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Executive Summary
Exhibit 1: Project Summary Table
Project Title:

Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and
Labelling of Appliances in South Africa

GEF Project ID:

2692

GEF financing:

UNDP Project ID:

3277

Co-Financing:

Region:

Africa

Focal Area:

at endorsement
(USD million)

at midterm*
(USD million)

4.375

0.345

Government:

4.766

2.230

Climate Change

Other:

4.000

0.000

Strategic Program:

CC-1

Total co-financing:

8.766

2.230

Implementing Agency:

UNDP South Africa

Total Project Cost:

13.141

2.575

Executing Agency:

Department of Energy

Prodoc Signature (date project began):

Other Partners Involved:

Department of Trade and Industry

(Operational) Closing Date:

Planned:
Sep 2016

Sep 2011
Proposed:
Sep 2017

*Through 12 Apr 2015

Project Description
The project was designed to support the implementation of South Africa’s Energy Efficiency Strategy,
which set an overall energy intensity reduction target of 12% by 2015 and a 10% reduction in the
residential sector. The Strategy includes a Standards and Labelling (S&L) programme for appliances and
equipment as a key market transformation strategy for achieving such a reduction.
The project is designed to address the policy, information, technology and financial barriers that are
preventing the widespread introduction and uptake of efficient appliances. GEF funds are being used to
provide assistance to the Government, national agencies and the private sector to introduce and
implement a mandatory S&L programme. At the same time, relevant capacity building activities are being
implemented through training and technical assistance.
The goal of the project is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions caused by household appliances’ electricity
consumption by facilitating a comprehensive market transformation of the South African market towards
the use of energy efficient electrical appliances. The project targets 12 electrical appliances 1 which are also
part of the Industrial Policy Action Plan (IPAP) updated in 2005 2. This is being achieved through the
introduction of a combination of two regulatory tools - Minimum Energy Performance Standards (MEPS)
and Information Labels. It is estimated that the project will save up to 388 GWh per year, which will lead to
4.6 Mt of direct CO2 emissions reductions (over the lifetime of the appliances covered) and indirect CO2
emissions reductions of 11.5 Mt CO2. The principal objective of the UNDP-implemented, GEF-financed
project is to remove the most significant barriers impeding the widespread uptake of energy efficient
residential appliances as well as to assist households in making a contribution towards meeting the 10%
electricity demand reduction target set in the National Energy Efficiency Strategy (2005) for the residential
sector by 2015.
The design of the project is broken down into the following six outcomes:
Outcome 1:

Policy and regulatory framework for the S&L programme

Outcome 2:

Define labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products considered by the DoE &
DTI for S&L regulation

Outcome 3:

Strengthen the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in the S&L programme

1

The appliances included: refrigerators, freezers, refrigerator-freezer combinations, front-load washing machines, top-load washing machines,
tumble dryers, dishwashers, air conditioners up to 5 kW, electric space heaters, electric stoves, electric hot plates , electric water heaters (geysers)
2

South Africa Department of Trade and Industry
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Outcome 4:

Awareness-raising campaign for standards and labels - targeting manufacturers, distributors,
retailers and end-users

Outcome 5:

Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance (MSC) regime to ensure energy
performance standards is met

Outcome 6:

Development of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) capacity

Purpose and Methodology
The objective of the midterm review (MTR) is to undertake an independent analysis of the progress of the
project to date. The MTR aims to identify potential project design problems, to assess progress towards the
achievement of the project objective, and to identify and document lessons learned about project design,
implementation, and management. The review also focuses on aspects such as effectiveness, efficiency
and relevance of the project, and the likelihood that the envisaged global environmental benefits will be
realised and whether the project results will be sustained after closure of GEF funding. Findings of this
review are formulated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during the final period of the
project implementation timeframe
The MTR is an evidence-based assessment and relies on feedback from persons who have been involved in
the design, implementation and supervision of the project, and also review of available documents and
findings made during field visits.

Summary of Conclusions and Recommendations
Strengths and Major Achievements
Highly relevant with respect to national priorities
A large part of the President’s State of the Nation Address made on 12 February 2015 was devoted to the
country’s electricity challenges. While President Zuma outlined a series of short-, medium- and long-term
plans, Eskom’s power grid continues to be constrained, with load-shedding a regular occurrence. In
addition to upgrading and installing new generation capacity, improved demand-side management is an
important part of the national energy strategy. A white paper on energy policy 1 in 1998 highlighted the
benefit of an S&L programme in contributing to energy efficiency in the country. This was operationalised
in the National Energy Efficiency Strategy 2 of 2005, in which an S&L programme for household appliances
was envisaged to contribute to the target of reducing residential electricity demand by 10% by 2015. The
UNDP-implemented, GEF-financed project, which received GEF CEO endorsement on 25 July 2011, was
designed to feed into the national EE strategy. The benefit of supporting the implementation of S&L
regulations in South Africa was reinforced in the 2014 Mitigation Potential Analysis 3, in which energy
efficient appliances were ranked as one of the lowest marginal abatement cost options for reducing
emissions in the country.
Country ownership demonstrated through co-financing contributions
Despite the prolonged impasse, which essentially started at the time of project inception in May 2013,
regarding the cash disbursement modality of the project, Government agencies have proceeded with cofinancing some of the key activities of the project, including Department of Energy (DoE)-funded studies on
Energy Performance and Labelling Requirements for Specific Appliances and Equipment (FRIDGE study, by
Unlimited Energy Resources (pty) Ltd), Incentives to Increase the Uptake of Energy Efficient Appliances in
South Africa (by Merchantek Research), and updated baseline estimations for energy and GHG emission
savings; upgrading of South African Bureau of Standards (SABS) testing laboratories through a ZAR 10
million (USD 1 million) grant by the Department of Trade and Industry (dti) and an additional ZAR 6 million
(USD 0.6 million) of own SABS funding; drafting of EE standards SANS 151 (electric hot water heaters) and
SANS 941 (audio-visual and white goods) by SABS; and drafting and promulgation of Compulsory
1

DME, 1998, White Paper on the Energy Policy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals and Energy, Pretoria, December 1998

2

DME, 2005, National Energy Efficiency Policy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals and Energy, Pretoria, March 2005

3

DEA, 2014: South Africa’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Mitigation Potential Analysis. Pretoria, Department of Environmental Affairs
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Specification for Energy Efficiency and Labelling of Electrical and Electronic Apparatus (VC9006 for electric
water heaters and VC 9008 for audio-visual and white goods) by the National Regulator for Compulsory
Specifications (NRCS).
Strong willingness among industrial sector to comply with new EE regulations
There is generally a strong willingness in the industrial sector, including both domestic manufacturing
companies and importers of foreign-made appliances, to comply with the new EE regulations. Apart from a
few types of appliances, including electric water heaters, locally known as geysers, which continue to be
produced in South Africa, most appliances fulfil the minimum energy performance standards stipulated in
the new regulations (VC9006 and VC9008). These advances have been made partly in anticipation of the EE
regulations, but also due to technological and market developments, as many of the manufacturers and
importers deliver to countries where S&L programmes have been in place for a number of years, including
the European Union.
Highly qualified and skilled enabling stakeholders
The high level of qualification and skill among the key stakeholders, including the DoE, dti, SABS, NRCS, the
Department of Environment, as well as private sector testing laboratories, and manufacturers and
importers, is considered a noteworthy strength of the project: i.e. the basic enabling conditions are in place
to build upon the capacity building support included in the GEF project. Although there are challenges,
including overcoming the administrative backlog within the NRCS, these institutional, regulatory, and
industrial capacities enhance the likelihood that the S&L programme will be effectively implemented
moving forward.
Strengthened institutional and individual capacities, and facilitated strategic partnerships
The project has sponsored overseas visits to testing laboratories and institutional stakeholders in the
United Kingdom and South Korea. These tours have contributed to strengthening institutional and
individual capacities among the participating South African stakeholders, and have also helped facilitate an
enhanced strategic partnership between SABS and Intertek, a UK-based multi-national inspection, product
testing and certification company.
Key Shortcomings and Opportunities for Improvements
Lower-than-expected greenhouse gas emissions avoided, based on midterm estimations
The estimations of lifetime post-project greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions avoided made at the project
midterm are lower than those made at the time of project approval.
CEO Endorsement Targets

Midterm Results

Lifetime direct GHG Emissions Avoided:

4,543,576 tonnes CO2eq

Not calculated

Lifetime post-project direct GHG Emissions Avoided:

33,858,881 tonnes CO2eq

2,100,000 tonnes CO2eq (by 2020)
5,490,000 tonnes CO2eq (by 2030)

Lifetime indirect GHG Emissions Avoided (bottom-up):

11,358,940 tonnes CO2eq

Not calculated

Lifetime indirect GHG Emissions Avoided (top-down):

27,087,104 tonnes CO2eq

Not calculated

The project objective level indicator targets aimed to achieve direct GHG emissions avoided of 4.5 million
tonnes CO2eq by the end of the project, and lifetime direct post-project cumulative emissions avoided of
33.9 million tonnes CO2eq. At midterm, the updated estimations are for post-project direct GHG emissions
avoided of 2.1 and 5.5 million tonnes CO2eq by 2020 and 2030, respectively. Estimates of GHG emissions
avoided by midterm, end of 2014, have not been calculated by the project team, as the EE S&L regulations
will only be implemented in 2015; however, there have been emissions avoided to the end of 2014, due to
technological advances on the market which were partly made by industry in anticipation of eventual
mandatory energy performance standards. In the opinion of the MTR reviewer, these emissions avoided
should be calculated and also accounted for in the post-project estimations.
There are also some discrepancies between the potential reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
calculated by the project compared to the estimations reported in the South Africa’s Greenhouse Gas
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(GHG) Mitigation Potential Analysis (2014), published by the Department of Environmental Affairs (DEA).
This DEA report indicates that the total potential emissions abated from “Energy Efficient Appliances –
Residential Buildings” is 47,676 ktCO2e for the period from 2000 to 2050. This estimate is significantly
higher than the ones made at project midterm, but similar to those included in the project document. It
would be advisable to re-calculate the estimations of GHG emissions avoided, using a baseline year of
2003, which was applied in the estimates recorded in the project document.
Delays associated with impasse regarding cash disbursement modality have significantly impacted
project effectiveness
Despite making some progress, largely involving activities funded by Government implementation
partners, an impasse regarding the cash disbursement modality remains unresolved. The consequential
delays in implementation have contributed to a low level of preparedness of the testing laboratories and
regulatory agencies in supporting the roll-out of the new energy efficiency (EE) regulations, gazetted in
2014 and which will go into force starting in May 2015 for audio-visual equipment and in September 2015
for dishwashers, electric ovens, refrigerators and freezers, tumble dryers, washer-dryer combinations, and
washing machines. Upgrades to the SABS testing laboratories, through substantial support from dti and
SABS’ own resources, are underway, but the laboratory is not yet ready to carry out independent tests for
manufacturers and importers who need to have the test reports before the regulations go into force. The
other testing laboratories in the country are much less prepared. Firms, including both manufacturers and
importers, are also frustrated with the NRCS, which is bogged down with a growing backlog in processing
letters of authority for safety-related certification of appliances and equipment, and there is limited
guidance in terms of compliance requirements and procedures for the impending EE regulations.
Inconsistent project governance
The Project Steering Committee (PSC) has convened fairly regularly, approximately quarterly, but there has
been a general problem with respect to the timeliness and consistency in following up on the
recommendations agreed in the PSC meetings. Project governance structures should be adjusted, to better
facilitate the implementation of the activities still pending.
Unclear management arrangements and under-staffed PMU
As this project is being run under the National Implementation Modality (NIM), it is important that the
reporting lines and responsibilities between the PMU and the executing agency (DoE) are made clear.
Provided the cash disbursement modality of this project is resolved, the PMU will inevitably be quite busy
during the remaining timeframe, in facilitating the remaining activities, carrying out monitoring and
evaluation tasks, and keeping control of project expenditures and co-financing. The effectiveness of the
PMU would be enhanced with the appointment of a project administrative assistant, a position that is
under recruitment at the time of the MTR.
Unsatisfactory delivery
The project document was signed in September 2011, but it took nearly two years before a project
manager was appointed, and the project inception took place in July 2013, approximately two years later
than project approval. The time required to appoint a project manager was partly attributed to delays in
starting the recruitment process, due restructuring and staff changes within the UNDP South Africa
Country Office. From the start of project implementation in mid-2013, the implementing and executing
agencies have been unable to agree on the cash disbursement modality 1, and this has further resulted in
delays in funding of the project activities. In the period up to 12 April 2015, only 8% of the USD 4.375
million GEF implementation grant has been spent. This is an unsatisfactory level of delivery. Considering
the low level of readiness of the testing laboratories and regulatory agencies to support the newly

1

The project is run under the UNDP National Implementation Modality (NIM), which means that the GEF grant funds would be advanced by UNDP
to the implementing partner, the DoE, based upon the budget worked out in the annual work plan. However, the DoE and UNDP have not agreed
on the modality of transferring the GEF funds and, as a result of this impasse, essentially none of the GEF funds have been disbursed to the
implementing partner’s account.
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promulgated energy efficiency regulations on appliances and the frustration among industrial
stakeholders, the envisaged GEF support, however, remains relevant.
Likelihood of achieving project objective diminished by lower-than-expected co-financing
Co-financing contributions have been fairly low and, by project closure, only approximately 33% of the
pledged USD 13.07 million in co-financing is expected to be realised (see Annex 5). This is largely due to the
fact that Eskom will not contribute any of the USD 4.3 million it pledged, due to budget constraints within
the organisation, and another USD 4 million of support by the Swiss Economic Development Cooperation
(SECO) was withdrawn in 2014 because of dissatisfaction with respect to project progress. The substantial
depreciation of the rand in the years since the project document was approved in 2011 is also a factor in
the lower than expected level of co-financing. On a positive note, there has been considerable co-financing
mobilised during the project implementation period, including a ZAR 10 million (USD 1 million) investment
grant from the dti to SABS for upgrading its testing laboratories. And, through the Super-efficient
Equipment and Appliance Deployment (SEAD) Initiative, USD 60,000 was contributed to the DoE through
the U.S. Department of Energy, Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL), and Climate Change Local
Area Support Programme (CLASP) in support of the electric water heater study and also to assist the PMU
in hosting two workshops in August 2014. But these contributions do not offset the envisaged support
from Eskom and SECO; for instance, some of the SECO funds were to be used to finance international
technical advisors within the PMU. The reduced level of co-financing for the project will affect what
activities can be funded, thus impacting overall achievement of the intended outcomes. Considering that
the maximum no-cost project extension accepted by UNDP is one year, there is also limited time available
to fulfil the project objective. However, if changes in project implementation, including resolution of the
cash disbursement modality, are not realised, it might not be practical to expend the approximate USD 4
million remaining of the USD 4.375 GEF grant over a period of roughly two years, assuming that a one year,
no-cost extension is approved.
Project performance indicators have not been critically reviewed
Project performance indicators have not been critically evaluated, and no adjustments have been made to
indicators and targets that do not meet SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant, and Timebound) criteria. For example, the achievability of the objective-level target to achieve a reduction of
electricity demand by 4.41 TWh over the project lifetime is questionable, partly because the baseline used
to derive this figure was lower than the actual one of 2011, and the 5-year time frame was rather short to
expect that such reductions would occur, considering that the standards and regulations had not yet been
prepared when the project started.
Stakeholder engagement has not been sufficiently integrated into existing structures
Stakeholder involvement, including with respect to private sector appliance manufacturers and importers,
has not been sufficiently integrated into existing structures, such as functional technical committees.
Industrial sector growing frustrated due to lack of communication by regulatory agencies
As indicated earlier, Government agencies have made progress with drafting and promulgating standards
and regulations with their own financing, while other activities of the project have been delayed due to an
inability to resolve the cash disbursement modality of the project. These delays have contributed to
shortcomings with respect to the readiness and capacity of testing laboratories and
compliance/enforcement regulatory agencies. From the perspective of industry, there is a strong
willingness to comply with the new regulations, but there is a high level of frustration regarding the lack of
preparedness and insufficient communication from the Government agencies. The concerns are
compounded by the fact that the NRCS is struggling to overcome a growing backlog of requests for letters
of authorities (LOAs) related to safety regulations on household appliances.
Questionable financial sustainability of market surveillance, control and enforcement
The S&L programme is meant to be largely industry-funded, with levies supporting the regulatory functions
of the NRCS for market surveillance and compliance, and costs for testing charged by the qualified
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laboratories. The Midterm Reviewer requested a copy of the draft levy schedule, but had not received it by
the time the MTR report was completed. According to an interview with one of the local manufacturers,
the current safety-related levy for household appliances is ZAR 1.73 (USD 0.147) per unit, and the proposed
increase for EE certification is ZAR 0.19 per unit, which is considerably lower, by an order of magnitude,
than the levy schedule outlined in Annex 2 of the project document, which indicated a figure of ZAR 1.75
(USD 0.148) per unit, for energy efficiency only and starting in 2010. By the fifth year, in 2014, the
forecasted levy was ZAR 2.29 (USD 0.194) per unit, assuming an annual average inflation adjustment of 7%
Awareness is low, largely due to delay in implementing communication strategy
The communication component of the project, which is aimed at raising awareness of the S&L programme,
has not yet been initiated, although the first phase of implementation of the new EE regulations will go
into force at the end of May 2015.
Unsatisfactory progress with respect to developing and implementing incentive programmes
There is a general consensus among interviewed stakeholders that incentives will need to be implemented,
at least in the short-term, in order to stimulate uptake of more efficient appliances among the residential
sector. The project has sponsored a preliminary study on possible incentives, but the economic viabilities
of the alternatives have not yet been worked out.
Weak knowledge management
Knowledge management has been fairly weak on the project to date. There is limited information online
regarding the project, and there have not been any specific knowledge products developed that could help
in increasing cross-sectoral awareness, including among Government agencies, industry, and consumer
protection groups. Also, awareness of the added value of the GEF funding is low, based upon extensive
interviews carried out as part of the MTR.
Opportunity: the project is positioned to add value to improvements in EE information management
systems
There are a number of information management systems in operation or under development that capture
data on energy efficiency and greenhouse gas emissions in the country. The NRCS has databases for its
compliance programmes for safety of household appliances, and there are plans to expand these systems
to also cover energy efficiency compliance and enforcement. The DoE also has information systems on
energy efficiency in the residential sector. And the DEA also collects data from industries and utility
companies as part of its climate change mitigation programme. There is reportedly a memorandum of
agreement (MoA) between the DoE, dti, DEA and the Department of Public Works to coordinate these
information management concerns, preventing duplication and overly burdensome requirements for the
industrial sector.
Replication strategy is rather narrow
The replication strategy outlined in the project design is primarily focused on expanding the energy
efficiency standards and regulations to other household appliances. Considering South Africa’s highly
developed industrial sector compared to its Southern African neighbouring countries, and the national
priority of promoting regional economic integration, there might also be an opportunity to facilitate
replication at a regional scale.
Opportunity: the S&L programme could complement the extended producer responsibility initiatives in
the country
Once uptake of more energy efficient appliances starts to intensify, there could also be an increase in the
quantity of waste units requiring proper handling. Extended producer responsibility (EPR), which requires
producers to take responsibility for aspects of product management beyond the point of sale, is
established as a regulatory mechanism under the South African Waste Act, and stakeholders are currently
working on ways to support recycling and recovery programmes.
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Evaluation Ratings
Based upon the summary outlined above, the overall Outcome rating applied for the Project is moderately
satisfactory. Detailed ratings are tabulated below in Exhibit 2.
Exhibit 2: MTR Ratings and Achievement Summary Table
Project:

Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in
South Africa (GEF Project ID: 2692; UNDP PIMS ID: 3277)

Measure

Project Strategy

Progress
towards Results

MTR Rating

Achievement Description

N/A

The project strategy is sound, with a series of mutually supporting and
sequential outcomes, starting with strengthening the regulatory framework,
followed by defining the relevant minimum energy performance standards for
the selected appliances and equipment. The next step in the strategy was to be
strengthening the capacities of the testing laboratories and regulatory agencies
to support the S&L programme, and this was to be followed by an awareness
campaign. The 5-year implementation timeframe was also designed to
accommodate monitoring of the implementation of the S&L programme.

Objective
Achievement:
Moderately
Unsatisfactory

Based upon DoE monitoring results, published in 2014, of progress toward the
targets set in the national energy efficiency strategy, efficiency improvements
within the residential sector have exceeded the 10% target set for 2015. This is
partly due to the more efficient appliances on the market, thus indicating that
energy performance has increased to some degree without regulations. The
improvements are not directly contributable to the GEF project, but there are
still potential gains to be made, particularly with respect to refrigerators and
electric water heaters, and the new S&L programme has made satisfactory
contributions in this regard. In the short-term, however, there are concerns
regarding the readiness of the testing laboratories and regulatory agencies, and
uptake of more efficient appliances will likely be hindered due to the low level
of awareness and lack of incentive programmes. Furthermore, the
unsatisfactory delivery realised to date has adversely impacted the
effectiveness in achievement of the project objective, and has diminished the
likelihood that the results achieved will be sustained.

Outcome 1
Achievement:
Satisfactory

Policy and regulatory framework for the S&L programme
Energy performance standards and regulations have been drafted and
promulgated, and implementation will start in 2015. The standard for air
conditioners is expected to be completed in June 2016.

Outcome 2
Achievement:
Moderately
Satisfactory

Define labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products
considered by the DoE & DTI for S&L regulation
The MEPS thresholds have been defined, including a rating B for electric water
heaters – which is higher than anticipated. At the time of the MTR mission,
there was still no consensus regarding the energy performance label.

Outcome 3
Achievement:
Moderately
Satisfactory

Strengthen the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in the S&L
programme
Project-sponsored overseas trips to the UK and South Korea have contributed to
strengthened capacities of the institutions and relevant individuals of SABS and
NRCS. Substantial Government investment has been made to upgrade the SABS
testing laboratories, but they are not yet prepared to support the impending
roll-out of the regulations. The efficiency and financial sustainability of NRCS’s
operations are in question, as they are significantly back-logged. And
insufficient support has been given to other testing laboratories, including
private sector ones.

Outcome 4
Achievement:
Unsatisfactory

Awareness-raising campaign for standards and labels - targeting
manufacturers, distributors, retailers and end-users
No progress has been made yet toward achievement of this outcome; a draft
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Exhibit 2: MTR Ratings and Achievement Summary Table
Project:

Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in
South Africa (GEF Project ID: 2692; UNDP PIMS ID: 3277)

Measure

Project
Implementation
and Adaptive
Management

MTR Rating

Achievement Description
terms of reference for a communications service provider has been prepared,
but there has been no activity yet.

Outcome 5
Achievement:
Moderately
Unsatisfactory

Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance (MSC) regime to
ensure energy performance standards is met
MSC procedures are being prepared, but there are concerns regarding the
efficiency and financial sustainability of implementing them.

Outcome 6
Achievement:
Unsatisfactory

Development of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) capacity
There has been some work on an S&L database, but otherwise very limited
progress has been made towards achievement of this outcome.

Unsatisfactory

The project was approved in September 2011. However, it took until April 2013
before a project manager was recruited, followed by the inception meeting in
May of that year. Significant implementation delays have persisted even after
inception, largely due to the continued impasse regarding resolving the cash
disbursement modality of the project. As of 12 April 2015, only 8%, or USD
345,000, of the USD 4,375,000 GEF grant had been spent. This is an
unsatisfactory level of delivery, and the delays associated with the cash
disbursement modality issue have contributed to the low level of preparedness
of testing laboratories and regulatory agencies in supporting the impending roll
out of the EE regulations.
Due to this low efficiency, the incremental reasoning of the GEF support has
been considerably weakened. Aside from sponsoring two overseas capacity
building tours, the added value of the GEF-funding has been so far limited.
Enhances sustainability:
 Strategic Government investment supporting upgrade of SABS testing
laboratories;
 Strong willingness of the industrial sector to comply with S&L regulations;
 Promulgation of regulations on minimum energy performance standards
for select appliances and equipment;
 Aligning standards and regulations to international best practice;
 Strengthened partnership between SABS and UK-based Intertek.

