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Kurzdarstellung

Hintergrund und Zielstellung

Die Bundesregierung hat beschlossen, den Primarenergiebedarf von Gebauden bis 2050 um 80 % zu
senken. Dazu muss die energetische Sanierungsrate von derzeit 0,8 % auf 2,0 % pro Jahr gesteigert
werden. Um festzustellen, wie durch neue und bestehende Politikinstrumente diese Steigerung der
Sanierungsrate erreicht werden kann, untersucht die vorliegenden Studie den Prozess der Entschei-
dungsfindung den Eigentimer von Ein- und Zweifamilienhduser fur eine Sanierungsentscheidung
durchlaufen. Sie basiert auf der Befragung von 2.000 Haushalten, die nach dem Stand ihrer
Entscheidungsfindung in drei Kategorien unterteilt wurden:

1. Haushalte, die noch keine Sanierung vorgenommen haben oder planen,
2. Haushalte, die innerhalb der nachsten zwei Jahre eine Sanierung planen, und
3. Haushalte, die innerhalb der letzten finf Jahre eine Sanierung durchgefuhrt haben.

Feststellungen und Erkenntnisse

1. Beweggrinde fur Haushalte, eine energetische Sanierung durchzufihren: Die Einflussfaktoren fir
energetische Sanierungen &ndern sich im Zuge des Entscheidungsprozesses:

o Die Entscheidung fir eine Gebaudesanierung stellt sich als ein komplizierter Prozess dar, der
Zeit und Miuhe kostet, um verschiedene Optionen zu ermitteln und zu bewerten.

e Je weiter die Entscheidungsfindung fortschreitet, umso wichtiger werden Warmekomfort und
Ersparnisse bei der Heizkostenabrechnung. Indem die Eigentimer bereits in den Frihphasen
dieses Prozesses fir diese Vorteile sensibilisiert werden, kann der Anteil an energetischen
Sanierungen erhéht werden.

e Das Erscheinungsbild von Gebauden ist der wichtigste AnstoR fiir die Planung und Durchfiihrung
von Gebaudesanierungen. Dadurch ergeben sich Mdglichkeiten, eine Verbesserung der Warme-
dammung an das Erscheinungsbild zu koppeln und Sanierungen so zu vermarkten, dass dieser
Vorteil hervorgehoben wird.

2. Bedenken bei Gebaudesanierungen: Die Sorge der Haushalte gilt vor allem der Finanzierung und der
Qualitat einer Sanierung.

e Sanierungen unterbleiben oft aufgrund von hohen Vorlaufkosten und dem Widerstreben der
Hauseigentimer, sich zu verschulden. Durch eine finanzielle Férderung kann auf diese Probleme
eingegangen werden.

e Die Qualitat der SanierungsmafRnahmen und -Dienstleistungen ist Haushalten wichtig, daran
zeigt sich die Bedeutung von Instrumentarien, die eine solche Qualitat gewahrleisten — wie
entsprechende Standards und Kennzeichnung der Materialien und Ausriistungen sowie die
Zertifizierung von Handwerkern.

e In allen Phasen der Entscheidungsfindung stellt sich eine Geb&udesanierung fur Haushalte als
komplizierter Prozess dar, fir den die Recherchen zu viel Zeit und Mihe kosten und bei dem die
Wahl der richtigen Lésungsvariante sich zu schwierig gestaltet.

CPI Report Page 3
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3. Anderungen am urspriinglichen Sanierungsplan im Prozess der Entscheidungsfindung: Haushalte
passen geplante energetische Sanierungen wahrend der Entscheidungsfindung oft noch einmal an —
meistens dadurch, dass bestimmte Komponenten gestrichen werden.

Etwa 75-90 % der Haushalte, die ihre Plane andern (entweder durch Streichen oder Hinzufiigen
von Komponenten), tun dies aufgrund der hohen — oder eben gunstigen — Kosten fir bestimmte
MaRnahmen. Eine finanzielle Férderung kann also entscheidend dafir sein, Haushalte zu
bewegen, ihre Plane zu Ende zu fihren.

