
STAP Review of GEF Project Brief EMPRESS 

 

2001-09-23 

 

Reviewer: Lars J. Nilsson, Lund, Sweden 
 

 

Summary and general comments 

Overall this is a good, reasonable and motivated project. Measuring (or monitoring) energy 

use is necessary in order to identify energy efficiency improvements, and verifying them 

when implemented. Sub-metering energy use facilitates day-to-day housekeeping measures 

(e.g., in the operation and maintenance of compressors) as well as identification of retrofit 

investments (e.g., replacing compressors or use electric tools instead of compressed air).   

 

The project proposal is not entirely clear about the respective roles of UNEP/GEF and 

Enviros/Danfoss (the latter of which is dual: private business seeking and simultaneously 

benevolent in-kind contributor to the project) and the relationship between them. A general 

concern is the potential distortion of competition if, for example, national M&T country 

managers are too closely connected to the Enviros/Danfoss M&T ESCO offices. On the other 

hand, if the project did not involve Enviros/Danfoss, the chances of success would probably 

be much lower (noting the reportedly low interest of other potential ESCOs). Thus, the close 

involvement of a private actor is problematic but probably necessary. Through clarification of 

the respective roles, definitions of procedures for open bidding for procurement, etc., this 

concern can be effectively addressed in the project brief and subsequent project plans and 

activities. 

 

 

Scientific and technical soundness 

The approach is fundamentally sound. Measuring and monitoring is a prerequisite for 

systematic and sustained energy efficiency improvements (through systematic housekeeping 

as well as retrofit measures). The idea of monitoring is, of course, not particularly new or 

innovative although perhaps it can be considered as such in an Eastern European context. I  do 

not have an overview of soft-ware packages for energy management but based on the record 

shown by Enviros there is no reason to doubt that MONTAGE performs well.  The cited 

typical savings (5-15%, Appendix II) and short pay-back times are representative and in line 

with what I have seen reported elsewhere. This is what can typically be achieved through 

fine-tuning of processes, changes in operation, and other measures that do not require 

significant investment but that needs to be identified through monitoring and targeting. As 

noted in the proposal, this type of energy management and energy management tools also tie 

in nicely with strategies for cleaner production and environmental management systems. 

 

I do not entirely agree  with the  description of conventional ESCO vs. M&T ESCO as 

presented on page 8 in the project brief. It is my strong impression that all serious and 

successful ESCO are essentially M&T ESCOs already, i.e., aiming at building long-term 

customer relationships rather than just financing and installing equipment. One may speculate 

that the ”conventional ESCO” approach has been partly driven by government programs, 

competitive demand side bidding, and the like. Anyway, it is encouraging that the ”M&T 

ESCO” approach is subscribed to in the proposal. 

 



 

 

Meter and software costs in Chart 1.1 based on pilot study results in the Czech Republic are 

on the order of $20,000 per company which is less than the $50,000 to $100,000 which is 

estimated on page 8 (bottom). A more detailed cost-benefit analysis would make the proposal 

more transparent. How much energy (in J or  kWh) is saved in Chart 1.1. What emission 

factors have been applied in calculating the carbon reduction cost? Would it not be good to 

show that the overall carbon reduction cost is negative (i.e., even with high discount rates the 

savings outweigh the investment (+O&M) costs)? See also “Global environmental benefits” 

below. 

 

According to the project budget, Enviros and Danfoss will contribute $6.7 million 

(presumably in-kind which should then be stated in project summary and budget). GEF and 

UNEP funding is $3.6 million which covers a UNEP manager, four national managers, and 

their activities. Presumably Enviros/Danfoss expects to get much of the $4.8 million spending 

on meters and software, and additional business. Nonetheless it is difficult value the 

Enviros/Danfoss contribution. Why is it $6.7 million and not closer to the amount needed for 

GEF/UNEP staff? This relates to the general comment above about defining the dual role of 

Enviros/Danfoss as a private actor and as a benevolent sponsor in this project (albeit 

expecting returns from it in the longer term). 