Sustainability

Moderately
Likely

Diminishes sustainability:
– Uncertain financial sustainability of market surveillance and compliance
(MSC) programme by NRCS;
– Inefficiency of NRCS in processing letters of authority;
– Limited access to testing laboratories. Except for SABS, other laboratories
are unprepared to support new EE regulations;
– Uptake of more efficient appliances expected to be low over the shortterm due to lack of incentive programmes and low awareness;
– South Africa’s economy remains heavily reliant on coal for electricity
generation, and this situation is unlikely to change in the foreseeable
future.

Recommendations
The following recommendations compiled below in Exhibit 3 have been formulated to support improving
project effectiveness and enhance the likelihood that project results will be sustained after GEF funding
ceases.
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Exhibit 3: Recommendations Table
No.

Recommendation

Responsible Entities

Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project

1.

The implementing agency and implementation partners should expedite the process
of finding a resolution to the impasse regarding the cash disbursement modality of
the project. Given the current constraints on the electrical energy grid in the country,
there should be sufficient political will to facilitate resolving these administrative
inefficiencies. This issue has been outstanding since the time of project inception in
mid-2013 and, although there have been several proposed resolutions made by the
implementing agency, the arrangements remain unresolved. In the opinion of the
reviewer, further delays would result in an inability to efficiently utilise the
committed GEF grant within the approved timeframe. In this context, a deadline
should be set (e.g. 30 June 2015), after which time UNDP should consider all available
options, including suspension or even cancellation of the project.

DoE, dti, UNDP

2.

Considering the limited availability of the Chief Director of the Clean Energy Division
of the DoE, the chairpersonship of the PSC should be delegated to the Director of
Energy Efficiency Initiatives in the Clean Energy Division of the DoE, and the Chief
Director should be regularly informed and consulted for strategic advice. The terms of
reference of the PSC should be amended to reflect this change. This recommendation
is primarily an organisational adjustment, recognising that the DoE will continue to be
obliged to follow the relevant requirements stipulated under the Public Finance
Management Act, with respect to executing the project.

DoE, UNDP

3.

Consistent with the previous recommendation, the project manager should report
directly to the Director of Energy Efficiency Initiatives. The terms of reference of the
project manager should also be amended to reflect this change. The position of
project administrative assistant should be considered to be maintained for the
duration of the project operational implementation period; extension of the
administrative assistant position should be evaluated at the end of the 6-month
provisional employment period.

DoE, UNDP, PMU

4.

The MTR evaluator recommends granting a one-year, no-cost time extension until
September 2017. This recommendation is based upon: (1) allowing sufficient time to
implement the communication strategy; (2) the standard on air conditioners is
scheduled to be issued by June 2015, and the regulation will likely follow shortly after
that; (3) the SABS testing laboratory for air conditioners, currently being upgraded, is
expected to obtain accreditation by June 2016; and (4) sufficient time will be required
for monitoring and evaluating the results of the implementation of the S&L
regulations. Granting a no-cost time extension should be conditional upon reaching a
resolution regarding the cash disbursement modality by 30 June 2015.

UNDP, DoE, dti, PMU

5.

A cumulative workplan, extending to the proposed project closure date of September
2017, should be worked out, in order to rationalise the implement-able activities
within the given timeframe and the associated costs required.

PMU, DoE, dti, UNDP

6.

A critical review of the project performance indicators should be made, including the
estimations of reductions in electricity demand and greenhouse gas emissions. These
reduction targets should be rationalised against the actual baseline conditions in
2011, and set for a timeframe that is consistent with the DEA’s UNFCCC reporting
requirements. It would be advisable to re-calculate the estimations of GHG emissions
avoided, using a baseline year of 2005, when the project was first conceptualised and
which is also the year when the National Energy Efficiency Strategy was initiated.
Other targets in the logical results framework should also be made more specific.

PMU, DoE, DEA

7.

Instead of project-specific working groups, the mandate of functional, technical
committees, e.g. SABS/TC 072 and/or SABS/TC 075 should be expanded to include
energy efficiency issues, and participation on these committees should be increased
to include more industry and consumer protection representation. During the

DoE, PMU
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Exhibit 3: Recommendations Table
No.

Recommendation

Responsible Entities

remaining timeframe of the project, these technical committees should be convened
more frequently than the current twice per year arrangement, and the issues
surrounding the roll-out of the new energy efficiency regulations should be addressed
in such a forum.

Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project
The following actions are recommended to facilitate a pragmatic implementation of
the new energy efficiency regulations.
8a: After each phase of Regulations VC9006 and VC9008 are implemented, allow a
12-month transition period, during which time in-house testing reports would
be accepted, thus allowing more time for the independent testing laboratories
to upgrade their capacities and obtain required accreditation;
8.

8b: Assist NRCS in overcoming its backlog, possibly with external support or by
increasing the number of in-house evaluators over a provisional period of time,
which should also be extended for the timeframe when an increased number
of requests for LOAs will be submitted in response to the new energy efficiency
regulations;

NRCS, SABS, PMU

8c: Facilitate the process of ensuring there is sufficient access and capacity with
respect to independent testing laboratories, including private ones. This might
entail increasing awareness on existing financial assistance programmes,
initiating new financial assistance initiatives, and/or supporting partnerships
with foreign, experienced laboratories, etc.

9.

The project team should obtain the proposed levy schedule from NRCS and assess the
self-funding model for the MSC program. The fact that NRCS has a significant backlog
of work and has extended the time for issuing letters of authority from 21 working
days in 2013 to 120 working days in 2014, indicates that the efficiency of NRCS in
implementing the safety-related MSC programme is low, and, hence, the likelihood
that it will be able to finance the expanded MSC programme to cover energy
efficiency is also low.
The MTR reviewer has the following recommendations with respect to the draft
terms of reference (TOR) for the communications service provider:

NRCS, PMU

10a: The targets agreed upon for the indicators under Outcome 4 of this project
should be integrated into the communications TOR;
10b: It might be sensible to stratify the communication strategy with respect to
lower income and middle/higher income segments;
10c: Considering that there is not yet an agreement among DoE managers with
respect to what type of incentive schemes to pilot first, it would be advisable
to implement the communication campaign in phases;

10.

10d: Institutional branding should also be included as an objective for the
communication strategy;
10e: The communication service provider should also be asked to address gender
issues in the strategy;

DoE,
NRCS

PMU,

SABS,

10f: The draft TOR does not mention how social media and the Internet in general
will be utilised for the strategy. The TOR should include basic expectations
regarding this. As the communication campaign will likely not be a once-off
initiative, so it is advisable to address the issue of ownership; e.g., whether
the DoE will host the communication activities onto its social media and
internet sites.
10g: The communication strategy should also be developed to interface with the
S&L monitoring plan that will be produced under Outcome 6 of this project.
For example, the communication service provider could contribute to the
design of the periodic consumer and industry surveys that will be included in
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Exhibit 3: Recommendations Table
No.

Recommendation

Responsible Entities

the monitoring and evaluation plan.
10h: UNDP and GEF branding guidelines should, of course, be respected. In
particular, the GEF should be accorded recognition for its role in supporting
the EE S&L programme.
The project should further facilitate the analysis and development of incentive
programmes.

11.

11a: Recruit an economist with international best practice experience, and have
this expert work together with national experts who have a better
understanding of what types of incentives might be best suited in South
Africa, in working out a thorough economic analysis of incentive alternatives.

DoE, dti, PMU

11b: Complement the energy efficiency programme aimed at public buildings –
e.g., by introducing a programme to replace electric water heaters, which
would also help support local manufacturers to implement required product
upgrades to fulfil the new S&L regulations for appliances.

12.

A knowledge management strategy should be developed and implemented. The
strategy should complement the communication campaign, but also be synergised
with the priorities of the UNDP CO and the GEF climate change portfolio.
Furthermore, the project manager should be assisted in receiving more guidance
regarding GEF climate change mitigation knowledge resources.

UNDP, PMU

13.

The project should evaluate how to best add value to the MOA among Government
agencies regarding coordination and streamlining information management systems
associated with energy efficiency. For example, a potential project activity might be
mapping out the current energy efficiency related information management systems,
and identify logical interfaces, so that there is sufficient compatibility and adaptability
built in.

PMU, DoE

14.

The replication strategy of the project should be expanded; e.g., by advocating
regional integration of the S&L programme. This might be accomplished by organising
a regional workshop for Southern African countries that would focus on
dissemination of information and lessons learned on the S&L programme in South
Africa. Not only would such a workshop help facilitate replication in other Southern
African countries, but it could also provide an occasion for testing laboratories and
industrial sector stakeholders to share information and build new partnership
arrangements that might lead to increased business opportunities. A potential
partner in implementing such a regional activity is the Sustainable Energy for All
(SE4ALL) initiative, launched by the UN Secretary General and represented in Africa
by the SE4ALL Africa Hub, hosted by the African Development Bank (AfDB) and
supported by the UNDP, the African Union Commission (AUC), and the NEPAD
Planning and Coordination Agency (NPCA).

UNDP, PMU, DoE

Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives

15.

As many of the same manufacturers and importers impacted by the new S&L
regulations also need to respond to extended producer responsibility (EPR)
requirements, the project could provide added value to operationalisation of EPR in
South Africa by: (1) incorporating EPR initiatives within the incentive alternatives
being considered for the S&L programme; (2) including EPR issues in the S&L
communication strategy under discussion; (3) advocating for better coordination
between technical committees working on EE and EPR concerns; and (4) including
EPR matters in the proposed regional workshop discussed in the previous
recommendation.

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

PMU, DEA, DoE, dti

xi

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

Abbreviations and Acronyms
Exchange rates (ZAR:USD):
APR
AWP
ARR
AUC
BUSA
CFL
CGCSA
CLASP
CO
CO2eq
CTF
DPE
DoE
DME
DSM
DST
dti
EE
Eskom
EU
GDP
GEF
GHG
IEC
IPAP
LTMS
MEPS
NBI
NEEA
NEPAD
NERSA
NIPF
NGO
NRCS
PIR
QPR
RCU
REFIT
S&L
SA
SAA
SABS
SANAS
SANEDI
SANERI
SANS
SDC
SEAD
SECO
SOE
SWH
UNDP
UNFCCC
VAT

Jan 2011 = 7

2012 = 8.2

2013 = 9.6

2014 = 10.8

Apr 2015 = 12

Annual Project Review
Annual Work Plan
Annual Review Report
African Union Commission
Business Unity South Africa
Compact Fluorescent Lamp
Consumer Goods Council of SA
Climate Change Local Area Support Programme
Country Office (UNDP)
Carbon dioxide equivalent
Clean Technology Fund
Department of Public Enterprise
Department of Energy
Department of Minerals and Energy
Demand-Side Management
Department of Science and Technology
Department of Trade and Industry
Energy Efficiency
Electricity public utility company in South Africa
European Union
Gross Domestic Product
Global Environment Facility
Greenhouse Gas
International Electro-technical Commission
Industrial Policy Action Plan (the 2010/2011 plan is termed the IPAP2)
Long-Term Mitigation Scenario
Minimum Energy Performance Standard
National Business Initiative
National Energy Efficiency Agency
The New Partnership for Africa’s Development
National Energy Regulator of South Africa
National Industrial Policy Framework
Non-Governmental Organisation
National Regulator for Compulsory Specifications
Project Implementation Review
Quarterly Progress Report
Regional Coordinating Unit
Renewable Energy Feed-In Tariff
Standards and Labelling
South Africa
South African Airways
South African Bureau of Standards
South African National Accreditation System
South African National Energy Development Institute
South African National Energy Research Institute
South African National Standard
Swiss Agency for Development and Cooperation
Super-Efficient Appliance Labelling Design
Swiss Economic Development Cooperation
State-Owned Enterprise
Solar Water Heater
United Nations Development Programme
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
Value Added Tax
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1. I NTRODUCTION
1.1.

Purpose of the Review

The objective of the MTR is to undertake an independent analysis of the progress of the project to
date. The MTR aims to identify potential project design problems, to assess progress towards the
achievement of the project objective, and to identify and document lessons learned about project
design, implementation and management. The review also focuses on aspects such as
effectiveness, efficiency and relevance of the project, and the likelihood that the envisaged global
environmental benefits will be realised and whether the project results will be sustained after
closure of GEF funding.
Findings of this review are formulated as recommendations for enhanced implementation during
the final period of the project implementation timeframe.

1.2.

Scope and Methodology

The MTR is an evidence-based assessment and relies on feedback from individuals who have been
involved in the design, implementation and supervision of the project, and also a review of
available documents and findings made during field visits.
The overall approach and methodology of the evaluation follows the guidelines outlined in the
UNDP Guidance for Conducting midterm reviews (MTRs) of UNDP-supported, GEF-financed
Projects1.
The MTR was carried out by an international consultant/reviewer, and included the following
activities:
 An evaluation mission to South Africa from 13-20 April 2015; the itinerary is compiled in
Annex 1;
 Key project stakeholders were interviewed for their feedback on the project; interviewed
persons are listed in Annex 2;
 Field visits were made to three testing facilities, including the appliance laboratory at SABS,
Test Africa and Gerotek. A summary of the field visit is presented in Annex 3;
 The reviewer completed a desk review of relevant sources of information, such as the
project document, project progress reports, financial reports and key project deliverables. A
complete list of information reviewed is compiled in Annex 4;
 Available information regarding co-financing contributions were summarised and presented
in Annex 5;
 The reviewer presented the preliminary findings of the MTR at a debriefing held at the DoE
office in Pretoria at the end of the mission on 20 April 2015.
As a data collection and analysis tool, an evaluation matrix was adapted from the preliminary set
of questions included in the TOR (see Annex 6). Evidence gathered during the fact-finding phase
of the MTR was cross-checked between as many sources as practicable, in order to validate the
findings.
The project logical results framework was also used as an evaluation tool, in assessing attainment
of project objective and Outcomes (see Annex 7).
1

Guidance for Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects, 2014, UNDP-GEF Directorate.

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Page 1

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

The GEF Tracking Tool for Climate Change Mitigation Projects was updated by the project
manager over the course of the midterm review, and the filled-in tracking tool is annexed in a
separate file to this report. Supporting calculations to the updated estimates of greenhouse gas
emissions avoided, recorded in the tracking tool, are compiled in Annex 8 of this MTR report. The
full report on estimated energy and GHG savings that was sponsored by the DoE in February 2015
is compiled as Annex 9.
The rationale for implementing the utilised evaluation methodology is described as follows.
Among the six project Outcomes, most of the progress by midterm has been on strengthening the
policy and regulatory framework regarding appliance energy efficiency (Outcome 1), defining
labelling specifications (Outcome 2), and strengthening capacities of individuals and institutions
(Outcome 3). With respect to the first two Outcomes, the evaluation methods included reviewing
the draft and promulgated regulations and standards, and interviewing stakeholders who have
developed them, will be implementing them, and will be affected by them in the short-term
(appliance manufacturers and importers). With respect to Outcome 3, site visits to the three
testing laboratories which are involved in appliance testing were visited, and managers and
technicians of these facilities were interviewed. Further interviews were made with
representatives of appliance manufacturers and importers who depend upon the testing facilities
as part of fulfilling the requirements stipulated in the new energy efficiency regulations and
standards.
Considering that the communication campaign has not yet been designed or implemented
(Outcome 4), the evaluation of this component of the project consisted of reviewing the draft
terms of reference for recruiting a service provider to design and implement the communication
strategy, and interviewing a cross-section of beneficiary stakeholders, including regulatory
officials, designers of the energy efficiency standards, operators of the testing facilities, officials
from the electrical energy utility entity, representatives from appliance manufacturers and
importers, and consumer protection groups.
There has not yet been much progress on Outcome 5 (implementation of the market surveillance
and compliance regime) and Outcome 6 (development of monitoring and evaluation capacity).
The approach to evaluating these components of the project consisted of interviews and strategic
discussions with the project implementation and beneficiary stakeholders.

1.3.

Structure of the Review Report

The MTR report starts out with a description of the project, indicating the duration, principal
stakeholders, and the immediate and development objectives. The findings of the review are then
broken down into the following categories:
1.
2.
3.
4.

Project strategy
Progress towards results
Project implementation and adaptive management
Sustainability

The report culminates with a summary of the conclusions reached and recommendations, broken
down into the following categories:
 Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project;
 Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project;
 Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives;
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1.4.

Ethics

The review was conducted in accordance with the UNEG Ethical Guidelines for Evaluators, and the
reviewer has signed the Evaluation Consultant Code of Conduct Agreement form (Annex 10). In
particular, the reviewer ensures the anonymity and confidentiality of individuals who were
interviewed and surveyed. In respect to the UN Declaration of Human Rights, results are
presented in a manner that clearly respects stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.

1.5.

Limitations

The review was carried out over the period of March-April 2015, including preparatory activities,
field mission, desk review and completion of the report, according to the guidelines outlined in
the Terms of Reference (Annex 11).
There were no limitations with respect to language, since all written project reports and other
materials were in the English language, the official language of South Africa is English, so the
standards and regulations developed are in English, and the interviews were held in English.
Interviews were held with representatives from each of the key Government stakeholders,
including DoE, dti, NRSC, SABS, Eskom and the Department of Environment. The three testing
facilities that are involved in appliance testing were visited, and managers and technicians were
interviewed.
Due to some time constraints of the MTR mission, one of the domestic manufacturing companies,
Defy, which is located in Durban, could not be visited. But the reviewer was able to hold an
extensive Skype interview with the product manager of Defy while on mission. A large proportion
of the other appliance manufacturers and importers were visited and/or interviewed during the
review mission.
Only one non-governmental organisation involved in consumer protection issues was interviewed.
There has not yet been a lot of outreach to the consumer base, as the communication campaign
has not yet been designed or implemented.

1.6.

Rating Scales

Evaluated progress was rated using the six-point rating scale outlined below.
Ratings for progress towards results:
Highly Satisfactory (HS)

Project is expected to achieve or exceed all its major global environmental objectives, and yield
substantial global environmental benefits, without major shortcomings. The project can be
presented as “good practice”.

Satisfactory (S)

Project is expected to achieve most of its major global environmental objectives, and yield
satisfactory global environmental benefits, with only minor shortcomings.

Moderately Satisfactory
(MS)

Project is expected to achieve most of its major relevant objectives but with either significant
shortcomings or modest overall relevance. Project is expected not to achieve some of its major
global environmental objectives or yield some of the expected global environment benefits.

Moderately Unsatisfactory
(MU)

Project is expected to achieve its major global environmental objectives with major shortcomings or
is expected to achieve only some of its major global environmental objectives.

Unsatisfactory (U)

Project is expected not to achieve most of its major global environment objectives or to yield any
satisfactory global environmental benefits.

Highly Unsatisfactory (U)

The project has failed to achieve, and is not expected to achieve, any of its major global
environment objectives with no worthwhile benefits.
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Ratings for adaptive management and management arrangements:
Highly Satisfactory (HS)

The project has no shortcomings and can be presented as “good practice”.

Satisfactory (S)

The project has minor shortcomings.

Moderately Satisfactory
(MS)

The project has moderate shortcomings.

Moderately Unsatisfactory
(MU)

The project has significant shortcomings.

Unsatisfactory (U)

The project has major shortcomings.

Highly Unsatisfactory (HU)

The project has severe shortcomings.

Sustainability was evaluated across four risk dimensions, including financial risks, socio-economic
risks, institutional framework and governance risks, and environmental risks. According to UNDPGEF evaluation guidelines, all risk dimensions of sustainability are critical: i.e., the overall rating
for sustainability is not higher than the lowest-rated dimension. Sustainability was rated according
to a 4-point scale, ranging from Likely (negligible risks to the likelihood of continued benefits after
the project ends) to Unlikely (severe risks that project Outcomes will not be sustained):
Ratings for sustainability (one overall rating):
Likely (L)

Negligible risks to sustainability, with key Outcomes on track to be achieved by the project’s
closure and expected to continue into the foreseeable future

Moderately Likely (ML)

Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some Outcomes will be sustained due to the
progress towards results on Outcomes at the Midterm Review

Moderately Unlikely (MU)

Significant risk that key Outcomes will not carry on after project closure, although some outputs
and activities should carry on

Unlikely (U)

Severe risks that project Outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained

2. P ROJECT D ESCRIPTION
2.1. Development Context
The environment objective is to reduce greenhouse gases (GHGs) from energy consumption by
achieving a market transformation towards high-efficiency appliances through the introduction of
energy labels and minimum energy performance standards.
The development objectives of the project coincide with the goals of the national Energy Efficiency
Strategy, namely:
1. Improving the health of the nation (reducing the emission of toxic substances);
2. Job creation (through spin-off effects of energy efficiency implementation);
3. Poverty alleviation (by reducing the energy bills of end-users);
4. Improving industrial competitiveness (by exporting high-quality products);
5. Enhancing energy security (by reducing the necessary volume of imported energy and
increasing resilience against external supply disruptions); and
6. Reducing the necessity for additional power generation capacity (by reducing peak load
growth).
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2.2. Problems that the Project Sought to Address
The historically low cost of electricity in South Africa which tacitly promoted inefficient use by
consumers, coupled with increased electricity demand brought on by rapid economic
development and the electrification of previously disadvantaged communities came to a head
with widespread rolling electricity blackouts in 2008.
In response to this electricity crisis, among other measures the Government revised the National
Energy Efficiency Strategy - setting a target of a 10% reduction in energy demand within the
residential sector by 2015 - and included a Standards and Labelling (S&L) programme for
appliances and equipment as a key market transformation strategy for achieving such a reduction.
The resistance towards energy efficiency experienced in South Africa is not dissimilar to what is
experienced in other countries where S&L programmes have been implemented. However, some
resistance issues are of greater relevance or have a greater influence than others, with key
barriers to the programme listed below:
Awareness barriers:
Lack of knowledge and understanding of appliances’ energy efficiency improvement
opportunities amongst consumers: Because of historically low electricity prices, consumers had
previously not needed to concern themselves with the cost of energy and the payback period of
appliances.
Uncertainty about market demand of highly efficient appliances: The lack of information and
awareness amongst consumers of the energy efficiency opportunities of appliances had resulted
in a low demand and subsequently low supply of highly efficient products.
Information and policy barriers:
Lack of market data: There was no requirement for manufacturers to report their sales data to
the DTI, thus making market analysis in South Africa difficult to carry out.
Lack of appropriate regulations: Although South Africa had the necessary policies in place for the
widespread promotion and adoption of energy efficiency, it had been unable to implement and
enforce them to the extent of making a material impact.
Capacity barriers:
Insufficient capacity to design and implement S&L programme: The institutions needed for the
successful design and implementation of the S&L programme exist in South Africa. There was,
however, an overall lack of specialist skills in these institutions. It had also been determined that
some testing facilities needed to be expanded and their equipment upgraded to support the
energy efficiency regulations.
Limited institutional capacity and coordination: Although the DoE is mandated and ultimately
accountable for the implementation of the Energy Efficiency Strategy across all the sectors
identified, this is not the case in practice. Eskom, for example, falls under the Department of
Public Enterprises and not the DoE, but is also responsible for implementing and managing energy
saving programmes.
Lack of procedures for compliance checking: The National Regulator for Compulsory
Specifications (NRCS) had developed and implemented a compliance procedure for health and
safety issues, but not for energy requirements. Thus, there was an urgent need to develop S&L
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market surveillance, compliance and enforcement procedures based on international best
practices and to train staff to conduct this work.
Cost Barriers:
Low price of electricity: Even after tariff increases in recent years, the price of electricity in South
Africa remains among the lowest in the world. This has been countered lately through regular
power-shedding implemented by Eskom due to constraints on the grid. So, in other words, energy
efficiency is being promoted as a means to relieve the strained electricity supply infrastructure.
Low purchasing power of many South African households: Household appliances are typically not
disposed of but, rather, passed on to indigent or extended family households (sold and/or given);
this practice extends the overall lifespan of the appliance.
Incremental Reasoning for GEF Support:
Under the GEF scenario, a standards and labelling (S&L) programme for domestic appliances was
envisaged to be implemented at a much faster rate than it would otherwise develop.
Consequently, the most inefficient products would be gradually removed from the market in a
way that was sensible to the national conditions, providing an increase in the average efficiency of
new products sold. Also, manufacturers would be able to introduce new efficient technology at a
faster rate in an effort to distinguish themselves in a marketplace with increased emphasis on
efficiency and ‘status products’. Overall, the result was to be a measurable and verifiable increase
in the rate at which the average energy efficiency of energy-consuming appliance grew in the
domestic and commercial sectors. This would have substantial economic benefits at the national
level and would reduce the overall use of fossil fuel, hereby reducing GHG emissions accordingly
and significantly.