Beratung durch Fachleute ist ebenso wichtig wie Kosten, wenn es um die Entscheidung geht,
Optionen hinzuzunehmen, zu streichen oder abzuéandern.

4. Im Prozess der Entscheidungsfindung eingesetzte Informationskanéle: Die wichtigsten Informations-
quellen sind das Internet, Fachleute und die persénliche Kommunikation.

Die Bedeutung des Internets wéhrend des gesamten Sanierungsprozesses macht deutlich, wie
wichtig es ist, leistungsfahige Informationsportale bereitzustellen.

Im Vertrauen der Haushalte auf Informationen, die sie von Fachleuten aus der Baubranche
erhalten, manifestiert sich die wichtige Rolle, die diese bei der Vermittlung hoher fachlicher
Marktkompetenz spielen.

Die Presse kann dazu beitragen, erste Denkanstdf3e fir Sanierungsmoglichkeiten zu geben;
hingegen wird sie von Haushalten, die bereits Sanierungen durchgefuihrt haben, seltener als
Quelle angegeben — diese Haushalte orientieren sich mehr an professioneller Beratung.

Instrumentarien, die auf personliche Kommunikation setzen — wie Foren, lokale Netzwerke und
andere — stellen ebenfalls wichtige Informationsquellen dar.

5. Finanzielle Beweggrunde: Ein Haus als eine Investition zu betrachten, die sich auf Dauer auszabhlt, ist
ein entscheidender Anstol3 flir energetische Sanierungen.

Die Amortisation von Investitionen war der entscheidende finanzielle Beweggrund flr
energetische Sanierungen; diese Bedeutung nahm im Zuge der Entscheidungsfindung der
Haushalte sogar noch zu.

Haushalte, die durch die KfW geférdert werden, tendieren mehr zu umfassenden energetischen
Sanierungen und dazu, diese auch im geplanten Umfang zu Ende zu fuhren.

Die vorliegende Studie untersucht die wesentlichen Beweggriinde der Hauseigentimer flr eine
energetische Sanierung in den verschiedenen Phasen des Entscheidungsfindungsprozesses — es sind
jedoch weitere Untersuchungen erforderlich, um diesen Prozess noch besser zu verstehen und die
Wirksamkeit der existierenden Strategien fur die Motivierung der Haushalte zur Durchflihrung solcher
Sanierungen zu beurteilen.
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1 Introduction

The German government is committed to reducing the primary energy requirement of buildings by 80% by
2050 (BMWi and BMU 2010). This requires increasing the rate of thermal efficiency retrofits from 0.8% to
2.0% per year.” To explore how public policies and programs could more effectively increase the thermal
retrofit rate, this paper examines the retrofit decision-making process of single- and two-family
households.

This study surveyed consumers about their decision-making process regarding thermal efficiency
retrofitting. Close to 6,000 German owners of single- and two-family houses were contacted, and 2,000 of
them were ultimately surveyed via the Internet. The survey divided respondents into three categories of
retrofitters:
e “Non-planning Households” Households that have not pursued any thermal efficiency
improvement measures in the past five years and that are not planning any in the next two years;

! By “thermal (efficiency) retrofit” this paper means a set of measures aimed at changing the main
technical characteristics of a building and its systems in order to reduce energy consumption for space
heating purposes.

>The yearly retrofit rate of outer walls with insulation is 0.83% (IWU/BEU 2010).
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o “Planning Households” Households that have not pursued any thermal efficiency improvement
measures in the last five years but that are planning to do so within the next two years; and

e  “Action Households™ Households that have pursued some thermal efficiency improvement
measures in the past five years and that may or may not have plans for further retrofits in the
future.

Respondents were considered to have pursued or planned retrofits if they had completed or planned any
of the following thirteen measures, ranging from major building envelope insulation projects to paint jobs
(Table 1). Respondents were considered to have pursued or planned thermal efficiency retrofits if they
had completed or planned any of the three thermal measures listed in the 2" column of the Table.

