of people considering implementing the measures 
decreased as their cost increased, but around 20 % of consum-
ers reported that even the further measures (i.e. generally non-
cost-eff ective measures) were things that they were likely to 
consider. Th is indicates that people are probably more aware 
and concerned about the environment than is oft en assumed. 
Indeed, the questionnaire revealed that people tended to agree 
that both environmental issues, and a home’s energy perform-
ance and environmental impact, are important.

Overall, the fi ndings of this study suggest that the introduc-
tion of Energy Performance Certifi cates for homes in England 
and Wales will be welcomed by most consumers. Certainly, 
some of the comments that trial participants were invited to 
enter at the end of the questionnaires give cause for optimism. 
For example:

“Until your suggestion to conduct this survey I hadn’t given 
much thought to energy performance. Th e results of the 
survey have been illuminating. It has clearly shown the ar-
eas where the property is weak and what can be done to 
improve it.”

“Very interesting – showed how much potential there is and 
at what starting point I have! Currently having central heat-
ing installed.”

“Overall the report was precise, clear and easy to under-
stand. It was defi nitely useful in all aspect and any diffi  cul-
ties I had encountered was made clearer as I continued to 
read through the report.”

“I found the report very useful and it pointed out several 
items which I did not realise had not been fi tted, e.g. boiler 
thermostat.”

“Th e information attached is very useful in planning the 
home improvements. We have done further investigation of 
effi  ciency measures and are looking to implement as much 
as is practical and cost-eff ective in the house.”

•

•

•

•

•

“I found the report very interesting and I will defi nitely im-
plement some of the recommendations however a low/poor 
report would not have stopped me purchasing the fl at.”

“All very clear, easily understood. Information is useful and 
give me an idea of low cost improvements that can be done 
immediately and longer term potential benefi ts.”

“Th is report was very useful and will be of help in our new 
home. Th ank you.”
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