2.3. Project Description and Strategy
The aim of the project is to reduce the electricity demand of household appliances by developing
and implementing S&L programmes for 12 appliances 1, with an ancillary reduction in greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions. In so doing, the project will seek to overcome the barriers impeding the
widespread uptake of efficient appliances, and will focus on the following six objectives:
1. To review and implement a policy and regulatory framework needed for a sustainable S&L
programme;
2. To define energy classes and MEPS thresholds;
3. To strengthen the capacity of institutions involved in the programme;
4. To develop an appropriate education, awareness and communication campaign;
5. To develop and implement market surveillance and compliance procedures; and
6. To generate a project evaluation report that identifies a clear set of best practices for future
application based on lessons-learned.
It is estimated that the project will save up to 388 GWh per year, which will lead to 4.6 Mt of
direct CO2 emissions reductions (over the lifetime of the appliances covered) and indirect CO2
emissions reductions of 11.5 Mt CO2.

1
The appliances included: refrigerators, freezers, refrigerator-freezer combinations, front-load washing machines, top-load washing machines,
tumble dryers, dishwashers, air conditioners up to 5 kW, electric space heaters, electric stoves, electric hot plates , electric water heaters (geysers).
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2.4. Implementation Arrangements
The project is run under the national implementation modality (NIM), with the Department of
Energy (DoE) functioning as the executing agency. The project management unit (PMU) is set up
within the DoE, specifically the Clean Energy Division, with day-to-day interaction with the Energy
Efficiency Initiatives team. Since recruitment of the project manager in April 2013, the PMU has
consisted only of the project manager. There has been reluctance among some of the
implementation partners to appoint project enforcement and project testing coordinators under
the PMU, as these organisations prefer to fill these functions with internal personnel.
The Project Steering Committee (PSC) is chaired by the DoE, specifically the Chief Director of the
Clean Energy Division. The PSC is mandated to provide management oversight and take decisions
on project implementation. According to recorded minutes from the project inception workshop,
the PSC is composed of the representatives from the following organisations:















Department of Energy (DoE)
Department of Trade and Industry (dti)
Department of Environment (DEA)
South African Bureau of Standards (SABS)
National Regulator for Compulsory Specifications (NRCS)
Swiss Economic Development Cooperation (SECO)
UNDP
Eskom
South African National Accreditation System (SANAS)
South African National Energy Development Institute (SANEDI)
Consumer Fair
National Treasury
Economic Development Department
Department of Science and Technology

SABS has led the standards development process and is responsible for testing. Private testing
laboratories were also envisaged to be invited to participate in the project processes.
The NRCS is tasked with ensuring compliance of the minimum energy performance standards and
labelling is adhered to in the market place, and is developing monitoring, control, and surveillance
regulatory procedures and processes.

2.5. Project Timing and Milestones
Key project dates are listed below:
Pipeline Entry Date:

16 March 2005

PIF Approval:

16 March 2009

PPG Approval Date:

16 March 2009

Approval Date:

24 June 2009

CEO Endorsement Date:

25 July 2011

Prodoc Signature (UNDP):

22 August 2011
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Prodoc Signature (DoE):

20 October 2011

Prodoc Signature (dti):

11 November 2011

Project Inception Meeting:

30 May 2013

Midterm Review:

April-May 2015

Project completion (original)

September 2016

This project first entered the GEF pipeline in 2005, the same year that the South Africa National
Energy Efficiency Strategy was released. Following the preparation phase, the project was then
approved in June 2009 and, after more than 2 years; the GEF CEO endorsed the project in July
2011. The project document was signed by the implementing agency, UNDP, in August 2011,
followed by the Department of Energy and Department of Trade and Industry in October and
November 2011, respectively.
The completion deadline for the 5-year project is indicated to be September 2016, which is based
upon the date when the project document was signed by the UNDP. It took nearly two years,
however, before the project manager was hired, in April 2013, and the inception workshop was
held a month later, in May 2013.

2.6. Main Stakeholders
The roles of the national stakeholders involved in the S&L programme in South Africa are
illustrated below Exhibit 4.

Exhibit 4: S&L National Stakeholders in South Africa
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The main stakeholders involved in the project are described below.
Stakeholder

Description

DoE

The Department of Energy (DoE) was created in 2009 from the split of the original Department
of Minerals and Energy (DME) into two departments that became independent stand-alone
entities, now fully focused on their respective areas - energy and minerals. For its part, the DoE
ensures that diverse energy resources are available in sustainable quantities and at affordable
prices, so as to support economic growth and to deliver universal access to energy by 2012. The
DoE is further responsible for ensuring the supply of liquid fuels, nuclear energy, power
generation, energy planning, renewable energies and contingency energy supply, as well as
being the home of the Designated National Authority which manages applications for all CDM
projects.

dti

Department of Trade and Industry (dti) is one of the biggest Government ministries, and among
its goals is to phase-out energy-inefficient equipment from the South African market and it is
involved in the energy efficient appliance labelling programme through the 2010/2011 Industrial
Policy Action Plan (IPAP2) and the Energy Efficiency work plan developed jointly with DoE.

SABS

An organisation under the dti, the South African Bureau of Standards (SABS) is the national
standardisation organisation and has over sixty years of experience in its core function of
developing national standards and maximising the benefits of international standards through
adoption. Seen as enhancing the competitiveness of South African industry and advancing
international trade, SABS is available to all ministries due to the nature of the services it offers.
SABS has signed a Memorandum of Understanding with DoE and, as such, has formed a working
relationship with it which is being used for this project. SABS is one the two public test facilities
participating in the programme.

NRCS

An organisation under the dti, the National Regulator for Compulsory Specifications (NRCS)
ensures that all compulsory specifications, as mandated by law, are adhered to. It also
administrates applicable legislation in an independent, effective and efficient way. As such the
MSC (market surveillance and compliance) component of the S&L programme falls under the
NRCS’s mandate.

SANAS

An organisation under the dti, the South African National Accreditation Agency (SANAS) is
recognised by the South African Government as the single National Accreditation Body giving
formal recognition that Laboratories, Certification Bodies, Inspection Bodies, Proficiency Testing
Scheme Providers and Good Laboratory Practice (GLP) test facilities are competent to carry out
specific tasks. SANAS is responsible for the accreditation of certification bodies under ISO 17021
and 17024; laboratories under ISO 17025; and inspection bodies under ISO 17020 standards.

Eskom

Eskom is the public utility company, under the Department of Public Enterprises, generating
approximately 95% of the electricity used in SA and approximately 45% of the electricity used in
Africa. Eskom generates, transmits and distributes electricity to industrial, mining, commercial,
agricultural and residential customers and redistributors, such as municipalities. Eskom has set
up a Demand-Side Management (DSM) division to make deliberate interventions in the
marketplace so as to change the configuration or magnitude of the load shape in the residential,
commercial, industrial and agricultural sectors. Some of the residential projects undertaken by
Eskom’s DSM division are a CFL rollout and a solar water heaters rebate programme.

Independent
testing facilities

Apart from SABS, there are two independent test facilities in South Africa that are promoting
themselves and lobbying to be included in the S&L programme. Having multiple testing centres
ensures sufficient access and capacity on the market, and also stimulates competition. The
private testing facilities were also envisaged to be upgraded and their staff trained by the UNDPimplemented, GEF-financed project.

NGOs

Environmental and consumer NGOs were envisaged to be invited to participate in planning
consultations, including those associated with the communication and awareness component.
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2.7. Budget and Finance Breakdown
The project implementation budget was USD 4,375,000 (GEF grant), as shown below in Exhibit 5
broken down among the six Outcomes and project management.
Exhibit 3: Project Budget Breakdown
Component
Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for S&L programs
Outcome 2: Define labelling specifications and MEPS Thresholds for 11 products
Outcome 3: Strength the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in S&L programs

Prodoc Budget
% of Total
USD 181,400
4.1%
USD 614,000
14.0%
USD 2,046,100
47%

Outcome 4: Awareness raising campaign for S&L targeting manufacturers, distributors,
retailers and end-users

USD 506,500

Outcome 5: Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance (MSC) regime to
ensure energy performance standards are met

USD 200,000

Outcome 6: Develop M&E capacities
Project Management
Total

11.6%
4.6%
USD 500,000
11.4%
USD 327,000
7.5%
USD 4,375,000

Source: Project Document

The total amount of pledged co-financing was USD 8.766 million (see Annex 5), which includes
USD 4.766 million from Government sources and USD 4 million from the Swiss Economic
Development Corporation (SECO). Among the co-financing letters provided by the PMU to the
reviewer, there was a letter from Eskom dated 11 January 2011, in which Eskom made a cofinancing pledge of USD 4.3 million. The signed version of the project document does not indicate
this contribution by Eskom; the reviewer is uncertain when and why Eskom withdrew its cofinancing pledge.

3. F INDINGS
3.1. Project Strategy
3.1.1. Project Design
The project design was, for the most part, sound, with the first component focusing on the
required policy and regulatory framework of the S&L programme, and the second component
then defining the label design and minimum energy performance standards for the target
appliances and equipment. The third outcome, strengthening individual and institutional
capacities, was the main component of the project, accounting for nearly 50% of the budget
allocated. This component included facilitation of international strategic partnerships, training of
SABS and NRCS staff on standards and regulations in other countries where S&L programmes are
implemented, and supporting the upgrade of testing laboratories. In response to the awareness
barrier, a broad communication campaign was envisaged under the fourth component of the
project. In the third year of the 5-year project, implementation of the S&L regulations was
planned, and the fifth component was intended to assist the regulatory authorities in
implementing the market surveillance and compliance regime stipulated in the regulations. There
seems to be a bit of an overlap with respect to the aim of the fifth and sixth components. It might
have been more sensible to focus the activities of Outcome 6 on replication, and monitoring and
evaluation systems included under Outcome 5.
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3.1.2. Results Framework
As part of the midterm review, the logical results framework agreed upon for the project was
analysed using SMART criteria (S: specific; M: measurable; A: achievable; R: relevant; T: timebound). The results summarised in Exhibit 6 and discussed below.
There are no specific deadlines specified among the indicator targets, except for the estimated
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions avoided, so it is assumed that the aim was to achieve the
specified results by the end of the project. For GEF-financed projects, targets for performance
indicators are designed to be achievable within a project timeframe.
Objective-Level Indicators and Targets: There are no specifics assigned to the targets for increase
in awareness and increase in market share of high efficient appliances, and these two targets do
not match Indicator Ob.1. With respect to kWh of electricity demand and CO2 emissions reduced,
it was unrealistic to assign end-of-project targets, as the time required for sufficient uptake to
take root will likely be greater than the lifespan of the 5-year project.
Outcome 1 Indicators and Targets: Again, there were no specifics indicated for the target of
increased market share of efficient appliances, so measuring progress towards achievement of
this indicator is difficult. And the target to have the S&L programme extended to a new set of
products should rather be included under Outcome 6.
Outcome 2 Indicators and Targets: The indicators and associated targets under Outcome 2 were
found to be SMART-compliant.
Outcome 3 Indicators and Targets: The design calls for capacitating both public and private
testing facilities, but the targets under Outcome 3 are not sufficiently specific. The number of
public and private testing facilities to be upgraded and accredited should be identified. Similarly, it
would be advisable to indicate a target number of staff that would be trained.
Outcome 4 Indicators and Targets: The indicators and associated targets under this outcome are
likely to be further defined as part of the design of the communication campaign.
Outcome 5 Indicators and Targets: The targets assigned for the indicators under Outcome 5 are
not particularly relevant to the objective of developing MSC procedures. For example, the average
time for NRCS to issue a letter of authority or the financial sustainability of the NRCS in
implementation of the MSC regulations might be more relevant targets.
Outcome 6 Indicators and Targets: This outcome includes some indicators that seem more suited
to Outcome 5, such as professionals trained on monitoring and evaluation procedures. And there
are no specifics assigned for replicating the S&L programme to other appliances.

T: Time-bound

R: Relevant

Target

A: Achievable

Indicator

M: Measurable

No.

S: Specific

Exhibit 6: SMART Analysis of Logical Results Framework

Project Objective: Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused by the electricity consumption of household appliances in South Africa by
facilitating a comprehensive transformation of the home appliance market through the introduction of a combination of two regulatory tools –
Minimum Energy Performance Standards and Information Labels (S&L) – and a series of associated awareness-building and monitoring activities.

Ob.1

kWh of electricity demand
reduction in the residential sector
by year 5 of project
implementation
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Increase awareness of energy efficiency

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Increase market share of high-efficiency appliances

N

N

Y

Y

Y
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R: Relevant

T: Time-bound

Tons of CO2 emissions reduction by
year 5 of the project
implementation

A: Achievable

Ob.2

Indicator

M: Measurable

No.

S: Specific

Exhibit 6: SMART Analysis of Logical Results Framework

Reduce electricity demand by 4.41 TWh over the project
time

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Reduce CO2 emissions by 4.54 MtCO2 over the project time

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Target

Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for the S&L programme: Strengthen structures and mechanisms for appliance energy efficiency
standards and labels (S&L)

1.1

Evidence of applicable S&L
implementing regulations gazetted
and enacted.
Evidence that relevant regulations
are disseminated to key industry
stakeholders.

Policy/ institutional/ regulatory framework on energy
efficient appliances is gazetted and enacted into law under
the National Energy Act by end of 2013

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Output 1.1: Review of existing policies and regulations. Provide feedback and advice for any corrective or new action to be taken to reduce
project risks.

1.1.1

Number of stakeholders engaged
in consultations.
Ensure any other programme
(energy or environmental) is
identified to avoid confusion
amongst consumers.

Majority of stakeholders review S&L implementation
regulations & approve final proposal of energy classes and
MEPS thresholds
S&L programme extended to new set of products

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Output 1.2: Evaluation of financial incentives such as the rebate programme operated by the Eskom DSM for purchasing efficient appliances.
Development of new financial incentives if needed.
1.2.1

Number of existing rebate
programmes

Increase market share of efficient appliances

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Outcome 2: Define labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products considered by the DoE & DTI for S&L regulation
2.1

Energy classes and MEPS
thresholds for the 12 products
included in DoE & DTI action plan

By 2012, reach an agreement with stakeholders on energy
classes and MEPS requirements for the 12 products
included in DoE & DTI action plan

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Output 2.1: Conduct market and engineering analysis for the products selected for S&L regulation

2.1.2

Cost-benefit analysis conducted
for the 12 products selected for
S&L regulation.
Number of market research and
industry studies conducted.
Market transformation benefits
demonstrated to stakeholders.

Propose energy classes and MEPS thresholds applicable for
the South African market

Output 2.2: Adopt labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products selected for S&L regulations
2.2.1

Labelling energy classes and MEPS
adopted

Implementation of energy classes and MEPS thresholds
Agreement with stakeholders on schedule to phase-out
inefficient appliances

Outcome 3: Strengthen the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in the S&L programme.

3.1

Number of institutions audited
and capacities upgraded.
Number of staff trained
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R: Relevant

T: Time-bound

Target

A: Achievable

Indicator

M: Measurable

No.

S: Specific

Exhibit 6: SMART Analysis of Logical Results Framework

N

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Output 3.1: Strengthen institutions (testing facilities, enforcement institution...)

3.1.1

Number of testing facilities
audited
Number of testing facilities
upgraded
Number of testing facilities
accredited
Accreditation of enforcement
institution

Upgrade the existing facilities.
Ensure test facilities are operational, sufficient & available
for compliance checking.

Output 3.2: Strengthen employee skills

3.2.1

Necessary intergovernmental
forums established to ensure
coordinate effort
Number of employees trained

Train the required number of people based on sales &
number of units to be tested per year.
Train all staff involved on testing and enforcement on
accreditation requirements & constraints
Adoption of conversion factors for testing considering the
South African conditions
Train the required number of inspectors for trade
inspections and compliance checking

OUTCOME 4: Awareness-raising campaign for standards and labels, targeting manufacturers, distributors, retailers and end-users.

4.1

Consumers and retailers become
more aware of appliance energy
efficiency standards and labels and
retailers via sampling and surveys.

At least 50% of consumers and retailers contacted (within
the sample group) become more aware of appliance energy
efficiency standards and labels and retailers provide
evidence of marketing efforts to support the scheme

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

At least 50% of consumers and retailers contacted (within
the sample group) are able to understand the meaning of
the label and its benefits

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Output 4.1. Test and adopt label design

4.1.1

Number of dissemination activities
offered to consumers and
retailers.
Number of consumers (particularly
on low incomes) and retailers
covered by dissemination
activities.

Output 4.2. Develop communication campaign towards manufacturers, importers, distributors, retailers and consumers about appliances’ energy
efficiency

4.2.1

Number of dissemination activities
offered to each category.
Number of people covered by
dissemination activities.

A statistically relevant sample of households will be drawn
on to determine the market penetration & effectiveness of
the project.
Ensure consumers distinguish between MEPS & extra
financial benefits of exceeding MEPS voluntarily.
At minimum, the staff of top 10 manufacturers and
distributors are aware of S&L programmes.

N

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Output 4.3. Develop and deliver training programmes for distributors and retailers staff.
4.3.1

Number of trainings delivered.
Numbers of trainers involved.

Retailers and distributors able to deliver S&L message to
end-users.

OUTCOME 5: Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance (MSC) regime to ensure energy performance standards is met.

5.1

MSC procedures adopted and
implemented.
Number of models/product
excluded from the S&L
programme.
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Minimum number of products sold in the market (ratio to
be determined for each appliance type) which do not
comply with the S&L requirements.

N

N

Y

Y

Y
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R: Relevant

T: Time-bound

Target

A: Achievable

Indicator

M: Measurable

No.

S: Specific

Exhibit 6: SMART Analysis of Logical Results Framework

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Output 5.1. Development of MSC procedures for regulated products

5.1.1

MSC procedures adopted

Dissemination of MSC procedures.
Train NRCS staff on MSC activities and compliance
procedures.

Output 5.2. Integration of product energy performance compliance checking with local manufacturers and country pre-import inspections.

5.2.1

MSC procedures implemented

Develop database of S&L products

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

N

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

OUTCOME 6: Development of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) capacity.

6.1

Skilled South African professionals
trained on M&E of energy projects

All those skilled South African professionals trained
demonstrate appropriate level of knowledge via

Output 6.1. Replication of S&L programme for new set of products

6.1.1

Work plan to replicate the S&L for
new set of products

Extend S&L programme to other appliances and equipment

Output 6.2: Implementation of Monitoring and Evaluation

6.2.1

Number of staff trained on M&E of
S&L
Launching of metering campaigns
and data collection studies

Make M&E activities part of the whole process
Record lessons-learned

Based upon this assessment, a few modifications to the logical results framework are
recommended, as outlined below in Exhibit 7. The recommended changes are to the indicators
and targets; the project Objective and Outcomes remain the same.
Exhibit 7: Recommended Modifications to Logical Results Framework
No.

Indicator

Target

Project Objective: Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused by the electricity consumption of household appliances in South Africa by
facilitating a comprehensive transformation of the home appliance market through the introduction of a combination of two regulatory tools –
Minimum Energy Performance Standards and Information Labels (S&L) – and a series of associated awareness-building and monitoring activities.

Ob.1

Strengthened enabling environment for
achieving a reduction in electricity demand
associated with compulsory minimum energy
performance standards for household
appliances and equipment.
kWh of electricity demand reduction
associated with the compulsory minimum
performance standards of household
appliances and by year 5 of project
implementation
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Increase market share of high efficient appliances
Reduction of electricity demand by ___, __, and __ TWh by 2020, 2030, and 2050,
respectively, associated with compulsory minimum energy performance standards
for household appliances and equipment (figures to be determined after
reviewing calculations of estimated GHG emissions avoided).
Reduce electricity demand by 4.41 TWh over the project time
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Exhibit 7: Recommended Modifications to Logical Results Framework
No.

Indicator

Target

Strengthened enabling environment for
avoiding greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions
Direct greenhouse gas emissions avoided of __, ___, and ___ by 2020, 2030, 2050,
associated with compulsory minimum energy
respectively, associated with compulsory minimum energy performance standards
Ob.2
performance standards for household
for household appliances and equipment
appliances and equipment.
Tons of CO2 emissions reduction by year 5 of
Reduce CO2 emissions by 4.54 MtCO2 over the project time
the project implementation
Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for the S&L programme: Strengthen structures and mechanisms for appliance energy efficiency
standards and labels (S&L)

1.1

Evidence of applicable S&L implementing
regulations gazetted and enacted.
Evidence that relevant regulations are
disseminated to key industry stakeholders.

Policy/ institutional/ Regulatory framework on energy efficient appliances is
gazetted and enacted into law under the National Regulator for Compulsory
Specifications Act by end of 2014 National Energy Act by end of 2013

Output 1.1: Review of existing policies and regulations. Provide feedback and advice for any corrective or new action to be taken to reduce
project risks.

1.1.1

Policy and regulatory reform achieved
through broad stakeholder consultation.
Number of stakeholders engaged in
consultations.
Ensure any other program (energy or
environmental) is identified to avoid confusion
amongst consumers.

PSC and other majority of stakeholders review S&L implementation regulations &
approve final proposal of energy classes and MEPS thresholds by end of 2014.
S&L program extended to new set of products

Output 1.2: Evaluation of financial incentives such as the rebate programme operated by the Eskom DSM for purchasing efficient appliances.
Development of new financial incentives if needed.
1.2.1

Number of existing rebate programs
Effectiveness of incentive schemes.

Increase market share of efficient appliances
An increase of 25% in the uptake of efficient appliances demonstrated in pilot
incentive scheme by end of project.

Outcome 2: Define labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products considered by the DoE & DTI for S&L regulation
2.1

Energy classes and MEPS thresholds for the 12
products included in DoE & DTI action plan.

By 2014 2012, reach an agreement with stakeholders on energy classes and MEPS
requirements for the 12 products included in DoE & DTI action plan.

Output 2.1: Conduct market and engineering analysis for the products selected for S&L regulation

2.1.2

Cost-benefit analysis conducted for the 12
products selected for S&L regulation.
Number of market research and industry
studies conducted.
Market transformation benefits demonstrated
to stakeholders.

Approved Propose energy classes and MEPS thresholds applicable for the South
African market.

Output 2.2: Adopt labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products selected for S&L regulations

2.2.1

Labelling energy classes and MEPS adopted

Implementation of energy classes and MEPS thresholds from the first quarter of
year 4.
Agreement with stakeholders on schedule to phase out inefficient appliances

Outcome 3: Strengthen the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in the S&L programme.

3.1

Number of institutions audited and capacities
upgraded.
Number of staff trained.

At least one public and one private testing facility obtain accreditation by year 4
of project.
Accreditation of testing facilities (public & private) and enforcement institution.
Adaptation of International/EU test procedures to the South African climatic and
usage conditions when needed.

Output 3.1: Strengthen institutions (testing facilities, enforcement institution...)
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Exhibit 7: Recommended Modifications to Logical Results Framework
No.

3.1.1

Indicator
Number of testing facilities audited
Number of testing facilities upgraded
Number of testing facilities accredited
Accreditation of NRCS’s compliance and
enforcement procedures

Target
At least one public and one private testing facility obtain accreditation by year 4
of project
Upgrade the existing facilities.
Ensure test facilities are operational, sufficient & available for compliance checking.
MSC procedures/methods accredited by June 2016.

Output 3.2: Strengthen employee skills

3.2.1

Necessary intergovernmental forums
established to ensure coordinate effort.
Number of employees trained.

Train the required number of people staff involved in testing, based on sales &
number of units to be tested per year (to be determined in year 4 of project).
Train all staff involved on testing and enforcement on accreditation requirements &
constraints
Adoption of conversion factors for testing considering the South African conditions.
Train the required number dedicated NRCS staff of inspectors for trade inspections
and compliance checking by the end of the project.

OUTCOME 4: Awareness-raising campaign for standards and labels, targeting manufacturers, distributors, retailers and end-users.

4.1

Consumers and retailers become more aware
of appliance energy efficiency standards and
labels and retailers via sampling and surveys.

At least 50% of consumers and retailers contacted (within the sample group)
become more aware of appliance energy efficiency standards and labels and
retailers provide evidence of marketing efforts to support the scheme.