 

 

Global environmental benefits 

How is the cost of saved carbon calculated? Where does the number 300,000 tonnes of carbon 

come from? How many plants, what size, absolute and percentage energy savings, etc? Is it 

annual emission reductions or cumulated (how many years?)? What emission factors are 

assumed for the assumed 60% electricity and 40% natural gas in calculating emissions. 

 

The incremental cost analysis (page 23) needs better explanation. It is assumed that the 

baseline investment in ESCO activities is equal to the investment in the alternative scenario 

(domestic benefits = $12,997,000). This is very conservative. The baseline investment ought 

to be lower. The alternative scenario investment ought to be higher, since the project probably 

generates ESCO investments in addition to the M&T investments accounted for in the project 

proposal. Thus, the incremental cost analysis seems very conservative. 

 

How does the project fit within the context of GEF goals? 

Well. 

 

Regional  context 

Most of the arguments for choosing the four countries are true also for other countries in 

Central and Eastern Europe. In my understanding these four countries are among the most 

developed, and therefore have the best prospects for adopting the proposed technology.  

 

Replicability 

The basic approach, promoting Energy Management Systems (also linking them to Cleaner 

Production and Environmental Management Systems) is sound and should be replicable 

(although organizational, institutional and other conditions of course vary between countries 

and must be considered). 

 

 



 

Sustainability 

The issue of building capacity in the target countries is not explicitly raised (focus in section 

4) Sustainability and risk, is mostly on risk). Presumably, UNEP/GEF and Enviros/Danfoss 

will try to hire local staff. Emphasis in the project is on demonstrations and activities aimed at 

raising awareness. It is noted (page 28) that National M&T Country Managers should work 

closely with key stakeholders, including academic institutions, “to raise awareness.” The issue 

of capacity building and sustainability deserves greater attention.  For example, involving 

academic institutions at appropriate levels (involving senior academics in workshops and 

seminars, graduate and postgraduate students in audits, case studies, etc.) is one, probably 

low-cost, strategy.  

 

Secondary issues 

Other focal areas: There are good linkages to other focal areas since the project appropriately 

ties in with Environmental Management Systems/Cleaner Production in general and since the 

M&T tool is applicable also to water use, waste water, waste, etc. 

 

Other ongoing activities: The proposal demonstrates links to other ongoing activities, e.g., 

UNEP/UNIDO Cleaner Production activities, HEECP2 in Hungary, and national energy 

efficiency centers (is the Czech Center for Energy Efficiency the same as SEVEN? Is FEWE, 

the Polish Foundation for Energy Efficiency, considered? Others?). Linking with established 

actors and networks, and getting their support and input, drawing on experiences, is probably 

important for success. 

 

Stakeholders: National energy efficiency centers are also stakeholders, see above. The 

competitors to Enviros/Danfoss are important stakeholders. It is not noted in the proposal but 

it will be important, for many reasons, that other commercial actors are invited and can be 

involved in workshops etc.  

 

Capacity building: The point has been made above (under Sustainability) about the need for 

capacity building. One more point should be made. An energy management system is of little 

value if the user does not possess the tools or knowledge for acting on the information. 

Perhaps this is too obvious for the proposers to mention, but an important component in 

workshops/training seminars should be all the things you need in addition to the M&T, 

including methods for investment analysis (life-cycle cost approach), equipment procurement 

policies, overview of important technical energy efficiency measures, etc. 

 

Innovativeness: The use of energy management systems is not particularly innovative in itself, 

except perhaps in Eastern Europe (although with exceptions since there are indeed modern 

industrial plants). However, the proposal demonstrates an understanding and thinking about 

(or approach to) energy management systems which is “innovative,” or perhaps better 

described as front line. M&T is in itself not a solution but rather a means to continuos 

improvements in an environmental/energy management framework, and better management is 

the key to continous improvements (whether energy efficiency, quality, productivity, or 

environmental performance). 