Table 1. Review of retrofit measures

Household retrofit measures Thermal measures Other measures
Refitting kitchen and/or bathroom X
Rewiring X
Repainting of walls X
Insulation of the building envelope X

Replacing wall lathing, replastering, repairing cladding X
Sealing air gaps in wall joints X
Window and door replacement X

Significant repair or exchange of roofing and flooring X
Installation or replacement of the space heating system X

Installation of photovoltaic panels, solar thermal systems X
for space & water heating or only water heating

House extensions X
Space remodelling (installing a kitchen, changing the X
number of rooms in the house, or other space remodelling)

Insulation of water pipes, hot water cylinders, installing or X

changing heating controls (thermostatic radiator valves,
thermostats, timers, boiler interlocks, and others)

Households’ categorization as Non-planning, Planning, or Action was used as the main dependent
variable in the analysis below. The statistical analysis aimed to elucidate the factors that motivate
households to move from having no plans for thermal efficiency retrofits, to developing a plan, and, finally,
to taking action. The differences in factors were systematically examined with the ultimate goal of
providing recommendations for the formulation of policies to promote thermal efficiency in buildings. The
results were controlled for building age, geographical distribution, homeowner age, and homeowner
education level.

2 Observations and insights

About 6,000 German homeowners were contacted and 2,000 of them were surveyed, with a similar
sample size from each German state. While the regional distribution was representative, the survey
sample was biased toward younger respondents (mean=43 years). This may be because the
guestionnaire was administered through the Internet, which has a younger audience. In general, owners
of older buildings were more likely to plan a retrofit or to have taken action, though the effect of building
age was small. More educated respondents were more likely to have planned or implemented retrofits;
respondents from East Germany were slightly less likely to have done so. The latter two variables
correlated strongly with income (though income information was only available for a subset of
respondents). Below, we detail observations and insights about the drivers of thermal retrofits for
residential buildings.

CPI Report Page 6
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2.1  Initial motivation for planning and conducting thermal retrofits

In order to examine homeowners’ motivations for conducting thermal retrofits of buildings, survey
participants were asked about their reasons for planning or conducting retrofits in general. Figure 1
presents the results of the survey by household category. The Figure illustrates that the importance of
some motivators remained the same for all decision stages, while other motivators were more important
at some stages than at others.

The analysis shows that for households that are not planning thermal retrofits, building appearance may
be an important motivation for doing so. For households that are already planning thermal retrofits,
building appearance is still the key motivation but is less important than for non-planning households.
Among planning households, thermal comfort and building decay are additional motivations. For those
households that have already implemented a thermal retrofit, building appearance and decay are less
important motivators, while thermal comfort, poor building performance/high energy bills, and structural
redesign become much more important.

In summary, building appearance plays a key motivating role at all stages of the decision-making process.

This observation suggests the potential effectiveness of policy tools that link thermal retrofits to general
aesthetic considerations. Also, it may be helpful during the Non-planning and Planning stages to raise
awareness about the thermal comfort and lower energy bills that result from a thermal retrofit, since these
are the benefits most cited by households that have already conducted retrofits.

Figure 1: Initial motivation to start planning, to plan and to conduct thermal retrofits
(ranked from “not important” to “important” for Action Households)
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Not important 1 -
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2.2. Revising the original building retrofit plan

Next, households at the Planning and Action stages were asked whether they had altered their initial
building retrofit plan and, if so, what their reasons were for doing so. Figure 2 summarizes the reasons
for dropping, adding, or substituting originally planned options. The Figure attests to the finding that
financial motivations were the key factors for changing plans. More specifically, 75-90% of those who
dropped options did so due to the high costs of these options, whereas a common reason for adding
and/or modifying options was the attractive cost of these options. The next most important factor for
modifying options was uncertainty about the payback period of saved energy costs resulting from the
retrofit investments. These conclusions point to the importance of providing financial support for building
thermal retrofits. The third most important reason for the modification of retrofit plans was experts’
suggestions, signaling the importance of information availability and technological expertise in influencing
decisions during the retrofit process.