Output 4.1. Test and adopt label design

4.1.1

Number of dissemination activities offered to
consumers and retailers.
Number of consumers (particularly on low
incomes) and retailers covered by
dissemination activities.

At least 50% of consumers and retailers contacted (within the sample group) are
able to understand the meaning of the label and its benefits.

Output 4.2. Develop communication campaign towards manufacturers, importers, distributors, retailers and consumers about appliances’ energy
efficiency

4.2.1

Number of dissemination activities offered to
each category.
Number of people covered by dissemination
activities.

A statistically relevant sample of households will be drawn on to determine the
market penetration & effectiveness of the project.
Ensure consumers distinguish between MEPS & extra financial benefits of exceeding
MEPS voluntarily.
At minimum, the staff of top 10 manufacturers, distributors are aware about S&L
programmes.

Output 4.3. Develop and deliver training programs for distributors and retailers staff.

4.3.1

Number of trainings delivered.
Numbers of trainers involved.

Retailers and distributors able to deliver S&L message to end-users.

OUTCOME 5: Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance (MSC) regime to ensure energy performance standards is met.

5.1

MSC procedures adopted and implemented.
Efficient implementation of MSC regulatory
procedures
Financial sustainability of NRCS regulatory
activities
Number of models/product excluded from the
S&L program.

Minimum number of products sold in the market (ratio TBD for each appliance type)
which don’t comply with the S&L requirements.
By the end of year 4 of the project, the average time for NRCS to issue a letter of
authority is 30 working days.
By the end of the project, the PSC approves a NRCS-prepared business plan
showing financial sustainability within 5 years of implementation of the EE S&L
regulations.

Output 5.1. Development of MSC procedures for regulated products

5.1.1

MSC procedures adopted
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Train NRCS staff on MSC activities and compliance procedures.
Following a 12-month transition period of implementation, MSC procedures are
finalised through consultation with stakeholders from public and private testing
facilities and from manufactures and importers.
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Exhibit 7: Recommended Modifications to Logical Results Framework
No.

Indicator

Target

Output 5.2. Integration of product energy performance compliance checking with local manufacturers and country pre-import inspections.

5.2.1

MSC procedures implemented

Develop database of S&L products
Information pertaining to the implementation of the MSC procedures is available
online through an information management system, operational by the end of the
project.

OUTCOME 6: Development of Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) capacity.
6.1

Skilled South African professionals trained on
M&E of energy projects

All those skilled South African professionals trained demonstrate appropriate level
of knowledge via completion of a consolidated lessons-learned report by the end
of the project.

Output 6.1. Replication of S&L programme for new set of products

6.1.1

Work plan to replicate the S&L for new set of
products

Extend S&L program for other appliances and equipment
By the end of the project, the PSC approves a work plan prepared jointly by the
SABS and NRCS, based on lessons learned during the initial implementation of the
S&L program, for extending the S&L programme to other appliances and
equipment.

Output 6.2: Implementation of Monitoring and Evaluation

6.2.1

Number of staff trained on M&E of S&L
Launching of metering campaigns and data
collection studies
Monitoring and evaluation of S&L
programme operationalised

Make M&E activities part of the whole process
Record lessons learnt
By the end of the project, monitoring and evaluation of the S&L programme is
included in the annual work plan and operational budget of the DoE, SABS and
NRCS.
By the end of the project, lessons-learned through initial implementation of the
S&L programme are consolidated into a case study report and disseminated to
relevant stakeholders, including DoE, dti, SABS, NRCS, DEA and UNDP.

3.2. Progress toward Results
3.2.1. Progress toward Outcomes Analysis
Project Objective: Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions caused by the electricity consumption
of household appliances in South Africa by facilitating a comprehensive transformation of the
home appliance market through the introduction of a combination of two regulatory tools –
Minimum Energy Performance Standards and Information Labels (S&L) – and a series of
associated awareness-building and monitoring activities.
Indicative project budget in project document:
Actual project cost incurred through Q1 2015:

USD 4,375,000
USD 345,034

Based upon DoE monitoring of progress towards the targets set in the national energy efficiency
strategy, efficiency improvements within the residential sector have exceeded the 10% target set
for 2015. This is partly due to the more efficient appliances on the market, thus indicating that
energy performance has increased to some degree without regulations. There are still potential
gains to be made, particularly with respect to refrigerators and electric water heaters, and the
new S&L programme has made satisfactory contributions in this regard. In the short-term,
however, there are concerns regarding the readiness of the testing laboratories and regulatory
agencies, and uptake of more efficient appliances will likely be hindered due to the low level of
awareness and lack of incentive programmes.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Project Objective:
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Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for S&L programmes
Indicative budget in project document:
Actual cost incurred on this Outcome through Q1 2015:

USD 181,400
USD 87,918

Energy performance standards and regulations have been drafted and promulgated, and
implementation will start in May 2015 for audio-visual equipment and in September 2015 for
dishwashers, electric ovens, refrigerators and freezers, tumble dryers, washer-dryer
combinations, and washing machines. The standard for air conditioners is expected to be
completed in June 2016. Among the original 12 appliances and equipment considered, electric
space heaters, electric stoves, and electric hot plates were dropped by the project
implementation partners, reportedly because there are no significant technical interventions that
could be made to improve the efficiency of the heating elements used in these appliances.
The project sponsored a study on incentive schemes, but the business cases of the alternatives
have not yet been worked out. Even though the MEPS are mandatory, some type of incentive
programme will likely need to be implemented in the short- to medium-term, in order to motivate
consumers, probably particularly those within the low- to middle-income brackets, to upgrade
their appliances, and remove their older appliances from the market, rather than passing them on
to extended family, for example. The DoE would like to pilot an incentive scheme this fiscal year
(2015-16), but more economic analysis is required beforehand.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Outcome 1:

Satisfactory

Outcome 2: Define labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for 12 products
Indicative budget in project document:
Actual cost incurred on this Outcome through Q1 2015:

USD 614,000
USD 15,979

The MEPS thresholds have been defined, including a B rating 1 for electric water heaters – which is
higher than anticipated. At the time of the MTR mission, there was still no consensus regarding
the energy performance label; it is likely the design will be approved in 2015. With respect to
electric water heaters (geysers), the single largest contributor to the estimated reductions in
electricity demand, there are outstanding issues associated with implementation of a MEPS of
Class B that need to be worked out during the second half of the project.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Outcome 2:

Moderately Satisfactory

Outcome 3: Strengthen the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in S&L programmes
Indicative budget in project document:
Actual cost incurred on this Outcome through Q1 2015:

USD 2,046,000
USD 101,666

Project-sponsored overseas trips to the UK and South Korea have contributed to strengthened
capacities of the institutions and relevant individuals of SABS and NRCS. Substantial Government
investment has been made to upgrade the SABS testing laboratories, but SABS is not yet prepared
to support the impending roll-out of the regulations. The efficiency and financial sustainability of
NRCS’s operations are under question, as they are significantly back-logged. And insufficient
support has been provided to other testing laboratories, including private sector ones.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Outcome 3:

Moderately Satisfactory

The energy efficiency of an appliance or equipment is rated in terms of a set of energy efficiency classes, from A to G on the label, with A being
the most energy efficient and G the least efficient. The energy classes are based upon the system used in the European Union, where A+, A++ and
A+++ classes were later introduced, in response to technological advances in energy efficiency.

1
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Outcome 4: Awareness-raising campaign for S&L, targeting manufacturers, distributors, retailers
and end-users
Indicative budget in project document:
Actual cost incurred on this Outcome through Q1 2015:

USD 506,000
USD 0

No progress has been made yet toward achievement of this outcome; a draft terms of reference
for a communications service provider has been prepared, but there has been no activity yet
under this outcome.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Outcome 4:

Unsatisfactory

Outcome 5: Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance (MSC) regime to ensure
energy performance standards are met
Indicative budget in project document:
Actual cost incurred on this Outcome through Q1 2015:

USD 200,000
USD 0

MSC procedures are being prepared, but there are concerns regarding the efficiency and financial
sustainability of implementing them; e.g. NRCS cannot overcome its current backlog in issuing
LOAs, and the proposed increases in levies might be insufficient to financially support the
implementation of the new EE S&L regulations.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Outcome 5:

Unsatisfactory

Outcome 6: Develop M&E capacities
Indicative budget in project document:
Actual cost incurred on this Outcome through Q1 2015:

USD 500,000
USD 73

There has been some work on an S&L database, but not with respect to integration with systems
of manufacturers and pre-import inspections.
Midterm Rating of Achievement toward Outcome 6:

Unsatisfactory

3.2.2. Remaining Barriers to Achieving the Project Objective
The project has made some contributions to removing barriers to adoption and implementation
of the S&L programme, but there remain challenges:
Awareness Barriers: Although the general public has received a number of public service
announcements regarding the need to improve energy efficiency within residential households,
the awareness regarding the S&L programme remains low because the communication campaign
as part of Outcome 3 of the project has not yet started.
Capacity Barriers: With respect to the testing laboratories, SABS has received a considerable
amount of Government funding to upgrade its facilities and they will be mostly ready by the time
the EE S&L regulations are rolled out, starting in May 2015 and continuing a few months later, in
September. However, it would have been preferable to start implement appliance testing several
months prior to the implementation of the regulations, considering that the official time for NRCS
to issue a letter of authority is 120 working days. The NRCS has also made progress in
strengthening its capacity, but there is a high amount of scepticism, particularly among the
manufacturer and importer stakeholder community, that NRCS can efficiently regulate the MSC
regulations. NRCS cannot overcome its current backlog in issuing letters of authority (LOAs), and
the number of requests for LOAs will significantly increase once the EE S&L regulations are in
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force. Furthermore, the other testing laboratories on the market, including the private sector
ones, are much less capacitated to support the implementation of the regulations; this remains a
significant barrier.
Cost Barriers: Residential electricity prices remain low in South Africa, compared with other
countries, even with the tariff increases implemented by Eskom in recent years. Even though the
MEPS will be mandatory, uptake of more energy efficient appliances and equipment will likely
need to be incentivised, at least in the short- to medium-term. The project has supported an
evaluation of possible incentive programmes and the DoE would like to pilot a programme this
fiscal year (2015-16), but there remains more economic analysis to be undertaken before one or
more incentives can be implemented.

3.3. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
3.3.1. Management Arrangements
GEF Partner Agency (UNDP)
The UNDP Country Office in South Africa has acted as implementing agency for a number of GEFfinanced projects, including some within the climate change portfolio. For at least one of these
climate change projects, addressing wind power as a renewable energy, DoE was the executing
agency, with SANEDI acting as the main implementation partner. For this EE project, a joint
implementation arrangement was organised, together with the dti, as both SABS and NRCS are
under that department.
Near the time when the project was approved, in 2011, the UNDP CO underwent some reorganisation, including a new Country Director and Energy and Environment programme
manager. The delay in recruiting a project manager, who was appointed in April 2013, seems to
have been partly due to these internal restructuring activities, but the reviewer was not provided
with an explanation of why the recruitment process took so long.
The Environment and Energy programme of the UNDP CO has only one core staff person, the
program manager, and thus day-to-day support to the implementation partners, among the
rather large portfolio, is spread rather thin. As this project could not overcome some key
implementation delays, particularly associated with the impasse regarding the cash disbursement
modality 1, the coordinator for the Small Grants Programme was assigned in 2014 to support the
PMU.
The UNDP CO has made concerted efforts to resolve the cash disbursement modality impasse, as
documented in several PSC meeting minutes, dating back to 2013 when the project inception was
organised. At the time of the MTR mission in April 2015, there was still no resolution to this issue,
however, and the consequential delays have had significant impacts on project effectiveness and
sustainability.
There have been two different UNDP Regional Technical Advisors (RTAs) over the course of the
project, with the second one starting in September 2014. Both RTAs have been actively engaged
in the project, providing support to the project manager and urging the team to reach a resolution
on the cash disbursement modality impasse. There seems to have been limited sharing with the
1

The project is run under the UNDP National Implementation Modality (NIM), which means that the GEF grant funds would be advanced by UNDP
to the implementing partner, the DoE, based upon the budget worked out in the annual work plan. However, the DoE and UNDP have not agreed
on the modality of transferring the GEF funds and, as a result of this impasse, essentially none of the GEF funds have been disbursed to the
implementing partner’s account.
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project manager on GEF climate change mitigation knowledge resources and procedures. This
includes lack of instruction on filling out tracking tools for the project. There was positive feedback
from some of the implementation partners regarding information obtained during a trip to Ghana,
to see how that country is progressing with its UNDP-GEF supported S&L programme. Such
exchange of best practices and lessons learned with other EE projects within the GEF portfolio
should be promoted, and guidance on boosting knowledge management could also be better
supported by the UNDP.
Reporting by the UNDP CO programme manager and also the RTA has been informative and
realistic. Internal ratings are generally consistent with the ratings of the MTR reviewer.
Executing Agency / Implementation Partners
The executing agency is the Department of Energy (DoE), specifically the Clean Energy Division
within the DoE. The Department of Trade and Industry (dti) is one of lead implementation
partners, and SABS and NRCS, both which are under dti, are leading activities associated with
development of standards and monitoring, control and surveillance systems, respectively. The
project management unit (PMU), which has to date consisted only of the project manager, is
housed inside the DoE, working closely with the Energy Efficiency Initiatives team, under the Clean
Energy Division.
The PMU was envisaged to be composed of a project manager, a project enforcement coordinator
(assisting NRCS in market surveillance and compliance (MSC) issues), a project testing coordinator
(assisting SABS in developing testing procedures and overseeing upgrades to their testing
laboratories), a part-time international expert on S&L initiatives, and project administrative
support. From the time when the project manager was appointed, in April 2013, until the MTR
mission in April 2015, the PMU has only included the project manager. There has been some
reluctance from some of the implementation partners to enlist the assistance of external experts,
partly due to intellectual property rights concerns. These differences of opinions regarding the
PMU composition signify that there was limited buy-in from some of the partners, including SABS
and NRCS, when the project was developed. The composition of the PMU was also affected by the
withdrawal of the SECO co-financing, as it was envisaged that an international S&L expert would
be supported by the SECO funds.
If the cash disbursement modality impasse is resolved, then the activities undertaken by the
project will likely intensify during the second half of implementation, and there will likely be a
need to support the project manager with an administrative assistant. At the time of the MTR
mission, the UNDP CO was managing a recruitment process for an administrative assistant. As the
project has progressed with some activities, largely with DoE and dti co-financing, the added-value
of the GEF grant has shifted from what was envisaged at the time when the project was
developed. For example, much of the planned capacity building has taken place through cofinancing support from Government implementation partners. There remain gaps with respect to
awareness-raising, formulating and implementing incentive schemes, strengthening capabilities
and enhancing preparedness of independent testing facilities, financial sustainability of the MSC
regulatory function, etc. It would be advisable to undertake a stock-taking assessment of where
external assistance is most needed for the remaining duration of project implementation. For
example, in the opinion of the MTR reviewer, recruitment of an international expert on incentive
programmes would be advisable for part-time support to the PMU. Also, it might also be
beneficial to enlist support to evaluate the financial sustainability of the NRCS regulatory function
and make recommendations accordingly. Suggested recruitments could, in addition, include a
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Monitoring and Evaluation Expert to develop an M&E strategy and train staff to monitor and
evaluate the sustainability of the programme after GEF funding ceases.
Current management arrangements are also a little unclear, particularly with respect to reporting
lines between the PMU and the DoE. The project manager reports directly to the Chief Director of
the Clean Energy Division, while the Director of the Energy Efficiency Initiatives, within the Clean
Energy Division, is responsible for day-to-day issues associated with the project and other EE
programmes. It would be advisable if, instead, the project manager reported directly to the
Director of the Energy Efficiency Initiatives. Also, even though the project manager is based inside
the DoE offices, he is a contract employee of UNDP, and does not fall under the institutional
policies and procedures of the DoE, including performance appraisal and general office rules. This
disconnect seems to have resulted in some friction, which could likely by mitigated by adjusting
the reporting lines, as described above.
The project has had regular steering committee meetings, roughly on a quarterly basis. With such
frequent meetings, it is understandable that the Chief Director of the Energy Efficiency Division
has not been able to attend and chair each of them. During these times when the Chief Director
was unable to participate, chairing of the meetings was delegated to different people, including
the Director of Energy Efficiency Initiatives, dti officials, etc. This has resulted in some
inconsistencies in project governance. Even though recommendations reached at PSC meetings
anyway need to be presented to DoE senior management, before decisions can be
operationalised, ownership of the process seems to be diminished under the current
arrangements. The MTR reviewer recommends that the chairpersonship responsibility of the PSC
be assigned to the Director of Energy Efficiency Initiatives, and the Chief Director of the Clean
Energy Division would provide regular strategic advisory support.
3.3.2. Work Planning
Work planning has provided some guidance on sequencing activities but, due largely to the
impasse regarding the cash disbursement modality, financial delivery has been unsatisfactorily
low: less than 10% of the GEF grant has been disbursed to date. After the first quarter of 2015,
delivery is on a similarly low trajectory: through 12 April 2015, USD 95,904 has been spent for the
year, which is approximately 7% of the total for the year outlined in the annual work plan. At this
stage of the project, work planning needs to be more adaptive. A cumulative plan should be
worked out, for the duration of the remaining implementation period, including a possible oneyear, no-cost extension. The focus should be on how best to utilise the remaining resources to
address some of the critical issues, including the following:
 The project could plan an important, supportive role in mitigating the increasing level of
frustration among the industrial sector participants, due to the inefficiency of the NRCS and
the unpreparedness of the testing laboratories. It would be advisable to work out provisional
regulatory conditions for the roll-out of the new regulations, allowing the regulatory agency
and testing laboratories more time to ready themselves, and provide more guidance to
industry for compliance.
 There has been limited focus on supporting the two other independent testing laboratories,
including Test Africa and Gerotek. The 2015 workplan includes activities under Outcome 3 to
support Gerotek in upgrading its testing facilities. From an appliance-testing perspective,
Test Africa is more engaged than Gerotek in the South African market, and there is no
allocation to support them in the 2015 plan;
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 The financial sustainability of NRCS in supporting its MSC activities is questionable,
considering that it is having difficulty overcoming its current backlog in processing letters of
authority. Activities under both Outcomes 3 and 5 should be re-considered, and rather focus
on assessing and strengthening the financial sustainability of the MCS systems being
planned.
With limited time remaining, a critical path methodology to work planning would be advisable.
Those activities which would result in further delays if not achieved in time should be highlighted
and mapped over a critical path, so that the PSC members and other decision-makers can more
clearly see where to focus available resources. The project performance targets should also be
mapped across the work plan, to further assist in resource allocation and planning for monitoring
and evaluation efforts.
Even if a one-year, no-cost extension is granted, there would be a little more than two years
remaining, with more than USD 4 million of the USD 4.375 million GEF grant still unspent.
Completing a cumulative work plan would also help assess the feasibility of expending the
remaining resources over the limited remaining time available.
3.3.3. Finance and Co-Finance
Financial Expenditures
According to available financial expenditure records, USD 345,034 has been spent through
Quarter 1 of 2015 (see Exhibit 8); this represents less than 8% of the USD 4,375,000 GEF grant.
Exhibit 8: Actual Expenditures 2012 - Q1 2015
Actual Expenditures

Prodoc Budget
Component
Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for S&L programs
Outcome 2: Define labelling specifications and MEPS Thresholds for 11
products
Outcome 3: Strength the capacity of institutions and individuals
involved in S&L programs

% of Total
USD 181,400
4.1%
USD 614,000
14.0%
USD 2,046,100
47%

Outcome 4: Awareness raising campaign for S&L targeting
manufacturers, distributors, retailers and end-users

USD 506,500

Outcome 5: Implementation of S&L Market Surveillance & Compliance
(MSC) regime to ensure energy performance standards are met

USD 200,000

Outcome 6: Develop M&E capacities
Project Management
Total

11.6%
4.6%
USD 500,000
11.4%
USD 327,000
7.5%
USD 4,375,000

2012

2013

2014

Q1 2015

Total, 2012Q1_2015

USD 0

USD 0

USD 54,077

USD 33,841

USD 87,918

USD 2,371

USD 0

USD 13,608

USD 0

USD 15,979

USD 0

USD 0

USD 39,786

USD 61,880

USD 101,666

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 0

USD 73

USD 73

USD 0

USD 79,771

USD 59,516

USD 111

USD 139,398

USD 2,371

USD 79,771

USD 166,987

USD 95,904

USD 345,034

Sources: Project Document, Combined Delivery Reports (2012 through Q1 2015)

The exceptionally low level of spending is largely due to the continued impasse in resolving the
cash disbursement modality of the project. Governmental partners have proceeded with some of
the activities, with funding from their co-financing contributions. But the implementation delays
have contributed to the generally low level of preparedness of testing laboratories and MSC
regulatory authorities.
Co-Financing
Co-financing contributions have been fairly low and, by project closure, approximately 51% of the
committed USD 8.776 million in co-financing is expected to be realised (see Annex 5). This is
largely due to the fact that the USD 4 million of support from SECO was withdrawn in 2014,

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Page 23

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

because of dissatisfaction with respect to project progress. The substantial depreciation of the
rand in the years since the project document was approved in 2011 is also a factor in the lower
than expected level of co-financing. There have been, however, considerable co-financing raised
after the time when the project was approved, including a ZAR 10 million (USD 0.85 million)
investment grant from the dti to SABS for upgrading its testing laboratories. The DoE provided
ZAR 2,504,754 (USD 190,255) to fund baseline, incentives, and geyser studies. And, through the
Super-efficient Equipment and Appliance Deployment (SEAD) Initiative, USD 60,000 was
contributed to the DoE through from the U.S. Department of Energy, Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory (LBNL), and CLASP for support for the electric water heater study and they also
assisted the PMU in hosting two workshops in August 2014. But these contributions do not offset
the envisaged support from SECO. The reduced level of co-financing for the project will affect
what activities can be funded, thus impacting overall achievement of the intended outcomes.
Considering that the maximum no-cost time extension accepted by UNDP, there is also limited
time available to fulfil the project objective. Unless there is a timely resolution to the cash
disbursement modality issue, it might not be practical to expend the approximate USD 4 million
remaining of the USD 4.375 GEF grant over a period of roughly two years, assuming that the one
year, no-cost extension is approved.
3.3.4. Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems
The M&E plan was reasonably extensive, and sufficient activities and funds were allocated. The
total indicative cost for project M&E was 160,000 USD 1, which is 3.7% of the USD 4.375 million
implementation budget (GEF grant).
As discussed in Section 3.1.2, the results framework was generally appropriate, and the indicators
were relevant with respect to the relevant project objective and outcomes. Several of the
performance targets, however, were not sufficiently specific, and there have been no adjustments
made to refine and/or rationalise the logical results framework, including at the inception
workshop. This project first entered the GEF pipeline in 2005, the project was approved in June
2009 and the GEF CEO endorsed the project in July 2011. The point is that there was a significant
amount of time, four years, between project approval and project inception, in May 2013, and the
project design could have been usefully updated as a result
Reporting on progress made towards achieving performance targets has been undertaken in the
two annual PIRs, but the logical results framework does not seem to have been integrated as a
management tool. For example, under Outcome 3, both public and private testing laboratories are
targeted to be upgraded, but essentially only the SABS laboratory has been focused on to date. In
the draft terms of reference for the communication service provider under Outcome 4, there was
no indication of the performance targets under this component of the project.
Shortly after the MTR mission, the project manager filled in the midterm results of the GEF
Tracking Tool for Mitigation Projects.
With respect to the estimations of avoided greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions indicated in the
tracking tool, there are significant differences between the figures presented as CEO Endorsement
Targets and the Midterm Results:

1

Project document.
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CEO Endorsement Targets

Midterm Results

Lifetime direct GHG Emissions Avoided:

4,543,576 tonnes CO2eq

Not calculated

Lifetime post-project direct GHG Emissions Avoided:

33,858,881 tonnes CO2eq

2,100,000 tonnes CO2eq (by 2020)
5,490,000 tonnes CO2eq (by 2030)

Lifetime indirect GHG Emissions Avoided (bottom-up):

11,358,940 tonnes CO2eq

Not calculated

Lifetime indirect GHG Emissions Avoided (top-down):

27,087,104 tonnes CO2eq

Not calculated

The lifetime direct GHG emissions avoided CEO endorsement target of 4,543,576 tonnes CO2eq
was based upon expected reductions over the 5-year timeframe of the project. The midterm
result of lifetime direct GHG emissions avoided (5,490,000 tonnes CO2eq) is an estimate made for
a post-project forecasted scenario by the year 2030.1 The baseline conditions indicated in the
project document (i.e., EU Class G average rating for residential appliances) were based on energy
efficiency data from a study made in 2003 2. The GHG emissions avoided until the end of 2014
should be based upon the year 2003 as a baseline. In the opinion of the reviewer, these
achievements represent direct emissions avoided realized by technological advances attributed
partly to anticipation of industry to eventual mandatory energy performance standards.
In this regard, it would also be advisable to reconcile the large discrepancy between the midterm
estimations of GHG emissions avoided with the figures reported in the South Africa’s Greenhouse
Gas (GHG) Mitigation Potential Analysis (2014), published by the Department of Environmental
Affairs (DEA). This DEA report indicates that the total potential emissions abated from “Energy
Efficient Appliances – Residential Buildings” is 47,676 ktCO2e for the period from 2000 to 2050.
This estimate is significantly higher than the updated post-project calculations documented in the
midterm results spreadsheet of the GEF Tracking Tool.
3.3.5. Risk Management
Among the seven risks identified in the project document, the highest assessed risk (rated as
Medium) was associated with funding for the project, as a large proportion of the co-financing
contributions were in-kind, and the support from NRCS was in the form of increased levies which
would only start being collected once the regulations were implemented, which was envisaged to
start in year 3 of the project and to extend through to year 5. One of the main mitigation
measures to this risk was the co-financing from SECO. Unfortunately, SECO withdrew its pledged
support for the project in 2014, citing dissatisfaction with respect to progress. There have,
however, been significant leveraged resources mobilised, particularly the ZAR 10 million (USD 1
million) grant from dti for upgrading the SABS testing laboratories. But funding risks remain a
concern, and the MTR reviewer considers this a critical risk. One of the main concerns associated
with funding is the viability of the financial sustainability model for NRCS. The levy schedule
outlined in the project document assumed that an additional levy of ZAR 1.73, in 2010 value,
would be assigned per appliance, just for energy efficiency-related regulations. In fact, in 2015
value, the marginal levy being considered by NRCS is about an order of magnitude lower than this,
at approximately ZAR 0.2 per unit. It is unclear whether the resulting revenue stream from these
levies will be sufficient to finance NRCS’s regulatory function for the new regulations, especially
considering that it is unable to overcome its current backlog of issuing letters of authority.
The other financial risk is associated with the continued impasse in resolving the cash
disbursement modality of the project. The 2014 PIR, prepared in June 2014, rightly indicates this
1

Energy and GHG Emission Savings report, 2014

2

Report on Capacity Building in Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, published by the Department of Minerals and Energy, February 2003
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as a critical risk. Mitigation of this risk has been unsuccessful and, as of April 2015, the situation
remains unresolved.
An Industry Cooperation risk, rated as High, was added at the time of project inception in May
2013, as there was concern of reluctance by local manufacturers of electric water heaters to agree
to a Class C rating for these appliances. As outlined in the FRIDGE study, potential energy savings
from imposing minimum energy performance standards on electric water heaters is critical, as
they account for approximately 50% of the estimated total energy savings. There has been
progress with respect to this risk, as industry seems to have accepted a Class B for electric water
heaters, although there was some scepticism noted from some of the interviewed stakeholders
from testing laboratories on whether Class B can be realistically achieved. A representative of one
of the largest manufacturers of electric water heaters confirmed, however, that technically it is
able to achieve Class B, but it has concerns with whether potentially false claims from foreign
suppliers will distort the market before sufficient regulatory MSC capabilities are in place. There
are also reportedly technical risks associated with upgrading the electric water geysers to Class B;
for example, the additional layer of required insulation on the units, which essentially is the only
practical way to achieve the MEPS associated with a rating of Class B, would restrict installation in
much of the existing residential housing stock, as the wider units would not fit within the typical
truss spacing of attic structures 1. Another concern regarding potential uptake of more efficient
electric water heaters is the current promotion of solar water heaters. Although the DoE has
sponsored installation of approximately 1.7 million solar water heaters, 80% of which were lowpressure units, these are not reducing demand on the electrical energy grid and the failure rate
has been approximately 70%. 2 Low-income households that have received such low-pressure
units, free of charge, cannot afford maintenance or replacement of spare parts, so a majority of
the installed units lie idle. Even if the uptake of high-pressure solar water heaters increases,
electrical units will likely remain a large proportion of the market as combined solar-electric units
are becoming more attractive to residential consumers. Formulating effective incentives
associated with more efficient electric water heaters remains a critical risk.
One of the Operational risks identified was associated with the need to develop sufficient capacity
among both public and private testing laboratories. Government support has been extended to
the public testing laboratories, specifically to SABS, but there has been limited support for the
private sector laboratories. The MTR reviewer considers this to be a shortcoming in risk
management and should be addressed during the second half of implementation.
Based upon a number of industry interviews during the MTR mission, there seems to be an
overwhelmingly high level of willingness among the industrial sector, including both local
manufacturers and importers, to comply with the new energy efficiency regulations. The Business
risk described in the project document indicates that there was reluctance among industrial
actors, but, at the time of the MTR mission, this was certainly not the case. But there is high level
of frustration among industry actors regarding the preparedness of the testing laboratories and
the regulatory agencies, particularly NRCS, and there seems to be an increasing risk of legal action
being taken by industry against the regulatory agencies, as certification of compliance (letters of
authority) are backed up, thus delaying introduction onto market and in some cases, significant
demurrage charges for detention of containers, etc. Mitigation of these potential legal risks
should be addressed as part of project risk management.

1

Based upon personal communication during one of the MTR mission interviews.

2

Testimonial evidence provided by DoE staff.
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3.3.6. Stakeholder Engagement and Partnerships
There has been satisfactory engagement with Government-level stakeholders, including the DoE,
dti, SABS, and NRCS. The development of standards and labelling standards, and associated labels,
has very much been driven by these Government stakeholders, as demonstrated by the fact that
Government co-financing contributions have been considerably higher than the amount of the
GEF grant expended. The project has reinforced the process by facilitating key partnerships,
including strengthening the technical advisory support provided by the UK-based company
Intertek to SABS, as part of its upgrades to the appliance-testing laboratories.
With respect to the private sector, the project has made deliberate attempts to engage the key
appliance manufacturers and importers, but it has not been able to bridge the communication gap
between the Government stakeholders and the private sector stakeholders. Participation in the
private sector working group, which was formed by the project, has declined over time, seemingly
for these reasons. Instead of a project-specific working group, it might be more effective if one or
more of the existing stakeholder engagement structures are strengthened. For example, there are
at least two technical working groups, SABS/TC 072 and SABS/TC 075, administered by the SABS
for engaging cross-sectoral, including private sector, stakeholders on issues associated with
energy efficiency. Appliance safety, for instance, has been a regular topic in these committees.
The project could facilitate expansion of the mandate of these committees by involving
representatives of the industrial sector stakeholders that are directly impacted by the new EE S&L
regulations.
Engagement with the public has so far been limited, as further discussed below in Section 3.3.8.
Activities under the awareness-raising component of the project, Outcome 4, have not yet been
implemented, and knowledge management has been essentially non-existent thus far.
3.3.7. Reporting
The project has been producing quarterly progress reports and two project implementation
reviews (PIRs) were prepared for progress made up until 30 June 2013 and 30 June 2014,
respectively. The quarterly reports provide concise and informative summaries of activities that
have been completed against the annual targets, and also highlight particular issues associated
under each outcome. These quarterly reports are distributed to the members of the PSC prior to
the PSC meetings.
The project manager, UNDP CO programme manager and the RTA provided input to the PIRs, and
also assigned internal ratings. The PIR entries were found to be sufficiently descriptive, and
internal ratings were generally consistent with those estimated by the MTR reviewer. The internal
unsatisfactory ratings with respect to progress in implementation were extensively discussed
internally among the PMU, UNDP CO and RTA, according to a trail of e-mail evidence. Suggestions
were made to expedite finding a resolution regarding the impasse on the cash disbursement
modality of the project. There was no evidence among the PSC meeting minutes that the PIRs
were shared with the PSC members, nor whether they were informed of the unsatisfactory rating
for progress in implementation. But dissatisfaction with respect to implementation was
communicated by the UNDP Country Director, who participated in some of the PSC meetings,
particularly to help facilitate a resolution on the cash disbursement modality issue.
3.3.8. Communication and Knowledge Management
One of the primary tools for internal communication has been the Project Steering Committee
meetings, which have been held reasonably regularly. The Committee has convened 12 times
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since May 2013, when the project inception meeting was held, to the most recent meeting in
February 2015.
The project has organised a working group, consisting of Government, non-governmental and
private sector stakeholders. Participation by the private sector in these working group meetings
appears to have waned, which is surprising because many of the interviewed representatives of
manufacturers and importers conveyed a high level of frustration with the lack of communication,
mostly from NRCS. Many of these private sector companies have reportedly made repeated
efforts to obtain information from the NRCS regarding procedures associated with the roll-out of
Regulation VC9008, which comes into force starting in May 2015, but there has been no response
to e-mails, and telephone calls go unanswered.
The project has a separate component, Outcome 4, dedicated to increasing awareness of the
standards and labelling surrounding the Government appliance energy efficiency programme, but,
by the time of the MTR mission, there had been no activity yet implemented, except for
preparation of a draft terms of reference for a service company to design and implement a
communication campaign. Some of the administrative inefficiencies of the project, including the
impasse on deciding the cash disbursement modality, have contributed to the delay in starting the
communication efforts. The weak external communication has led to frustration among the
private sector, which, based upon the interviews undertaken during the MTR mission, is
overwhelming committed to complying with the new regulations, but is unaware of the specific
regulatory procedures that they need to follow, and the low level of preparedness among testing
laboratories to support the required independent certification process.
Knowledge management by the project has so far also been weak. There have been no specific
knowledge products, such as, for example, a brochure that describes the standards and labelling
programme and the added-value of the GEF financing. The vast majority of the interviewed
stakeholders, including some of the Government stakeholders, were largely unaware of the
specific, incremental contribution of the GEF to the standards and labelling programme. For
instance, largely because of the current electrical energy capacity shortages across the country,
manifested by regular power-shedding outages, many of the stakeholders do not realise that this
project is at all connected to climate change mitigation, but, rather, is focused simply on reducing
the burden on the grid.
The project does not have a website or social media profile, the UNDP CO website has only limited
information about the project, and there is minimal information about the project on the websites
of the Government implementation partners and beneficiary stakeholders.

3.4. Sustainability
3.4.1. Financial Risks to Sustainability
The S&L programme is intended to be largely industry-funded, with levies supporting the
regulatory functions of the NRCS for market surveillance, control and enforcement, and costs for
testing charged by the qualified laboratories. According to testimonial evidence during MTR
interviews, the NRCS has developed a draft levy fee schedule, to be added to the existing levy
charged for safety-related MSC for household appliances. The reviewer requested a copy of the
draft levy schedule, but had not received it by the time the MTR report was completed. According
to an interview with one of the local manufacturers, the current safety-related levy for household
appliances is ZAR 1.73 (USD 0.147) per unit, and the proposed increase for energy performance is
ZAR 0.19 per unit; thus, the combined total would be ZAR 1.92 (USD 0.163 per unit. These levies
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are considerably lower than the levy schedule outlined in Annex 2 of the project document, which
indicated a figure of ZAR 1.75 (USD 0.148 per unit, for energy efficiency only and starting in 2010).
By the fifth year, in 2014, the forecasted levy was ZAR 2.29 (USD 0.194 per unit, assuming an
annual average inflation adjustment of 7%).
The project team should obtain the proposed levy schedule from NRCS and assess the self-funding
model for the MCS programme. The fact that NRCS has a significant backlog of work, and has
extended the time for issuing letters of authorities from 21 days in 2013 to 120 days (working
days) in 2014, indicates that the efficiency of NRCS in implementing the safety-related MCS
programme is low, and, hence, the likelihood that it will be able to finance the expanded MCS
programme to cover energy efficiency is also low.
Based upon a limited number of interviews with appliance manufacturers and importers, the
proposed energy efficiency NRCS levy is not a significant burden to industry, and the sector would
likely agree to increases in the current levies if the efficiency of processing letters of authorities
were improved. Similarly, the cost of product testing will likely be consented to by industry,
although some of the tests, such as the ones for dishwashers, will be substantial.
The industrial sector is also contributing to the Eskom demand management programme, by
paying an environmental levy on electricity consumption. The current 3.5c/kWh levy has been
proposed to be increased to 5.5c/kWh, starting in July 2015, after consultations with industry, and
this 2c/kWh addition would be withdrawn once the current electricity shortage is resolved. 1 But
industrial sector representatives interviewed as part of the MTR indicated that manufacturing in
South Africa is becoming increasingly less competitive due to unpredictable burdens imposed by
the Government and public utility companies.
Considerable Government seed money is being invested to upgrade the capacity of the SABS
testing laboratories to meet the required capacity to support the energy efficiency regulations.
SABS received a ZAR 10 million (USD 0.85 million) grant from dti and another ZAR 6 million (USD
0.5 million) of its own resources to upgrade its appliance and air conditioner testing laboratories.
The SABS laboratory upgrades were more or less legally required, as the regulations stipulate
independent, accredited testing, but, for the other laboratories, upgrading will largely depend
upon economic viability. Test Africa, for example, has made some minimum upgrades, but is
awaiting more information on testing procedures and also advisory support from an international
testing laboratory that has experience with appliance energy efficiency, before it will be able to
make a business decision on what upgrades are viable for it. Under the current circumstances,
there is insufficient laboratory capacity on the South African market to effectively support the rollout of the compulsory specifications that go into force starting May 2015.
Even with Government support, SABS will be hard pressed to be ready by September, when the
VC9008 regulations will be in force for many of the appliances covered. And the other laboratories
on the market, including Test Africa and Gerotek, will certainly not be ready by September.
3.4.2. Socio-Economic Risks to Sustainability
Ownership of basic appliances remains low among many low-income households in South Africa,
as illustrated below in Exhibit 9.

1

Figures obtained from Eskom website (www.Eskom.co.za), April 2015.
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Exhibit 9: Appliance ownership based on continuous household income 1
The new energy efficiency regulations will help ensure that appliances purchased by new entrant
households, once their purchasing power is sufficiently raised, have higher energy performance
than ones previously available on the market. Replacement of inefficient appliances, on the other
hand, will likely need to be incentivised, primarily for the low-middle income segments, as
electricity prices remain relatively low in South Africa, even with the steady increases imposed
over the past several years. The approved Eskom electricity tariff increase for home-power for
2015/2016 is 12.69% 2, implemented on 1 April 2015 for direct customers and 1 July 2015 for
municipalities. This rate increase should be considered under the context of an annual inflation
(consumer price index) of 6.1% in 2014 3. Compared with other countries, residential electricity
prices remain low in South Africa (see Exhibit 10).

Exhibit 10: Examples of world residential electricity tariffs 4

1

AMPS, 2010. All Media Product Survey, University of Cape Town (UCT) Library. Referenced in an undated paper by Sanalta M., Fast-Tracking the
Implementation of Minimum Energy Performance Standards (MEPS) and Mandatory Appliance Labelling in South Africa: Lessons Learnt from the
Voluntary Appliance Labeling, Energy Research Centre, UCT, South Africa.

2

Figure obtained from the Eskom website (www.Eskom.co.za), April 2015.

3

Statistics South Africa, www.statssa.gov.za.

4

Eskom prices for households (fiscal year 2011/2012); International Energy Agency, 2012, Energy prices and taxes; Frost & Sullivan analyses,
reported in a 18 Sep 2014 article on EE Publishers, www.ee.co.za.
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These risks could potentially be mitigated through introduction of incentive schemes; however, by
the time of the MTR, the business case for one or more types of incentives had not yet been
worked out.
Public awareness regarding energy efficiency, in general terms, is quite high in South Africa, due
to the regular public service announcements surrounding the rolling power-shedding efforts to
address insufficient electricity supply. However, awareness of the S&L programme is low, as the
communication strategy has not yet started.
3.4.3. Institutional Framework and Governance Risks to Sustainability
The development of energy efficiency standards and the supporting regulations has created a
solid legal framework. Aligning these standards and regulations with international best practices,
including with the norms and guidelines of the European Union, further strengthens the overall
institutional framework. And, with the current strain on the electricity supply grid, there is a high
level of institutional commitment to improving efficiency.
There are, however, governance risks, particularly with respect to the regulatory dimension of the
new appliance energy efficiency programme. The NRCS has a significant current backlog with
respect to issuing letters of authority for safety-related certification of appliances and equipment,
and on top of that, the agency’s operating budget has been cut this year. 1 The inefficiency of
NRCS has resulted in a high level of frustration in the industrial sector, and a general lack of
confidence on how the new regulations will be administered.
3.4.4. Environmental Risks to Sustainability
South Africa’s economy remains heavily reliant on coal for electricity generation. Currently, 77%
of the country’s primary energy needs are provided by coal 2, and this situation is unlikely to
change in the foreseeable future.
In a global study by the International Energy Agency (IEA) in 2012, South Africa was found to have
the least efficient coal-fired power fleet in operation, with only 19% younger than 20 years and
only 2% newer than 10 years. And none of the total operating coal‐fired power plant fleet has
super‐ or ultra‐supercritical steam parameters; each of the operating plants was running under
sub-critical steam conditions (see Exhibit 11).

Exhibit 11: Profile of operating fleet of coal-fired power plants in South Africa1
1

Information pertaining to NRCS budget cuts is based upon testimonial evidence obtained during interviews of dti staff.

2

Eskom, Understanding Electricity – Coal Power (www.Eskom.co.za).
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This same IEA study reported that the envisaged net capacity of newly installed coal-fired power
plants in South Africa will be 58% by 2035, second only to China in growth rate in power from
coal. Greenhouse gas emissions per unit of GDP in South Africa are among the highest in the
world, and there has been less decoupling of real GDP and CO2 compared with other countries
(see Exhibit 12).

Exhibit 12: Decoupling of real GDP and CO2 emissions 2

4. C ONCLUSIONS AND R ECOMMENDATIONS
4.1. Major Achievements/Strengths
Highly relevant with respect to national priorities
A large part of the President’s State of the Nation Address made on 12 February 2015 was
devoted to the country’s electricity challenges. While President Zuma outlined a series of short-,
medium- and long-term plans, Eskom’s power grid continues to be constrained, with loadshedding a regular occurrence. In addition to upgrading and installing new generation capacity,
improved demand-side management is an important part of the national energy strategy. A white
paper on energy policy 3 in 1998 highlighted the benefit of an S&L programme in contributing to
energy efficiency in the country. This was operationalised in the National Energy Efficiency
Strategy 4 of 2005, in which an S&L programme for household appliances was envisaged to
contribute to the target of reducing residential electricity demand by 10% by 2015. The UNDPimplemented, GEF-financed project, which received GEF CEO endorsement on 25 July 2011, was
designed to feed into the national EE strategy. The benefit of supporting the implementation of
S&L regulations in South Africa was reinforced in the 2014 Mitigation Potential Analysis 5, in which

1

International Energy Agency (IEA), 2012. CCS Retrofit, Analysis of the Globally Installed Coal-Fired Power Plant Fleet. Finkenrath, M. et al. (SUBSC:
subcritical steam conditions).

2

OECD, March 2013. OECD Economic Surveys: South Africa, Overview.

3

DME, 1998, White Paper on the Energy Policy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals and Energy, Pretoria, December 1998

4

DME, 2005, National Energy Efficiency Policy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals and Energy, Pretoria, March 2005

5

DEA, 2014: South Africa’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Mitigation Potential Analysis. Pretoria, Department of Environmental Affairs
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energy efficient appliances were ranked as one of the lowest marginal abatement cost options for
reducing emissions in the country.
Country ownership demonstrated through co-financing contributions
Despite the prolonged impasse, which essentially started at the time of project inception in May
2013, regarding the cash disbursement modality of the project, Government agencies have
proceeded with co-financing some of the key activities of the project, including Department of
Energy (DoE)-funded studies on Energy Performance and Labelling Requirements for Specific
Appliances and Equipment (FRIDGE study, by Unlimited Energy Resources (pty) Ltd), Incentives to
Increase the Uptake of Energy Efficient Appliances in South Africa (by Merchantek Research), and
updated baseline estimations for energy and GHG emission savings; upgrading of SABS testing
laboratories through a ZAR 10 million (USD 1 million) grant by the Department of Trade and
Industry (dti) and an additional ZAR 6 million (USD 0.6 million) of own SABS funding; drafting of EE
standards SANS 151 (electric hot water heaters) and SANS 941 (audio-visual and white goods) by
SABS; and drafting and promulgation of Compulsory Specification for Energy Efficiency and
Labelling of Electrical and Electronic Apparatus (VC9006 for electric water heaters and VC 9008 for
audio-visual and white goods) by the NRCS.
Strong willingness among industrial sector actors to comply with new EE regulations
There is generally a strong willingness in the industrial sector, including both domestic
manufacturing companies and importers of foreign-made appliances, to comply with the new EE
regulations. Apart from a few types of appliances, including electric water heaters, locally known
as geysers, which continue to be produced in South Africa, most appliances fulfil the minimum
energy performance standards stipulated in the new regulations (VC9006 and VC9008). These
advances have been made partly in anticipation of the EE regulations, but also due to
technological and market developments, as many of the manufacturers and importers deliver to
countries where S&L programmes have been in place for a number of years, including the
European Union.
Highly qualified and skilled enabling stakeholders
The high level of qualifications and skills among the key stakeholders, including the DoE, dti, SABS,
NRCS, Department of Environment, as well as private sector testing laboratories, and
manufacturers and importers, is considered a noteworthy strength of the project: i.e. the basic
enabling conditions are in place to build upon the capacity building support included in the GEF
project. Although there are challenges, including overcoming the administrative backlog within
the NRCS, the institutional, regulatory and industrial capacities enhance the likelihood that the
S&L programme will be effectively implemented moving forward.
Strengthened institutional and individual capacities, and facilitated strategic partnerships
The project has sponsored overseas visits to testing laboratories and institutional stakeholders in
the United Kingdom and South Korea. These tours have contributed to strengthening institutional
and individual capacities among the participating South African stakeholders, and have also
helped facilitate an enhanced strategic partnership between SABS and Intertek, a UK-based
multinational inspection, product testing and certification company.
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4.2. Key Shortcomings and Recommendations
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS FOR THE DESIGN, IMPLEMENTATION, MONITORING AND EVALUATION
1. Conclusion: Despite making some progress, largely involving activities funded by Government
implementation partners, an impasse regarding the cash disbursement modality remains
unresolved and the consequential delays in implementation have contributed to a low level of
preparedness of the testing laboratories and regulatory agencies in supporting the roll-out of
the new energy efficiency (EE) regulations, gazetted in 2014 and which will go into force
starting in May 2015 for audio-visual equipment and in September 2015 for dishwashers,
electric ovens, refrigerators and freezers, tumble dryers, washer-dryer combinations, and
washing machines. Upgrades to the SABS testing laboratories, through substantial support
from dti and its own resources, are underway, but the laboratory is not yet ready to carry out
independent tests for manufacturers and importers who need to have the test reports before
the regulations go into force. The other testing laboratories in the country are much less
prepared. Firms, including both manufacturers and importers are also frustrated with the
NRCS, which is bogged down with a growing backlog in processing letters of authority for
safety-related certification of appliances and equipment, and there is limited guidance in
terms of compliance requirements and procedures for the impending EE regulations.
Recommendation No. 1: The implementing agency and implementation partners should
expedite the process of finding a resolution to the impasse regarding the cash disbursement
modality of the project. Given the current constraints on the electrical energy grid in the
country, there should be sufficient political will to facilitate resolving these administrative
inefficiencies. This issue has been outstanding since the time of project inception in mid-2013
and, although there have been several proposed resolutions made by the implementing
agency, the arrangements remain unresolved. In the opinion of the reviewer, further delays
would result in an inability to efficiently utilise the committed GEF grant within the approved
timeframe. In this context, a deadline should be set (e.g., 30 June 2015), after which time
UNDP should consider all available options, including suspension or even cancellation of the
project.
2. Conclusion: The Project Steering Committee (PSC) has convened fairly regularly,
approximately quarterly, but there has been a general problem with respect to the timeliness
and consistency in following up on the recommendations agreed in the PSC meetings. Project
governance structures should be adjusted, to better facilitate the implementation of the
activities still pending.
Recommendation No. 2: Considering the limited availability of the Chief Director of the Clean
Energy Division of the DoE, the chairpersonship of the PSC should be delegated to the Director
of Energy Efficiency Initiatives in the Clean Energy Division of the DoE, and the Chief Director
should be regularly informed and consulted for strategic advice. The terms of reference of the
PSC should be amended to reflect this change. This recommendation is primarily an
organisational adjustment, recognising that the DoE will continue to be obliged to follow the
relevant requirements stipulated under the Public Finance Management Act, with respect to
executing the project.
3. Conclusion: As this project is being run under the National Implementation Modality (NIM), it
is important that the reporting lines and responsibilities between the PMU and the executing
agency (DoE) are made clear. Provided the cash disbursement modality of this project is
resolved, the PMU will inevitably be quite busy during the remaining timeframe, in facilitating
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the remaining activities, carrying out monitoring and evaluation tasks, and keeping control of
project expenditures and co-financing. The effectiveness of the PMU would be enhanced with
the appointment of a project administrative assistant, a position that is under recruitment at
the time of the MTR.
Recommendation No. 3: Consistent with the previous recommendation, the project manager
should report directly to the Director of Energy Efficiency Initiatives. The terms of reference of
the project manager should also be amended to reflect this change. The position of project
administrative assistant should be considered to be maintained for the duration of the project
operational implementation period; extension of the administrative assistant position should
be evaluated at the end of the 6-month provisional employment period.
4. Conclusion: The project document was signed in September 2011, but it took nearly two years
before a project manager was appointed, and the project inception took place in July 2013,
approximately two years later than project approval. The time required to appoint a project
manager was partly attributed to delays in starting the recruitment process, due to
restructuring and staff changes within the UNDP South Africa Country Office. From the start of
project implementation in mid-2013, the implementing and executing agencies have been
unable to agree on the cash disbursement modality, and this has further resulted in delays in
funding of the project activities. Over the period up to 12 April 2015, only 8% of the USD 4.375
million GEF implementation grant has been spent. This is an unsatisfactory level of delivery.
Considering the low level of readiness of the testing laboratories and regulatory agencies to
support the newly-promulgated energy efficiency regulations on appliances and the
frustration among industrial stakeholders, the envisaged GEF support, however, remains
relevant.
Recommendation No. 4: The MTR reviewer recommends granting a one-year, no-cost time
extension until September 2017. This recommendation is based upon: (1) allowing sufficient
time to implement the communication strategy; (2) the standard on air conditioners is
scheduled to be issued by June 2015, and the regulation will likely follow shortly after that; (3)
the SABS testing laboratory for air conditioners, currently being upgraded, is expected to
obtain accreditation by June 2016; and (4) sufficient time will be required for monitoring and
evaluating the results of the implementation of the S&L regulations. Granting a no-cost time
extension should be conditional upon reaching a resolution regarding the cash disbursement
modality by 30 June 2015.
5. Conclusion: Co-financing contributions have been fairly low and, by project closure, only
approximately 33% of the pledged USD 13.07 million in co-financing is expected to be realised
(see Annex 5). This is largely due to the fact that Eskom will not contribute any of the USD 4.3
million it pledged, due to budget constraints within the organisation, and another USD 4
million of support by SECO was withdrawn in 2014 because of dissatisfaction with respect to
project progress. The substantial depreciation of the rand in the years since the project
document was approved in 2011 is also a factor in the lower than expected level of cofinancing. On a positive note, there has been considerable co-financing leveraged after the
time when the project was approved, including a ZAR 10 million (USD 1 million) investment
grant from the dti to SABS for upgrading its testing laboratories. And, through the Superefficient Equipment and Appliance Deployment (SEAD) Initiative, USD 60,000 was contributed
to the DoE through from the U.S. Department of Energy, Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory (LBNL), and CLASP in support of the electric water heater study and also to assist
the PMU in hosting two workshops in August 2014. But these contributions do not offset the