Figure 2. Reasons for adding, modifying (left,) and dropping
(right) options during the planning and implementing stages

200% - 200% -

180% - [ | - 180% -

160% - - 160% -

140% - — — 140% -
O Payback of saved energy costs OToo expensive

120% - 120% -
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PP ® Unavailable

20% 20% -
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0% 0% -

Action | Plan
Add Modify Drop

Note: The shares of the sample affected are not additive because multiple answers were available.

2.3. Household experience with and concerns about building retrofits

Households were then asked about their experience with and concerns about building retrofits; the results
of this question are summarized in Figure 3. The key reason that non-planning households did not plan
building retrofits was that they were satisfied with their homes in their current states. Other concerns
among non-planning households were that the retrofit process was too complicated, a lack of funds and
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reluctance to take on a loan, that too much time was required to research options, and a lack of the right
options.

Comparing home satisfaction as displayed in Figure 3, it is clear that households that are dissatisfied with
their homes are the ones that are more likely to implement plans; thus, the planning stage is a critical
target for policies. The key concerns of households in the planning stage were the lack of funds,
reluctance to take on a loan, lack of the right options, the time required to research them, and concern
about the quality of options.

Households at the post-retrofit stage reported similar concerns — that the retrofit was a complicated
process, they did not want to take on a loan, it required too much time to research, and it was difficult to
assess the quality of options. Thus, the concerns about building efficiency retrofit among households
prior to the planning stage coincide with those of households that have completed retrofit.

Figure 3. Household experience with and concerns about building retrofit
(ranked from “Disagree” to “Agree” for Action Households)
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2.4. Sources of information about building retrofits

This section discusses the main sources of information used by households at different stages of the
decision-making process. Figure 4 reveals that the key information sources during all stages are the
Internet and construction industry experts. Both sources were identified as particularly valuable at the
Planning and Active stages when technological options are selected and evaluated. Mass media, e.qg.
television advertisements and the press, were identified by Non-planning and Planning households as
important instruments for raising general awareness about the benefits of thermal retrofits. However,
these sources are not comprehensive and targeted enough to provide advice at the Action stage. Thus,
respondents who had already completed their retrofits were much less likely to identify the television or
the press as a source of information and were more likely to have received information from energy

CPI Report Page 9
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auditors or builders. Interestingly, friends and colleagues had a high impact; this impact increased
throughout the process and cumulatively was close to the impact of construction industry experts. This
points to the usefulness of supporting policy tools that are based on personal communication, such as
networking, forums, local programmes, neighborhood associations, and others (see local leadership
programmes in Novikova and others 2011).

Figure 4. Percentage of households influenced
by different sources of information about thermal retrofit
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Note: In Germany, instead of contractors, the term “Handwerker”, which means “craftsmen”, is used.
2.5. Financial motivators and sources for building retrofit

A subsequent question investigated whether any financial motivators had driven or would drive people to
retrofit their houses; Figure 5 presents the results of this question. The Figure illustrates that the
consideration of a retrofit as an investment that would pay back was the most significant financial
motivator for households. This motivator became more important to households as they moved from no
plan, to planning, to implementation. Windfall resources such as bonuses, inheritance, retirement
payment, and other unexpected financial support were also significant financial factors for the pursuit of
retrofits. Few people planned a retrofit in expectation of such financial sources, however, as they are
usually difficult to predict. This could explain the lower significance of this factor for those in the planning
stage and the higher significance for those who had completed a retrofit.
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Figure 5. Percentage of households considering various financial
factors as motivators for building thermal retrofits
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The next question asked about the type of finance that households envisaged using or had used. Figure
6 shows that respondents who have taken action are significantly more likely than respondents who are
just planning a retrofit to declare their own money or family money as the financial resource for the retrofit.
We also observe that action households used KfW programmes® ca. 15% less than planning households
expected to use them. There are three possible explanations for this less than expected use:

- This share of respondents originally planned to use KfW finance but did not manage to get it;

- Planning households (who were more interested in the KfW programmes) planned to spend more on
retrofits than action respondents who used their own funds. This could imply that the more
comprehensive , more expensive, plans may be more difficult to realize than incremental investments
and that households tend to drop components of their plan as they move through the process; and

- Action households had more access to their own funds than households in the planning stage.