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Page 35

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

envisaged support from Eskom and SECO; for instance, some of the SECO funds were to be
used to finance international technical advisors within the PMU. The reduced level of cofinancing for the project will affect what activities can be funded, thus impacting overall
achievement of the intended outcomes. Considering that the maximum no-cost project
extension accepted by UNDP is one year, there is also limited time available to fulfil the
project objective. However, if changes in project implementation, including resolution of the
cash disbursement modality, are not realised, it might not be practical to expend the
approximate USD 4 million remaining of the USD 4.375 GEF grant over a period of roughly two
years, assuming that the one year, no-cost extension is approved.
Recommendation No. 5: A cumulative workplan, extending to the proposed project closure
date of September 2017, should be worked out, in order to rationalise the implementable
activities within the given timeframe and the associated costs required.
6. Conclusion: The estimations of lifetime post-project greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions avoided
made at the project midterm are lower than those made at the time of project approval. The
project objective level indicator targets aimed to achieve direct GHG emissions avoided of 4.5
million tonnes CO2eq by the end of the project, and lifetime direct post-project cumulative
emissions avoided of 33.9 million tonnes CO2eq. At midterm, the updated estimations are for
post-project direct GHG emissions avoided of 2.1 and 5.5 million tonnes CO2eq by 2020 and
2030, respectively. Estimates of GHG emissions avoided by midterm, end of 2014, have not
been calculated by the project team, as the EE S&L regulations will only be implemented in
2015; however, there have been emissions avoided to the end of 2014, due to technological
advances on the market which were partly made by industry in anticipation of eventual
mandatory energy performance standards. In the opinion of the MTR reviewer, these
emissions avoided should be calculated and also accounted for in the post-project estimations.
There are also some discrepancies between the potential reductions in greenhouse gas
emissions calculated by the project compared to the estimations reported in the South Africa’s
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Mitigation Potential Analysis (2014), published by the Department of
Environmental Affairs (DEA). This DEA report indicates that the total potential emissions
abated from “Energy Efficient Appliances – Residential Buildings” is 47,676 ktCO2e for the
period from 2000 to 2050. This estimate is significantly higher than the ones made at project
midterm, but similar to those included in the project document. It would be advisable to recalculate the estimations of GHG emissions avoided, using a baseline year of 2003, which was
applied in the estimates recorded in the project document.
Recommendation No. 6: A critical review of the project performance indicators should be
undertaken, including the estimations of reductions in electricity demand and greenhouse gas
emissions. These reduction targets should be rationalised against the actual baseline
conditions in 2011, and set for a timeframe that is consistent with the DEA’s UNFCCC reporting
requirements. It would be advisable to re-calculate the estimations of GHG emissions avoided,
using a baseline year of 2005, when the project was first conceptualised and also the year
when the National Energy Efficiency Strategy was initiated.
Other targets in the logical results framework should also be made more specific.
7. Conclusion: Stakeholder involvement, including with respect to private sector appliance
manufacturers and importers, has not been sufficiently integrated into existing structures,
such as functional technical committees.

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Page 36

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

Recommendation No. 7: Instead of project-specific working groups, the mandate of
functional, technical committees, for example SABS/TC 072 and/or SABS/TC 075, should be
expanded to include energy efficiency issues, and participation on these committees should be
increased to include more industry and consumer protection representation. During the
remaining time-frame of the project, these technical committees should be convened more
frequently than the current twice-per-year arrangement, and the issues surrounding the rollout of the new energy efficiency regulations should be addressed in such a forum.

ACTIONS TO FOLLOW UP OR REINFORCE INITIAL BENEFITS FROM THE PROJECT
8. Conclusion: As indicated earlier, Government agencies have made progress with drafting and
promulgating standards and regulations with their own financing, while other activities of the
project have been delayed due to an inability to resolve the cash disbursement modality of the
project. These delays have contributed to shortcomings with respect to the readiness and
capacity of testing laboratories and compliance/enforcement regulatory agencies. From the
perspective of industry, there is a strong willingness to comply with the new regulations, but
there is a high level of frustration regarding the lack of preparedness and insufficient
communication from the Government agencies. The concerns are compounded by the fact
that the NRCS is struggling to overcome a growing backlog of requests for letters of authorities
(LOAs) related to safety regulations on household appliances.
Recommendation No. 8: The following actions are recommended to facilitate pragmatic
implementation of the new energy efficiency regulations.
8a: After each phase of Regulations VC9006 and VC9008 are implemented, allow a 12-month
transition period, during which time in-house testing reports would be accepted, thus
allowing more time for the independent testing laboratories to upgrade their capacities
and obtain required accreditation.
8b: Assist NRCS in overcoming its backlog, possibly with external support or by increasing the
number of in-house evaluators over a provisional period of time, which should also be
extended for the timeframe when an increased number of requests for LOAs will be
submitted in response to the new energy efficiency regulations.
8c:

Facilitate the process of ensuring there is sufficient access and capacity with respect to
independent testing laboratories. This might entail increasing awareness of existing
financial assistance programmes, initiating new financial assistance initiatives, and/or
supporting partnerships with foreign, experienced laboratories, etc.

9. Conclusion: The S&L programme is meant to be largely industry-funded, with levies
supporting the regulatory functions of the NRCS for market surveillance and compliance, and
costs for testing charged by the qualified laboratories. The reviewer requested a copy of the
draft levy schedule, but had not received it by the time the MTR report was completed.
According to an interview with one of the local manufacturers, the current safety-related levy
for household appliances is ZAR 1.73 (USD 0.147) per unit, and the proposed increase for EE
certification is ZAR 0.19 per unit, which is considerably lower, by an order of magnitude, than
the levy schedule outlined in Annex 2 of the project document, which indicated a figure of ZAR
1.75 (USD 0.148) per unit, for energy efficiency only and starting in 2010. By the fifth year, in
2014, the forecasted levy was ZAR 2.29 (USD 0.194) per unit, assuming an annual average
inflation adjustment of 7%.
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Recommendation No. 9: The project team should obtain the proposed levy schedule from
NRCS and assess the self-funding model for the MSC programme. The fact that NRCS has a
significant backlog of work and has extended the time for issuing letters of authority from 21
working days in 2013 to 120 working days in 2014, indicates that the efficiency of NRCS in
implementing the safety-related MSC programme is low, and, hence, the likelihood that it will
be able to finance the expanded MSC programme to cover energy efficiency is also low.
10. Conclusion: The communication component of the project, which is aimed at raising
awareness of the S&L programme, has not yet been initiated, although the first phase of
implementation of the new EE regulations will go into force at the end of May 2015.
Recommendation No. 10: The MTR reviewer has the following recommendations with respect
to the draft terms of reference (TOR) for the communications service provider:
10a: The targets agreed upon for the indicators under Outcome 4 of this project should be
integrated into the communications TOR.
10b: It might be sensible to stratify the communication strategy with respect to lower-income
and middle/higher-income segments.
10c: Considering that there is not yet an agreement among DoE managers with respect to
what type of incentives schemes to pilot first, it would be advisable to implement the
communication campaign in phases.
10d: Institutional branding should also be included as an objective for the communication
strategy.
10e: The communication service provider should also be asked to address gender issues in the
strategy.
10f: The draft TOR does not mention how social media and the internet in general will be
utilised for the strategy. The TOR should include basic expectations regarding this. As the
communication campaign will likely not be a one-off initiative, it is advisable to address
the issue of ownership; for example, whether the DoE will host the communication
activities on its social media and internet sites.
10g: The communication strategy should also be developed to interface with the S&L
monitoring plan that will be produced under Outcome 6 of this project. For example, the
communication service provider could contribute to the design of the periodic consumer
and industry surveys that will be included in the monitoring and evaluation plan.
10h: UNDP and GEF branding guidelines should, of course, be respected. In particular, the GEF
should be accorded recognition for its role in supporting the EE S&L programme.
11. Conclusion: There is a general consensus among interviewed stakeholders that incentives will
need to be implemented, at least in the short-term, in order to stimulate uptake of more
efficient appliances among the residential sector. The project has sponsored a preliminary
study on possible incentives, but the economic viabilities of the alternatives have not yet been
worked out.
Recommendation No. 11: The project should further facilitate the analysis and development
of incentive programmes.
11a: Recruit an economist with international best practice experience, and have this expert
work together with national experts who have a better understanding of what types of
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incentives might be best suited in South Africa, in working out a thorough economic
analysis of incentive alternatives.
11b: Complement the energy efficiency programme aimed at public buildings – for example,
by introducing a programme to replace electric water heaters – which would also help
support local manufacturers to implement required product upgrades to fulfil the new
S&L regulations for appliances.
12. Conclusion: Knowledge management has been very weak on the project to date. There is
limited information online regarding the project, and there have not been any specific
knowledge products developed that could help in increasing cross-sectoral awareness,
including among Government agencies, industry and consumer protection groups. Also,
awareness of the added value of the GEF funding is low based upon extensive interviews
carried out as part of the MTR.
Recommendation No. 12: A knowledge management strategy should be developed and
implemented. The strategy should complement the communication campaign, but also be
synergised with the priorities of the UNDP CO and the GEF climate change portfolio.
Furthermore, the project manager should be assisted in receiving more guidance regarding
GEF climate change mitigation knowledge resources.
13. Conclusion: There are a number of information management systems in operation or under
development that capture data on energy efficiency and greenhouse gas emissions in the
country. The NRCS has databases for its compliance programmes for safety of household
appliances, and there are plans to expand these systems to also cover energy efficiency
compliance and enforcement. The DoE also has information systems on energy efficiency in
the residential sector. And the DEA also collects data from industrial firms and utility
companies as part of its climate change mitigation programme. There is reportedly a
memorandum of agreement (MOA) between the DoE, dti, DEA and Department of Public
Works to coordinate these information management concerns, preventing duplication and
overly burdensome requirements for the industrial sector.
Recommendation No. 13: The project should evaluate how to best add value to the MOA
among Government agencies regarding coordination and streamlining information
management systems associated with energy efficiency. For example, a potential project
activity might be mapping out the current energy efficiency-related information management
systems and identify logical interfaces, so that there is sufficient compatibility and adaptability
built in.
14. Conclusion: The replication strategy outlined in the project design is primarily focused on
expanding the energy efficiency standards and regulations to other household appliances.
Considering South Africa’s highly developed industrial sector compared to its Southern African
neighbours, and the national priority of promoting regional economic integration, there might
also be an opportunity to facilitate replication on a regional scale.
Recommendation No. 14: The replication strategy of the project should be expanded; for
example, by advocating regional integration of the S&L programme. This might be
accomplished by organising a regional workshop for Southern African countries that would
focus on dissemination of information and lessons-learned on the S&L programme in South
Africa. Not only would such a workshop help facilitate replication in other Southern African
countries, but it could also provide an occasion for testing laboratories and industrial sector
stakeholders to share information and build new partnership arrangements that might lead to
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increased business opportunities. A potential partner in implementing such a regional activity
is the Sustainable Energy for All (SE4ALL) initiative.

PROPOSALS FOR FUTURE DIRECTIONS UNDERLINING MAIN OBJECTIVES
15. Conclusion: Once uptake of more energy efficient appliances starts to intensify, there could
also be an increase in the quantity of waste units requiring proper handling. Extended
producer responsibility (EPR), which requires producers to take responsibility for aspects of
product management beyond the point of sale, is established as a regulatory mechanism
under the South African Waste Act, and stakeholders are currently working on ways to
support recycling and recovery programmes.
Recommendation No. 15: As many of the same manufacturers and importers impacted by the
new S&L regulations also need to respond to extended producer responsibility (EPR)
requirements, the project could provide added value to operationalisation of EPR in South
Africa by: (1) incorporating EPR initiatives within the incentive alternatives being considered
for the S&L programme; (2) including EPR issues in the S&L communication strategy under
discussion; (3) advocating for better coordination between technical committees working on
EE and EPR concerns; and (4) including EPR matters in the proposed regional workshop
discussed in the previous recommendation.
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5. A NNEXES
Annex 1: MTR Mission Itinerary (13-20 April 2015)
12 April, Sunday

Reviewer departs for MTR mission

13 April, Monday

Reviewer arrives in Pretoria
Briefing with Project Manager
Briefing with UNDP Country Office Staff
Introductory meeting with Department of Energy Staff

14 April, Tuesday

Interview with National Consumer Forum Director
Interview with NRCS Staff
Interview with SABS Staff

15 April, Wednesday

Interview with Department of Energy Staff
Interview with Eskom Staff
Interview with Department of Trade and Industry Staff
Interview with DEFY Product Manager

16 April, Thursday

Interview with Test Africa Staff and Site Visit
Interview with Gerotek Staff and Site Visit
Interview with Department of Environment Staff
Interview with UNDP Small Grants Programme Coordinator

17 April, Friday

Interview with Kwikot Technical Director
Interview with Bosch Group Staff
Interview with Whirlpool Staff
Interview with Electro-Technical Association Coordinator
Interview with Smeg Staff

18 April, Saturday

Consolidation of Findings

19 April, Sunday

Consolidation of Findings

20 April, Monday

Debriefing of MTR mission at Department of Energy Office
Interview with Chief Director of Clean Energy Division, Department of Energy
Debriefing with UNDP Country Director
Wrap-up Discussion with Project Manager
Reviewer concludes mission, departs from Johannesburg

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Annex 1

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

Annex 2: List of Persons Interviewed
Name

Position

Organization

Mr Walid Badawi

Country Director

UNDP South Africa

Ms Maria Mbengashe

Programme Manager, Environment & Energy

UNDP South Africa

Ms Anele Moyo

Small Grants Programme Coordinator

UNDP South Africa

Mr Ike Ndlovu

Project Manager

PMU (UNDP South Africa)

Ms Mokgadi Modise

Chief Director: Clean Energy

DoE

Mr Xolile Mabusela

Director: Energy Efficiency Initiatives

DoE

Mr Maphuti Legodi

Deputy Director: Energy Efficiency Initiatives

DoE

Mr Bongani Khanyile

General Manager Electro-Technical

NRCS

Mr Lancerlot Riyano

Project Specialist

NRCS

Mr Langa Jele

Technical Specialist: Regulatory Research &
Development

NRCS

Mr Thabo Mabena

Technical Specialist: Electro-Technical

NRCS

Ms Kate Maswanganyi

Principal Inspector: Evaluations

NRCS

Mr Michael Mangena

Principal Inspector: Market Surveillance

NRCS

Ms Marjorie Pyoos

Acting Executive: Corporate Services

SABS

Mr Lucas Monyai

General Manager: Electro-Technical

SABS

Mr Quentin Khoza

Senior Standards Writer

SABS

Mr Sabelo Hlatshwayo

Lab Manager: Electronics and Appliances

SABS Labs

Ms. Nyadi Mkulisi

Government Sector Manager

Eskom

Mr Zakhele Mdlalose

Director: Environment and Energy Efficiency

DTI

Ms Anne Marie Lotter

Director: Technical Infrastructure

DTI

Ms Ilse Baron

Deputy Director: Energy Efficiency

DTI

Mr Andrew Saint

Product Management Executive

DEFY

Mr Bertus De Winnaar

Director

Test Africa

Mr JF Smit

Executive Manager: Gerotek Test Facilities

Gerotek

Mr Andrew Motha

Director: Climate Change – Industrial
Mitigation

Department of Environmental Affairs

Mr Herman

Technical Director

Kwikot

Mr Murray Carter

Sales Director

Bosch Group, South Africa

Ms Nicole Driver

Product Manager: Home Appliances

Bosch Group, South Africa

Mr Erik Visser

Chairman: Electro Technical Industry
Association

Electro Technical Industry Association
(ETIA)

Mr Rudolph Peterse

National Customer Support Manager

SMEG

Mr Jan Zivny

Plant Manager

Whirlpool South Africa

Ms. Precious Ncayiyana

Coordinator

National Consumer Forum
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Annex 3: Summary of Field Visits
Visit to Test Africa Testing Laboratory
Test Africa is a private testing laboratory, with long-standing experience in electro-technical appliance
testing. It is very interested in upgrading to support the new energy efficiency regulations. By the end of
May 2015, it will be ready for testing for stand-by power parameters. But it is not prepared for the other
appliances, as it does not yet have the relevant requirements from NRCS and is lacking strategic
partnership arrangements, e.g., with an international laboratory such as Intertek. In summary, it is
disappointed that it has not yet had a chance to benefit from the capacity building opportunities sponsored
by the project.
The company has concerns regarding the capacity of NRCS in fulfilling its regulatory duties. Currently, NRCS
has a backlog of approximately 2,800 letters of authority for electro-technical requests (safety-related, not
energy efficiency), and it receives about 500 new requests each month. Test Africa has had LoA requests
pending since last October, thus nearly 180 days. As recent as a couple of years ago, the processing time
was 2-3 weeks. Due to some increased enforcement regulations, the number of requests for LoAs
dramatically increased in the past couple of years. Test Africa submits approximately 2,500 LOA requests to
the NRCS per year.
The company is prepared to invest to upgrade its laboratories, at least within its financing capabilities. And
it has plans to hire a couple of additional technicians to support the hoped-for increased workload in
response to the new energy efficiency regulations.
Visit to Gerotek Testing Laboratory
Gerotek started operation in 1976, when it was providing testing services in support of the South African
military. Its core business is testing of vehicles. Since 1987, the company moved more into commercial
services, and it was the first laboratory in South Africa in obtain ISO/IEC 17025 certification. Gerotek
provided electro-magnetic compatibility (EMC) testing services for household appliances before Test Africa.
With respect to the new energy efficiency regulations, Gerotek management indicated that their
participation would depend upon the economic viability of the testing services required. The company will
probably offer EMC-related testing, and otherwise it is essentially waiting to see how the market responds,
and it will then make a business decision.
Visit to SABS Appliance Testing Laboratory
The SABS testing laboratories have received a ZAR 10 million investment grant from dti, and also used ZAR
6 million of their own resources for upgrading their appliance and air conditioner testing laboratories. For
audio-visual equipment testing, the laboratory is ready; this regulation comes into force in May 2015. SABS
is currently working on completing the upgrades to accommodate testing of ovens, refrigerators, dish
washers and laundry appliances. It plans to be ready by September 2015, when the regulations for these
appliances go into force.
SABS has developed draft pricing for the appliance testing, but it is not yet public.
The air conditioner (AC) laboratory is in a different building (not visited by the MTR reviewer). The
upgrades to the AC testing laboratory will provide one of the few facilities in the world capable of such
tests at high altitude; for example, located on the Highveld Plateau, Johannesburg is situated at an altitude
of more than 1,700 m above sea level.
The strategic partnership with Intertek is very important for SABS. The project has helped strengthen this
partnership; for example, by sponsoring a study tour to the UK, together with representatives from DoE,
NRCS, SABS, and Eskom. Intertek is also reviewing the testing manuals being prepared by SABS.
SABS would eventually like to expand its staff to better support the increased demand for testing services.
Ideally, it would like to follow the Intertek model, and have dedicated staff, approximately 5 of them,
responsible for different types of appliances.

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Page 1 of Annex 3

Midterm Review Report, April 2015
Market Transformation through Energy Efficiency Standards and Labelling of Appliances in South Africa
UNDP PIMS ID: 3277; GEF Project ID: 2692

Annex 4: List of Documents Reviewed
1. GEF Request for Pipeline Entry Approval, 10 March 2005
2. GEF Request for Project Preparation Grant, September 2008
3. GEF Secretariat Review of draft Project Document, 2009
4. Project Document, signed by UNDP on 22 August 2011
5. CEO Endorsement, 25 July 2011
6. Co-Financing Letters, January 2011
7. Project Inception Report, July 2013
8. Annual Work Plans for years 2013, 2014, 2015
9. Quarterly Progress Reports for Q2-2013, Q3-2013, Q4-2013, Q1-2014, Q2-2014, Q3-2014, Q4-2014
10. Project Implementation Reviews (PIRs) for years 2013 and 2014
11. Project Steering Committee Meeting Minutes: Apr-2013, Jun-2013, Aug-2013, Oct-2013, Nov-2013 (ad
hoc), Dec-2013, Jan-2014, Mar-2014, Apr-2014 (ad hoc), Jun-2014, Sep-2014, Feb-2015
12. Letter from UNDP to Department of Energy (Deputy Director-General), 3 March 2014, outlining
alternatives to resolving the impasse regarding the cash disbursement modality of the project
13. GEF Tracking Tool for Climate Change Mitigation Projects, CEO Endorsement Target
14. GEF Tracking Tool for Climate Change Mitigation Projects, Midterm Results
15. Letter from SECO to UNDP, 19 February 2014, outlining SECO’s decision to withdraw its co-financing
pledge to the project
16. SANS 941:2012, South African National Standard, Energy Efficiency of Electrical and Electronic
Apparatus, SABS, February 2012
17. VC 9008, Compulsory Specification for Energy Efficiency and Labelling of Electrical and Electronic
Apparatus, South Africa Government Gazette, 28 November 2014
18. NRCS, Electro-technical Letter of Authority (LOA) Administration Procedure, revised 1 April 2014
19. NRCS, LOA Approval Process, Appliance Industry Association, dti, and NRCS meeting, 22 July 2014
20. Energy Performance and Labelling Requirements for Specific Appliances and Equipment (FRIDGE study,
by Unlimited Energy Resources, 01 March 2012, Fund for Research Into Industrial Development,
Growth and Equity (FRIDGE), Trade and Industry Chamber
21. Incentives for Residential Energy Efficient Technologies in South Africa, An Overview of Current and
Future Incentives, Industry Analysis, 17 July 2014, Merchantek
22. Incentives to Increase the Uptake of Energy Efficient Household Appliances in South Africa, Proposed
Incentives and Justification for South Africa, October 2014, Merchantek
23. Economic Impact Analysis of Meeting Energy Efficiency Requirements of Electric Water Heaters, Draft
3, 8 January 2015, Linkd Environmental Services
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24. South Africa Geyser: Cost-Efficiency Technical Study, Final Report, November 2014, Berkeley Lab
(LBNL), Unlimited Energy, and Stellenbosch University (this study was commissioned by the SuperEfficient Appliance and Equipment Deployment Programme (SEAD) to support South Africa’s S&L
programme)
25. NRCS, KOREA TESTING LABORATORY (KTL) VISIT, REPORT NUMBER: 2014-15/06/Electrotech, TRIP
DATE: 2014/1 0/10 TO 2014/10/25
26. UK Capacity Building Study Mission Report, 2014
27. South Africa S&L Baseline Database Project: Phase I Report, June 2014, Unlimited Energy, EnerVee
28. South Africa S&L Baseline Database Project: Phase II Report, Aug 2014, Unlimited Energy, EnerVee
29. Terms of Reference for Appointment of a Service Provider to Develop, Launch and Implement a
Communications Plan for the Market Transformation through the Introduction of Energy Efficiency
Standards and Labelling of Appliances Project, April 2015
30. DME, 1998, White Paper on the Energy Policy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals
and Energy, Pretoria, December 1998
31. DME, 2005, National Energy Efficiency Policy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals
and Energy, Pretoria, March 2005
32. DME, 2005, National Energy Efficiency Strategy of the Republic of South Africa, Department of Minerals
and Energy, March 2005
33. DEA, 2014: South Africa’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Mitigation Potential Analysis. Pretoria, Department
of Environmental Affairs
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Annex 5: Co-Financing Table
Annex 5: Co-Financing Table
Source of CoFinancing

Name of CoFinancer

Government

DoE
DoE

Description of Actual
Co-Financing Contributed

Amount
Amount
Actual Amount
Expected
Type of CoConfirmed at
Confirmed at
Contributed at Stage
Amount by
Financing CEO Endorsement CEO Endorsement of Midterm Review Project Closure
ZAR
USD
USD
USD
In-kind

1,764,925

252,132

104,180

163,010

Baseline, incentives and geyser studies

Cash

0

0

190,255

190,255

Funding from the SEAD Initiative

Cash

0

0

60,000

60,000

1,764,925

252,132

354,435

413,265

Cash

20,100,000

2,871,429

0

1,675,000

In-kind

2,500,000

357,143

98,380

223,380

Hosting PMU; salaries of staff participating

DoE, Sub-Total
Government

dti

NRCS Levies (ZAR 6.7 million years 3,4,5)
dti salaries (ZAR 0.5 million annual)
dti grant to SABS for upgrade of laboratories

Cash

0

0

1,041,667

1,041,667

In-kind

5,000,000

714,286

196,759

446,759

SABS investment in testing

Cash

3,000,000

428,571

416,667

583,333

Fridge study

Cash

SABS salaries (ZAR 1 million annual)

dti, Sub-Total
Bilateral Agency

SECO

Climate change mitigation strategy

SECO, Sub-Total
Total
Exchange Rates, ZAR:USD
2011:
2012:
2013:
2014:
2015 (est.):
2016 (est.):
2017 (est.):

7.0
8.2
9.6
10.8
12
12
12
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Cash

Actual % of
Expected
Amount
USD

164%

1,000,000

142,857

121,951

121,951

31,600,000

4,514,286

1,875,423

4,092,090

4,000,000

0

0

4,000,000

0

0

0%

8,766,418

2,229,858

4,505,356

51%

91%

Notes:
1. The midterm period is set at project inception through 31 December 2014.
2. In a February 2014 letter, SECO withdrew their co-financing pledge due to dissatisfaction with regarding project performance.
3. The in-kind co-financing contribution from the DoE is assumed at 60% by mid-term, and 40% for the remaining timeframe.
4. The DoE provided an additional ZAR 2,054,754 in co-financing for the baseline, incentives, and geyser studies (allocated above as a2014 contribution).
5. Super-efficient Equipment and Appliance Deployment (SEAD) Initiative, USD 60,000 was contributed to the DoE, after GEF CEO endorsement
6. dti provided SABS with a ZAR 10 million (USD 1 million) grant for upgrades to its laboratories, after GEF CEO endorsement
7. The NRCS levies are assumed to be contributed in years 2015, 2016, and 2017, at ZAR 6.7 million per year, without adjustment for inflation.
8. The in-kind dti salaries contribution is assumed to be ZAR 0.5 million for years 2013 through 2017, without adjustment for inflation.
9. The in-kind SABS salaries contribution is assumed to be ZAR 0.5 million for years 2013 through 2017, without adjustment for inflation.
10. SABS cash contribution with regard to investment in testing laboratories totals ZAR 6 million, compared to ZAR 3 million committed.
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Annex 6: MTR Evaluation Matrix
Evaluation Criteria Questions

Indicators

Sources

Methodology

Project Strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country ownership, and
the best route towards expected results?
Relevance: How does the Project relate to the main objectives of the GEF focal area, and to the environment and development
priorities at the local, regional and national levels?
To what extent is the principle of the
project in line with national and
regional priorities?

Level of participation of the concerned
agencies in project activities.
Consistency with national and regional
strategies and policies.

Minutes of meetings,
Project progress reports,
national and regional
strategy and policy
documents

To what extent is the Project aligned to
the main objectives of the GEF focal
area?

Consistency with GEF strategic
objectives

GEF Strategy documents,
PIRs, Tracking Tools

Reference to other projects/programs

Plans, reports, meeting
minutes

Were project objective and components
clear, practicable, and feasible within its
time frame?

Project efficiency, stakeholder
involvement

Logical results framework

Were the capacities of the executing
institution(s) and its counterparts
properly considered when the Project
was designed?

Project efficiency and effectiveness

Progress reports, audit
results

Were partnership arrangements
properly identified and roles and
responsibilities negotiated prior to
Project approval?

Project effectiveness

Memorandums of
understanding,
agreements

Were counterpart resources, enabling
legislation, and adequate project
management arrangements in place at
Project entry?

Project efficiency and effectiveness

Interview records,
progress reports

Greater consideration of gender
aspects.

Project document,
monitoring reports, PIR’s

Desk review,
interviews

Positive or negative effects of the
project on local populations.

Project document,
monitoring reports, PIR’s

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review, interview
with UNDP-GEF RTA

Synergy with Other Projects/Programs
Have synergies with other
projects/programs been incorporated in
the design and/or implementation of the
project.

Desk review,
interviews

Preparation and Readiness
Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Mainstreaming
Have gender issues had been taken into
account in project design and
implementation?
Have effects on local populations taken
into account in project design and
implementation?

Progress Towards Results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been
achieved thus far?
Assessment of progress made toward achieving the indicator targets agreed upon in the logical results framework (see Annex 7)

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Has the project been implemented efficiently, costeffectively, and been able to adapt to any changing conditions thus far? To what extent are project-level
monitoring and evaluation systems, reporting, and project communications supporting the project’s
implementation?
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Evaluation Criteria Questions

Indicators

Sources

Methodology

Efficiency: Has the Project been implemented efficiently, in-line with international and national norms and standards?
The extent of achievement of Project
objective and Outcomes according to the
proposed budget

Percentage of expenditures in
proportion with the results

Progress reports, Project
Implementation Reviews

Is the Project efficient with respect to
incremental cost criteria?

Activities supported by the Project not
commonly included among “business
as usual” planning and development
priorities

National strategies and
plans

Are project Outcomes contributing to
national and regional development plans
and priorities?

Plans and policies incorporating
initiatives

Government approved
plans and policies

Have the relevant country
representatives from government and
civil society been involved in the Project?

Effective stakeholder involvement

Meeting minutes, reports

Have the recipient governments and cofinancers maintained their financial
commitment to the Project?

Committed co-financing realized

Audit reports, project
accounting records, PIRs

Have governments approved policies or
regulatory frameworks in line with the
Project objective?

Plans and policies incorporating
initiatives

Government approved
plans and policies

Has the Project consulted with and made
use of the skills, experience, and
knowledge of the appropriate
government entities, NGOs, community
groups, private sector entities, local
governments, and academic institutions?

Active stakeholder involvement

Meeting minutes, reports,
interview records

Have relevant vulnerable groups and
powerful supporters and opponents of
the processes been properly involved?

Active stakeholder involvement

Meeting minutes, reports,
interview records

Has the Project sought participation
from stakeholders in (1) project design,
(2) implementation, and (3) monitoring
& evaluation?

Record of comments and response

Plans, reports

Does the project have the appropriate
financial controls, including reporting
and planning, that allowed management
to make informed decisions regarding
the budget and allowed for timely flow
of funds?

Project efficiency

Audit reports, project
accounting records

Has there been due diligence in the
management of funds and financial
audits?

Project efficiency

Audit reports, project
accounting records

Has promised co-financing materialized?

Project efficiency

Audit reports, project
accounting records

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews

Country Ownership:
Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews

Stakeholder Involvement:

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Financial Planning

PIMS 3277 MTR report 2015 final

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews, field visits
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interviews
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Indicators

Evaluation Criteria Questions

Sources

Methodology

Supervision and Backstopping
Has GEF Agency staff identified problems
in a timely fashion and accurately
estimate their seriousness?

Project effectiveness

Progress reports

Desk review,
interviews

Has GEF Agency staff provided quality
support and advice to the project,
approved modifications in time, and
restructured the Project when needed?

Project effectiveness

Progress reports

Desk review,
interviews

Has the GEF Agency provided the right
staffing levels, continuity, skill mix, and
frequency of field visits for the Project?

Project effectiveness

Progress reports, back-tooffice reports, internal
appraisals

Has the Project M&E plan been
implemented according to plan?

Project effectiveness

PIRs, M&E reports

Desk review,
interviews

Has there been sufficient focus on
results-based management?

Project effectiveness

PIRs, M&E reports

Desk review,
interviews

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Monitoring & Evaluation

Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, social-economic, and/or environmental risks to
sustaining long-term project results?
Is there evidence that funding for
appliance EE interventions has
increased.

Availability and amount of national and
subnational budget allocation

Progress reports, PIRs,
testimonial evidence

Has institutional capacity for supporting
EE interventions been strengthened, and
are governance structures capacitated
and in place?

Institutional and individual capacities

Progress reports, PIRs,
testimonial evidence,
training records

Desk review,
interviews

Are there social or political risks that
may threaten the sustainability of
project Outcomes?

Socio-economic risks

Socio-economic studies,
macroeconomic
information

Desk review,
interviews

Are there ongoing activities that pose an
environmental threat to the
sustainability of project Outcomes?

Environmental threats

State of environment
reports

Desk review,
interviews, field visits

Desk review, interviews

Delays and Project Outcomes and Sustainability
If there have been delays in project
implementation and completion, what
were the reasons?

Sustainability of Project Outcomes

Progress reports

Desk review,
interviews

Have the delays affected project
Outcomes and/or sustainability, and, if
so, in what ways and through what
causal linkages?

Sustainability of Project Outcomes

Progress reports

Desk review,
interviews

Reference by other projects, programs

Interview records, project
fact sheets

Desk review,
interviews

Catalytic Role:
Explain how the Project has had a
catalytic or replication effect in the
country and/or region.
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Annex 7: Progress towards Results Matrix
Indicator Assessment Key:
Green: Achieved

Yellow: On target to be achieved

Strategy

Red: Not on target to be achieved

Indicator

Baseline (Year 0)

Project Objective:
Reduce greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions caused by the
electricity consumption of
household appliances in South
Africa by facilitating a
comprehensive transformation of
the home appliance market
through the introduction of a
combination of two regulatory
tools – Minimum Energy
Performance Standards and
Information Labels (S&L) – and a
series of associated awarenessbuilding and monitoring
activities.

• KWh of electricity demand
reduction in the residential
sector by year 5 of project
implementation

• The average
efficiency of
most appliances
sold in SA is
lower than the
previous
European class
G.

•
Increase awareness of energy
efficiency

OUTCOME 1:
Policy and regulatory framework fo
the S&L programme: Strengthen
structures and mechanisms for
appliance energy efficiency
standards and labels (S&L)

• Evidence of applicable S&L
implementing regulations
gazetted and enacted

•
Insufficient
policy/regulatory
framework to
implement S&L
programme
• S&L Action
plan developed
by DoE & DTI

• Tons of CO2 emissions
reduction by year 5 of the
project implementation

• Evidence that relevant
regulations are disseminated
to key industry stakeholders
• Number of stakeholders
engaged in consultations

Output 1.1: Review of existing
policies and regulations. Provide
feedback and advice for any
corrective or new action to be
taken to reduce project risks.

Output 1.2: Evaluation of

• Ensure any other
programme (energy or
environmental) is identified
to avoid confusion amongst
consumers

• Number of existing rebate
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• DoE to
introduce law to
allow for MEPS

Target

Midterm Assessment

Midterm Rating and Justification

Not on target to be achieved.
The updated calculations of estimated
avoided greenhouse gas emissions are
considerably lower than those made at the
time of project approval.

Moderately Unsatisfactory.
The regulatory framework for the
EE S&L programme is in place,
and implementation will start in
2015.
Uptake of more efficient
appliances will likely be hindered
due to the low level of awareness
and lack of incentive
programmes.
Furthermore, the unsatisfactory
delivery realized to date has
adversely impacted the
effectiveness in achievement of
the project objective, and has
diminished the likelihood that the
results achieved will be sustained.

•
Policy/ institutional/ regulatory
framework on energy efficient
appliances is gazetted and enacted into
law under the National Energy Act by
end of 2013

On target to be achieved.
Energy performance standards and
regulations have been drafted and
promulgated, and implementation will start in
2015. The standard for air conditioners is
expected to be completed in June 2016.

Satisfactory.
There has been good progress
with respect to drafting and
promulgating standards and
regulations.

• Majority of stakeholders review S&L
implementation regulations & approve
final proposal of energy classes and
MEPS thresholds.

On target to be achieved.
Standards and regulations have been
completed for most of the target appliances
and equipment, and are on track for air
conditioners.

•
Increase market share of high
efficient appliances
•
Reduce electricity demand by 4.41
TWh over the project time.
•
Reduce CO2 emissions by 4.54
MtCo2 over the project time and by

• S&L programme extended to new
set of products

Satisfactory.
Good progress with respect to
this output.

• DTI plans to
develop
enforcement
regulations
•

Current

•

Increase market share of efficient

Not on target to be achieved.

Moderately Unsatisfactory.
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financial incentives such as the
rebate programme operated by
the Eskom DSM for purchasing
efficient appliances.
Development of new financial
incentives if needed.

programmes

Eskom rebate
programme

appliances

OUTCOME 2:
Define labelling specifications
and MEPS thresholds for the 12
products considered by the DoE
& DTI for S&L regulation

• Energy classes and MEPS
thresholds for the 12 products
included in DoE & DTI action
plan

• Labelling
specifications
and MEPS are
unknown

• By 2012, reach an agreement with
stakeholders on energy classes and
MEPS requirements for the 12 products
included in DoE & DTI action plan

• Cost-benefit analysis
conducted for the 12 products
selected for S&L regulation

• None

Output 2.1: Conduct market and
engineering analysis for the
products selected for S&L
regulation

Output 2.2: Adopt labelling
specifications and MEPS
thresholds for the 12 products
selected for S&L regulations

The project sponsored a study on incentive
schemes, but the business cases of the
alternatives have not yet been worked out.

The DoE would like to pilot an
incentive scheme this fiscal year
(2015-16), but more economic
analysis is required beforehand.

On target to be achieved.
MEPS thresholds have been specified for the
majority of the 12 appliances and equipment
included in the prodoc. Some of the
appliances, including electric space heaters
have been dropped from first round of
specifications, but should be included in the
next round (replication). There have been
lengthy consultations regarding label design,
and although there was no consensus by the
time of the MTR, stakeholders will need to
make a decision as the EE regulations start to
go into force in May 2015

Moderately Satisfactory.
Compulsory specifications for the
majority of the 12 earmarked
appliances and equipment have
been drafted and promulgated.
Although there is no agreement
yet on label design, it is likely the
design will be approved in 2015.

• Propose energy classes and MEPS
thresholds applicable for the South
African market

On target to be achieved.
MEPS have been approved for the target
appliances, including a higher-than expected
Class B rating for electric water heaters
(geysers).

Moderately Satisfactory.
There are outstanding issues
associated with implementation
of a MEPS of Class B for electric
water heaters (geysers).

• None

• Implementation of energy classes
and MEPS thresholds

On target to be achieved.
Specifications have been developed, and the
label design is close to being finalised.

Moderately Satisfactory.
Compulsory specifications for
the majority of the 12
earmarked appliances and
equipment have been drafted
and promulgated
There has been satisfactory
progress with respect to this
output.

• None

• Accreditation of testing facilities
(public & private) and enforcement
institution

Not on target to be achieved.
The SABS testing facilities have received
substantial Government support to upgrade.
Preparedness remains low, but the SABS labs
should be ready by the time when the EE S&L
regulations go into force.
The private sector and other public sector

Moderately Satisfactory.
Although the SABS testing
facilities are on track to be
upgraded, the private sector and
other public sector laboratories
are much less capacitated, thus
access to testing facilities for

• Number of Market research
and industry studies
conducted.
• Market transformation
benefits demonstrated to
stakeholders.
• Labelling energy classes
and MEPS adopted

• Number of institutions
audited and capacities
upgraded

OUTCOME 3:
Strengthen the capacity of
• Number of staff trained
institutions and individuals involved
in the S&L programme.
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• Agreement with stakeholders on
schedule to phase out inefficient
appliances

• Adaptation of International/EU test
procedures to the South African climatic
and usage conditions when needed
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laboratories are much less prepared than the
SABS testing facilities.
Output 3.1: Strengthen
institutions (testing facilities,
enforcement institution)

• Number of testing facilities
audited

• None

• Upgrade the existing facilities
• Ensure test facilities are operational,
sufficient & available for compliancechecking.

• Number of testing facilities
upgraded

Not on target to be achieved.
SABS laboratories are on track to be
upgraded. But other laboratories are not.

• Number of testing facilities
accredited

industry is insufficient and
uneven.
Moderately Satisfactory.
There has been good progress
with respect to the SABS testing
facilities, but not for other
laboratories.

• Accreditation of
enforcement institution
Output 3.2: Strengthen
employee skills

• Necessary
intergovernmental forums
established to ensure
coordinate effort

• None

• Train the required number of people
based on sales & number of units to be
tested per year.
• Train all staff involved on testing and
enforcement on accreditation
requirements & constraints

• Number of employees
trained

On target to be achieved.
SABS staff members continue to benefit from
capacity building training. But other
laboratories have received minimum
training.

Moderately Satisfactory.
With respect to SABS, the
progress has been good. But
very little training has been
extended to other testing
facilities.

• Adoption of conversion factors for
testing considering the South African
conditions
• Train the required number of
inspectors for trade inspections and
compliance checking
OUTCOME 4:
Awareness-raising campaign for
standards and labels, targeting
manufacturers, distributors, retailer
and end-users.

Output 4.1. Test and adopt Label
design

Output 4.2. Develop
communication campaign
towards manufacturers,
importers, distributors, retailers
and consumers about appliances’

• Consumers and retailers
become more aware of
appliance energy efficiency
standards and labels and
retailers via sampling and
surveys

•

None

• At least 50% of consumers and
retailers contacted (within the sample
group) become more aware of appliance
energy efficiency standards and labels
and retailers provide evidence of
marketing efforts to support the scheme

Not on target to be achieved.
The communication campaign has not yet
started.

Unsatisfactory.
The new EE S&L regulations go
into force starting in May 2015,
but the communication
campaign has not yet started.

• Number of dissemination
activities offered to consumers
and retailers

•

None

• At least 50% of consumers and
retailers contacted (within the sample
group) are able to understand the
meaning of the label and its benefits

Not on target to be achieved.
The communication campaign has not yet
started.

Unsatisfactory.
The new EE S&L regulations go
into force starting in May 2015,
but the communication
campaign has not yet started.

• A statistically relevant sample of
households will be drawn on to
determine the market penetration &
effectiveness of the project

Not on target to be achieved.
The communication campaign has not yet
started.

Unsatisfactory.
The new EE S&L regulations go
into force starting in May 2015,
but the communication

• Number of consumers
(particularly low incomes)and
retailers covered by
dissemination activities

• Number of dissemination
activities offered to each
category
•

Number of people covered
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energy efficiency

by dissemination activities

campaign has not yet started.

• Ensure consumers distinguish
between MEPS & extra financial benefits
of exceeding MEPS voluntarily.
• At minimum the staff of top 10
manufacturers, distributors are aware
about S&L programmes
• None

• Retailers and distributors able to
deliver S&L message to end-users

Not on target to be achieved.
The communication campaign has not yet
started.

Unsatisfactory.
The new EE S&L regulations go
into force starting in May 2015,
but the communication
campaign has not yet started.

• None

• Minimum number of products sold in
the market (ratio to be determined for
each appliance type) which do not
comply with the S&L requirements

Not on target to be achieved.
NRCS cannot overcome its current backlog in
issuing LOAs, and the financial sustainability
model of supporting the new EE S&L
regulations is questionable.

Moderately Unsatisfactory.
MSC procedures are being
prepared, but there are concerns
regarding the efficiency and
financial sustainability of
implementing them.

• None

• Dissemination of MSC procedures

Output 4.3. Develop and deliver
training programmes for
distributors and retailers staff.

• Number of trainings
delivered.

OUTCOME 5:
Implementation of S&L Market
Surveillance & Compliance
(MSC) regime to ensure energy
performance standards is met

• MSC procedures adopted
and implemented

Output 5.1. Development of MSC
procedures for regulated
products

• MSC procedures adopted

Output 5.2. Integration of
product energy performance
compliance-checking with local
manufacturers and country preimport inspections.

• MSC procedures
implemented

•

None

• Skilled South African
professionals trained on M&E
of energy projects

•

Limited

• Work plan to replicate the
S&L for new set of products

•

• Number of staff trained on
M&E of S&L programmes

OUTCOME 6:
Development of Monitoring and
Evaluation (M&E) capacity

• Numbers of trainers
involved

• Number of models/product
excluded from the S&L
program

• Train NRCS staff on MSC activities
and compliance procedures

• Launching of metering
campaigns and data collection
studies
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Moderately Satisfactory.
MSC procedures are being
prepared, and are likely to be
finalized during 2015.

Not on track to be achieved.
There has been some work on the S&L
database, but not with respect to integration
with systems of manufacturers and preimport inspections.

Moderately Unsatisfactory.
Unclear how this information
system will be integrated.

• All those skilled South African
professionals trained demonstrate
appropriate level of knowledge via

Not on track to be achieved.
There have been no activities yet under this
outcome.

Unsatisfactory.
There has been no progress made
on this outcome.

None.