The analysis also revealed that once KfW support was obtained, respondents were much less likely to
drop energy efficiency options than when they got their money from other sources.

® The Kfw programmes provide financial support for efficiency and renewable retrofit for several sectors
of the German economy.
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Figure 6. Percentage of households using various financial sources
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3 Comparison of results with other studies

Two studies, by Technomar (2005) and Stiel3 et al. (2010), also examined German households’
motivations for pursuing thermal retrofits. We describe the samples used by these studies in order to
determine their comparability with the current survey and then compare selected research results.

Stiel3 et al. (2010) used a sample of ca. 1,000 owners of single- and two- family homes that had
conducted major building renovations of thermal envelopes and heating systems (valued higher than EUR
4000) between 2005-2008. The sample was split between owners who conducted standard measures
(e.g. standard heating system, painting of walls) and owners who conducted energy-related retrofits (e.qg.
pellet heating system, insulation of walls). A comparison of Stiel3 et al. (2010) and this survey was
conducted only for those households that had recently made an energy retrofit and were therefore in an
“active” stage according to our methodology.

The study by Technomar (2005) researched information instruments and barriers to the thermal retrofit of
existing buildings through a survey of 400 owners of single- and two- family houses that had either
conducted or planned modernisation measures (roof, heating systems, walls, windows). The sample was
not split between general retrofits and thermal-related retrofits. Therefore, a comparison of results
between Technomar (2005) and the present survey was made with caution.

Figure 7 compares the motivating factors for pursuing thermal retrofits that were listed by households in

our survey and in Stiel3 et al. (2010). A comparison with the results of the Technomar study (2005) was
not made, because the Technomar study does not distinguish energy efficiency retrofit from general
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retrofit. Both our survey and Stiel et al.’s (2010) conclude that saving energy costs and house decay
rank among the most important factors for the retrofit. The importance of thermal comfort was ranked
significantly higher as a motivator for retrofits by Stiel3 et al. (2010), whereas our survey ranked building
appearance higher.

Figure 7. Comparison of motives for thermal retrofit among studies
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The information sources used by active households were compared across all three studies. All studies
agreed on the key role played by contractors in the decision-making process. Information received from
personal communications, e.g. friends and colleagues, was also identified in both studies as significant.
Survey results differed, however, with regard to the importance of the Internet. Stiel3 et al. (2010) found
that the Internet was used by only 50% of respondents and was thus less important than personal
communications and contractors, while we found that the Internet was almost as important as contractors
and more important than personal communications. Technomar (2005) estimates that the Internet was
used among only ca. 5% of households. The high figures in our survey for the Internet as an information
source could be because our survey was Internet-based, whereas the very low figures reported by
Technomar (2005) may be due to the fact that it was conducted before online building analysis tools and
online guides were widely available in Germany.

Using different indicators, all three studies agreed that up-front costs are a key barrier to the pursuit of
building retrofit. Technomar (2005) reported that lack of financing was the main barrier while Stiel3 et al.
(2010) and this study found that reluctance to take on a loan was the key factor.
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4 Conclusion

This paper aimed to identify and quantitatively assess drivers for implementing thermal efficiency retrofits.
Behavioral and economic reasons were studied along different stages of the decision-making process.

We conclude that motivations and financial reasons for engaging in thermal efficiency retrofits change as
households go through the thermal retrofit process. This paper also reveals that the usefulness of
particular information sources changes over time. The implication is that policy tools should be tailored to
specific barriers and opportunities associated with different stages of the decision-making process.

The conclusions of this paper are generally in line with those of other recent studies on the topic.
However, more research is needed to more fully explore the thermal efficiency decision-making process.
In light of the paper’s findings, an assessment of policies from the point of view of their ability to move
households from one stage to the next and address challenges associated with each stage will be useful.
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