• Extend S&L programme for other
appliances and equipment

Not on track to be achieved.
SABS and NRCS staff have started to consider
other possible appliances to add to the S&L
programme, such as vacuum cleaners, but
there has been no concrete activity yet in
extending the standards and regulations to
additional appliances or equipment.

Unsatisfactory.
There has been no progress made
on this output

• Eskom has
developed
expertise on
metering
campaigns

• Make M&E activities part of the
whole process

Not on track to be achieved.
There have not been any activities
implemented yet under this output.

Unsatisfactory.
There has been no progress made
on this output.

• Develop database of S&L products

Output 6.1. Replication of S&L
programme for new set of
products

Output 6.2: Implementation of
Monitoring and Evaluation
methodology for S&L
programmes

On track to be achieved.
The NRCS has prepared draft MSC
procedures, but these are not yet available
to industry.

•

Record lessons-learned
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Annex 8: Supporting Calculations to the Midterm Tracking Tool Entries
Excerpts from the Energy and GHG Emission Savings report, 2015
According to the Energy and GHG Emissions Savings Report, the set of MEPS which were promulgated by
the dti under the VC9008 are expected to achieve 2.15 TWh of savings by 2020 and 5.55 TWh by 2030. It is
assumed that the revised energy class of B for geysers will come into effect in January 2017. The results per
appliance category are shown in Table 2.
Table 2: BUENAS estimated electricity savings in TWh for 2020 and 2030

Carbon savings are calculated using a carbon factor value, or grid emission factor (GEF), of 0.99 kg/kWh,
based on the Eskom Annual Integrated Results of 2012 and amount to:
2020: 2.15 TWh @ GEF 0.99 = 2.1 million tonnes CO2
2030: 5.55 TWh @ GEF 0.99 = 5.49 million tonnes CO2
Concluding Remarks and Recommendations
The electricity and GHG emissions savings calculations use the data collected in 2011 through the Fund for
Research into Industrial Development, Growth and Equity (FRIDGE) Study conducted by Unlimited Energy
Rersources and 2014 through the baseline determination study conducted by Enervee and Unlimited
Energy Resources. A number of the major suppliers of electrical appliances chose not to participate in one
or both of the studies, which resulted in relatively large sections of the data used for the calculations not
being verified. This affects the integrity of the results and, although techniques such as data verification are
used to reduce errors and make reasonable assumptions, it is not possible to be certain. For both studies,
the provision of data in South Africa is voluntary and companies are not compelled to participate. This will
change once the mandatory provision of data is enforced. It is recommended that the Department of
Energy, or the agency responsible for data collection, use techniques to verify submitted data and do not
accept it at face value. It is also critical to ensure that all the market participants are required to submit
data and not just the major manufacturers. Having said this, the consultants and Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory (LBNL) believe that the data collected during the study is sufficient to make reliable
estimates of electricity and GHG emissions savings for 2020 and 2030.
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Annex 9: Report on Energy and GHG Emission Savings, Feb 2015
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Annex 9

Energy and GHG Emission
Savings

February 2015

Introduction and Background
The FRIDGE study undertaken in 2011 was the first attempt at collecting market
data on residential appliances that were selected for the country’s mandatory
Standards and Labelling (S&L) programme. The data were sourced directly from the
manufacturers and supplemented by industry reports including the Euromonitor
‘Consumer Appliances in South Africa’ report for 2010 and other relevant statistics,
studies and reports undertaken by organizations such as All Media Product Survey
(AMPS) and Eskom.
The data were needed to:





Gain a better understanding of the size of each appliance category i.e.: number
of models, size, functionality, sales and performance;
Determine the average electricity consumption baseline per category. This would
be used as a primary input to determining the proposed Minimum Energy
Performance Standards (MEPS) for each appliance; and
Estimate the future electricity and resultant GHG emission savings that could be
expected based on the MEPS adopted.

The Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (LBNL), facilitated by the Super-Efficient
Appliance and Deployment (SEAD) initiative, supported the FRIDGE study. LBNL
undertook the Impact Assessment component of the study which was the calculation
of the expected electricity and GHG emission savings that would be achieved if the
specified MEPS were enforced. The Bottom-Up Energy Analysis System (BUENAS)
methodology was used by LBNL. BUENAS1 calculates potential energy and GHG
emission impacts of efficiency policies for lighting, heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning, appliances, and industrial equipment through 2030. BUENAS is a
bottom–up stock accounting model that predicts energy consumption for each type
of equipment in each country according to engineering-based estimates of annual
unit energy consumption (UEC), scaled by projections of equipment stock. Energy
demand in each scenario is determined by equipment stock, usage, intensity, and
efficiency. BUENAS used sales forecasts taken from country studies to project
equipment stock. Once the business as usual scenario is established, a highefficiency policy scenario is constructed that includes an improvement in the
efficiency of equipment installed in 2015 or later. BUENAS calculates energy savings
according to the difference in energy demand in the two scenarios. GHG mitigation
is then calculated using a forecast of electricity carbon factor.
BUENAS was highly customized in order to suit South African government priorities.
The study considered the following appliances:

1

McNeil, M. Letschert, V. de la Rue du Can, S. Ke, J. (2011): Bottom–Up Energy Analysis System (BUENAS)—an
international appliance efficiency policy tool . Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
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Reversible Split Air Conditioners (with a heating mode)
Water Heaters
Washing Machines
Clothes Dryers
Ovens
Dishwashers
Freezers
Refrigerator / Freezers

S&L Database Study 2014
A requirement of the 2014 S&L Database study undertaken by Unlimited Energy and
Enervee was to once again estimate the expected energy savings now that the
programme had a final list of appliances and an official start date (August, 2015)
had been set. The methodology used to collect the latest data is described in other
sections of the project reports. During the analysis of the data the consultants noted
that for many of the appliance categories a shift towards higher efficiency class had
occured. This indicated that appliance manufacturers had accepted that the MEPS
would be implemented by Government and had responded by upgrading or
removing many models which were below the energy class levels published in the
VC9008. Using 2014 as a baseline year would thus reflect lower electricity savings
than is the case. It was decided to incorporate the 2011 findings to ensure that all
the electricity savings are attributed to the programme.
Using the BUENAS methodology to estimate the electricity and GHG emission
savings would ensure a consistent approach and allow for a straightforward
comparison of the results between 2011 and 2014. LBNL, with the support of SEAD,
who have continued to provide assistance to the country’s S&L programme agreed
to contribute to the electricity savings forecast.
The findings, which are based on 2011 baseline, are presented as follows:




Results from the 2010 FRIDGE study;
Results from the 2014 S&L study;
2015 Post MEPS which is the "rollup" scenario where the market shares of all the
failing levels end up just meeting the standard. This is a conservative scenario.

Page | 3
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Refrigerator-Only – This product class showed about a 10% improvement over the
past 3 years. Further, about 14% of the models currently on the market will be
eliminated by MEPS. However, according to Euromonitor, this product class only
represents about 10% of the market, so overall savings are small.
Refrigerator-Freezer – This product class dominates the refrigeration category.
Since these imports are already relatively high-efficiency, its not expected that a
large fraction of them will be eliminated by MEPS. However, a shift in efficiency has
already been observed in this market since 2011. While some of this apparent
improvement may be due to biases in the internet data, it is likely that the
announcement of labels also spurred the market toward higher average efficiency.
Due to this, and the high prevalence of this product, savings of about 1.2 TWh are
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projected for 2030 a large amount of savings that dominates savings from home
appliances.
Freezers
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A significant improvement is not seen in this product class. In fact, average energy
efficiency appears to have decreased between 2011 and 2014. While some models
will be eliminated by the MEPS, this is not sufficient to counterbalance losses in
efficiency during the previous three year period and we estimate no savings for this
product.
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Washing Machines
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During the FRIDGE study, no washing machines of lesser rating were reported, but
by 2014 there were a few ‘B’ models, causing a slight degradation in efficiency. The
MEPS will eliminate these, thereby just restoring the market to the level observed in
2011. Therefore no savings are projected for this product.
Tumble Dryers
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The ‘D’ level MEPS for this product is relatively low, given the high prevalence of
European imports. Only a few ‘E’ models were observed in the 2014 dataset. Due
to the low MEPS setting and relatively low sales of this product, we forecast a small
amount savings.
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Dishwashers
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Neither of the two datasets indicate any models that fall below the A level, so no
effect is expected from upcoming MEPS. However, there is some sign of movement
of the market toward higher labelling levels over the past 3 years, which produces a
small to moderate amount of savings.
Ovens
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This is a relatively low-intensity product and the market was already quite efficient
by 2011. Savings for this product is non-negligible but small.
Air Conditioners
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Air conditioners are not commonly used in South African homes. However, they do
have a significant market in the commercial sector. Split systems dominate, and
60% of units are expected to provide heat as well as cooling. About 45% of the
units observed in the dataset are of capacity less than 5 kW, and therefore subject
to standards. Taking these factors into account, a moderate amount of savings is
expected from cooling-only split systems and a large amount of savings from splitreversible systems, assuming that the proposed MEPS are enacted as planned.
Water Heaters
Savings from a revision of the standby loss MEPS are large and detailed in the
technical analysis undertaken by LBNL where the baseline standby losses were found
to be 2.25 kWh per 24 hours and the MEPS set at 2.59 kWh / 24 hours 0 energy
class D. The study found that it was economically viable to move the MEPS to
energy class B = 1.38 kWh / 24 hours. This was accepted by the industry and the
South African Bureau of Standards initiated the process in 2015 to revise the MEPS.
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Unit Energy Consumption (UEC) and Performance
Figures 1 shows the UEC for kitchen appliances for the period 2010 to 2018
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Figure 1: UEC for kitchen appliances
Table 1 below provides a comparison of the UEC in kWh per appliance category for
the three identified periods and shows the percentage of appliances which at the
time of the study will not meet the MEPS that will come into effect in August of
2015.
Table 1: UEC per appliance category for the three identified periods
Sales (Millions)
Appliance
Refrigerator
Refrigerator-Freezer
Freezers
Washing Machines
Dryers
Dishwashers
Oven
Split AC-Cooling Only
Split AC-Reversible
Window AC-Cooling Only
Window AC-Reversible
Geyser

UEC (kWh)

2010

2020

2011
(FRIDGE)

0.03
0.80
0.24
0.48
0.10
0.09
0.12
0.05
0.07
0.002
0.003
0.49

0.05
1.49
0.43
0.72
0.11
0.11
0.16
0.06
0.09
0.002
0.003
0.80

286.0
353.0
406.0
181.0
294.0
291.0
121.0
476.0
2241.0
476.0
2241.0
810.1

2014
(Internet)

2015/6 (PostMEPS)

% Failing
MEPS

259.1
319.8
507.6
170.4
306.3
266.2
113.7
438.5
2064.7
482.9
2273.5
810.1

248.3
306.5
414.7
177.5
294.0
258.7
110.9
409.2
1926.5
446.4
2101.7
457.5

14%
1%
13%
20%
0%
0%
3%
48%
48%
78%
78%
~100%
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BUENAS Estimated Electricity Savings
Figure 2 compares the estimated electricity savings of the 2011 FRIDGE study and
the 2014 S&L database. There are two noteworthy developments: 1) the techno
economic analysis on water heaters which found that the industry could move to a
higher energy class (B) compared to the proposed class C has resulted in additional
and significant savings; and 2) for most categories, excluding refrigerator / freezers
and A/C, the savings are lower than expected. This could be due to a combination of
an incomplete data set as some major manufacturers did not participate in the study
and conservative MEPS levels being set in the first round to ensure that the
programme is accepted by the industry.

Electricity Savings Estimates 2011 and 2014
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Figures 2: Electricity Savings Estimated 2011 and 2014 per Appliance Category
Figure 3 below show the contribution of each appliance category to energy savings,
while Figure 4 shows the same but excludes electric geysers. This is to emphasise
just how large the electricity savings contribution from geysers is to the overall
programme.
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Savings from MEPS
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Figures 3: Total Electricity Savings Contribution per Appliance Category
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Figures 4: Total Electricity Savings Contribution per Appliance Category, excluding
geysers.
The set of MEPS which have been approved under the VC9008 and VC9006 are
expected to achieve 2.15 TWh of savings by 2020 and 5.55 TWh by 2030. It is
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assumed that the revised energy class of B for geysers will come into effect in
January 2017. The results per appliance category are shown in Table 2.
Carbon savings are calculated using a carbon factor value, or grid emission factor
(GEF) of 0.99 kg/kWh, based on the Eskom Annual Integrated Results of 20122 and
amount to



2020: 2.15 TWh @ GEF 0.99 = 2.1 CO2 million tonnes
2030: 5.55 TWh @ GEF 0.99 = 5.49 CO2 million tonnes

Table 2: BUENAS estimated electricity savings in TWh for 2020 and 2030
Appliance
Refrigerator
Refrigerator-Freezer
Freezers
Washing Machines
Dryers
Dishwashers
Oven
Split AC-Cooling Only
Split AC-Reversible
Window AC-Cooling Only
Window AC-Reversible
Geyser
Total

Energy Savings (TWh)
2020
2030
0.01
0.42
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.01
0.02
0.15
0.00
0.00
1.49
2.15

0.03
1.19
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.06
0.03
0.05
0.35
0.00
0.00
3.82
5.55

% of Total
2020
2030
1%
19%
0%
0%
1%
1%
1%
1%
7%
0%
0%
70%
100%

1%
21%
0%
0%
1%
1%
0%
1%
6%
0%
0%
69%
100%

Concluding Remarks and Recommendations
The electricity and GHG emissions savings calculations used the data collected in
2011 and 2014. A number of the major suppliers of electrical appliances chose not to
participate in one or both of the studies which resulted in relatively large sections of
the data used for the calculations not being verified. This impacts on the integrity of
the results and although techniques are used to reduce errors and make reasonable
assumptions it is not possible to be certain. For both studies the provision of data in
South Africa is voluntary and companies are not compelled to participate. This will
change once the mandatory provision of data is enforced. It is recommended that
the Department of Energy, or the agency responsible for data collection, use
techniques to verify submitted data and do not accept it at face value. It is also
critical to ensure that all the market participants are required to submit data and not
just the major manufacturers. Having said this, the consultant’s and LBNL believe
that the data collected during the study is sufficient to make reliable estimates of
electricity and GHG emissions savings for 2020 and 2030.
2

http://financialresults.co.za/2012/eskom_ar2012/integrated-report/index.php
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UNDP-GEF Mid-Term Review Terms of Reference
Market Transformation through the Introduction of
Energy Efficiency Standards and the Labeling of
Appliances in South Africa
(PIMS 3277)

1. INTRODUCTION
This is the Terms of Reference (ToR) for the UNDP-GEF Mid-Term Review (MTR) of the full-sized
project titled “Market Transformation Through the Introduction of Energy Efficiency Standards and the
Labeling of Appliances in South Africa” (PIMS: 3277), implemented through the National Department
of Energy (DoE), which is to be undertaken in early 2015. The project started on 11th November 2011
and is in its fourth year of implementation. In line with the UNDP-GEF Guidance on MTRs, this MTR
process was initiated before the submission of the third Project Implementation Report (PIR). This ToR
sets out the expectations for the MTR. The MTR process must follow the guidance outlined in the
document Guidance For Conducting Mid-Term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects
http://www.mn.undp.org/content/dam/mongolia/Procurement/procnotices/ProcumentAnnouncement2014/EbA/20140827/Guidance%20for%20Conducting%20Midterm
%20Reviews%20of%20UNDP-Supported%20GEF-Financed%20Projects_Final_June%202014.pdf .

2. PROJECT BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The project was designed to support the implementation of South Africa’s Energy Efficiency Strategy,
which set an overall energy intensity reduction target of 12% by 2015 and 10% reduction in the
residential sector. The Strategy includes a Standards and Labelling (S&L) programme for appliances and
equipment as a key market transformation strategy for achieving such a reduction. The Global
Environment Facility (GEF) committed US$ 4.375 million to support this project. Total co-financing
from Government is US$4.75 million (cash $ 3,435,000 and in-kind $1,315,000).
The project is designed to address the policy, information, technology and financial barriers that are
preventing the widespread introduction and uptake of efficient appliances. GEF funds are being used to
provide assistance to the Government, national agencies and the private sector to introduce and
implement a mandatory S&L programme successfully. At the same time, relevant capacity building
activities are being implemented through training and technical assistance.

2.1 Project Goal, Objective and Key Outcomes
The goal of the project is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions caused by household appliances’ electricity
consumption by facilitating a comprehensive market transformation of the South African market towards

UNDP-GEF MTR ToR for EE Standards & Labeling Project

1

the use of energy efficient electrical appliances. The project targets 12 electrical appliances1 which are also
part of the EE Action Plan. This is being achieved through the introduction of a combination of two
regulatory tools - Minimum Energy Performance Standards (MEPS) and Information Labels. It is
estimated that the project will save up to 388 GWh per year, which will lead to 4.6 Mt of direct CO 2
emissions reductions (over the lifetime of the appliances covered) and indirect CO2 emissions reductions
of 11.5 Mt CO2.
The main objective of the UNDP-implemented, GEF-financed project is to remove the most significant
barriers impeding the widespread uptake of energy efficient residential appliances as well as to assist
households in making a contribution towards meeting the 10% electricity demand reduction in the
residential sector by 2015.
The key project outcomes are as follows:
Outcome 1: Policy and regulatory framework for the S&L programme
The outcome will review, and where necessary refine or define, the policy framework and the institutional
arrangements needed for the widespread uptake of energy efficient appliances in the market. As South
Africa has already decided to implement a mandatory S&L programme for household appliances, rules
must be established for all subsequent steps such as stakeholder inputs, analysis, market surveillance,
compliance, testing, enforcement, monitoring, dissemination and evaluation
Outcome 2: Define labelling specifications and MEPS thresholds for the 12 products considered
by the DoE & DTI for S&L regulation
The outcome will propose energy classes for the information label and MEPS thresholds for the 12
identified appliances, by conducting market and engineering analyses to demonstrate the costeffectiveness of the proposed specifications. Market research and industry studies will be undertaken to
guide stakeholders in their decision-making process.
Outcome 3: Strengthen the capacity of institutions and individuals involved in the S&L
programme
This outcome will strengthen the capacities of agencies such as the National Energy Efficiency Agency
(NEEA), the National Regulator for Compulsory Specifications (NRCS), the South African Bureau for
Standards (SABS) and testing facilities, by providing training to the current staff and identifying the
required skills for successful implementation and monitoring of the S&L programme.
Outcome 4: Awareness-raising campaign for standards and labels - targeting manufacturers,
distributors, retailers and end-users.
This outcome includes the provision of information – in cooperation with main importers and the power
utility – about the costs and benefits of energy efficient products, together with an explanation of energy
labels and MEPS. A training programme will be prepared for distributors and retail staff, to help them
inform end-users about the benefits of purchasing efficient products. The programme will also help them
understand the business opportunities of selling efficient appliances.
1

The appliances included in the EE Action Plan are: refrigerators, freezers and their combinations, water heaters, air conditioners, heaters,
washing machines, driers and their combinations, dishwashers, hot plates and ovens.
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2.2 Project Implementation arrangement
The National Department of Energy (DoE), located in Pretoria, retains the overall responsibility for
execution of the project activities and maintains accountability of the UNDP/GEF support as per
National Implementation Modality (NIM). DoE is working on this project in close cooperation with the
Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), NRCS and SABS. The GEF grant to the project is managed
by UNDP. Coordination among these key project partners and management of day-to-day operations of
the project is achieved through the support of a Project Management Unit (PMU) located inside DoE.
The PMU is currently only staffed by a full-time Project Manager recruited by UNDP. The overall
project oversight is guided by a Project Steering Committee (PSC), chaired by DoE with representatives
from all the relevant national stakeholders, including DTI, UNDP, SABS, NRCS and Eskom.

3. OBJECTIVES OF THE MTR
The MTR will assess progress towards the achievement of the project objectives and outcomes as
specified in the Project Document, and assess signs of project success or failure with the goal of
identifying the necessary changes to be made in order to set the project on-track to achieve its intended
results. The MTR will also review the project’s strategy and its risks to sustainability.

4. MTR APPROACH & METHODOLOGY
The MTR must provide evidence-based information that is credible, reliable and useful. The MTR
consultant will review all relevant sources of information, including documents prepared during the
preparation phase (i.e. PIF, UNDP Initiation Plan, UNDP Environmental & Social Safeguards Policy,
the Project Document, project reports including Annual Project Review/PIRs, project budget revisions,
lessons-learned reports, national strategic and legal documents, and any other materials that the
consultant considers useful for this evidence-based review). The MTR consultant will review the baseline
GEF focal area Tracking Tool submitted to the GEF at CEO endorsement, and the mid-term GEF focal
area Tracking Tool that must be completed before the MTR field mission begins.
The MTR consultant is expected to follow a collaborative and participatory approach2 ensuring close
engagement with the Project Team, Government counterparts (e.g. the GEF Operational Focal Point),
the UNDP Country Office, the UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Adviser, and other key stakeholders.

Engagement of stakeholders is vital to a successful MTR. 3 Stakeholder involvement should
include interviews with stakeholders who have project responsibilities, including but not limited
to SABS, DTI, NRCS, Eskom, SANEDI; executing agencies, senior officials and task team/
component leaders, key experts and consultants in the subject area, the Project Steering
Committee, project stakeholders, academia, local government and CSOs, etc. Additionally, the
MTR consultant is expected to conduct field missions, including to the following sites: 3 test
facilities (Gerotek, Test Africa and South African Bureau of Standards); 4 manufacturing companies
(Defy, WE Geysers, Kwikot and Franke) and 5 importing companies (Whirlpool, Smeg, Panasonic,
For ideas on innovative and participatory Monitoring and Evaluation strategies and techniques, see UNDP Discussion Paper:
Innovations in Monitoring & Evaluating Results, 05 Nov 2013.
3 For more stakeholder engagement in the M&E process, see the UNDP Handbook on Planning, Monitoring and Evaluating for
Development Results, Chapter 3, pg. 93.
2
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Inventum and Samsung) with the majority located in Johannesburg, Gauteng Province except for Defy
offices located in Durban, KwaZulu Natal Province.

The final MTR report should describe the full MTR approach taken and the rationale for the
approach, making explicit the underlying assumptions, challenges, strengths and weaknesses
about the methods and approach of the review.

5. DETAILED SCOPE OF THE MTR
The MTR consultant will assess the following four categories of project progress. See the Guidance For
Conducting Midterm Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for extended descriptions.
i.

Project Strategy

Project design:
 Review the problem addressed by the project and the underlying assumptions. Review the effect of
any incorrect assumptions or changes to the context to achieving the project results as outlined in the
Project Document.
 Review the relevance of the project strategy and assess whether it provides the most effective route
towards expected/intended results. Were lessons from other relevant projects properly incorporated
into the project design?
 Review how the project addresses country priorities. Review country ownership. Was the project
concept in line with the national sector development priorities and plans of the country (or of
participating countries in the case of multi-country projects)?
 Review decision-making processes: were perspectives of those who would be affected by project
decisions, those who could affect the outcomes, and those who could contribute information or
other resources to the process, taken into account during project design processes?
 Review the extent to which relevant gender issues were raised in the project design. See Annex 9 of
Guidance For Conducting Mid-Term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for further
guidelines.
 If there are major areas of concern, recommend areas for improvement.
Results Framework/Logframe:
 Undertake a critical analysis of the project’s logframe indicators and targets, assess how “SMART”
the mid-term and end-of-project targets are (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, Timebound), and suggest specific amendments/revisions to the targets and indicators as necessary.
 Are the project’s objectives and outcomes or components clear, practical, and feasible within its time
frame?
 Examine if progress so far has led to, or could in the future catalyse, beneficial development effects
(i.e. income generation, gender equality and women’s empowerment, improved governance etc...)
that should be included in the project results framework and monitored on an annual basis.
 Ensure broader development and gender aspects of the project are being monitored effectively.
Develop and recommend SMART ‘development’ indicators, including sex-disaggregated indicators
and indicators that capture development benefits.
ii. Progress Towards Results
Progress Towards Outcomes Analysis:
 Review the logframe indicators against progress made towards the end-of-project targets using the
Progress Towards Results Matrix and following the Guidance For Conducting Mid-Term Reviews of
UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects; colour code progress in a “traffic light system” based on the
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level of progress achieved; assign a rating on progress for each outcome; make recommendations
from the areas marked as “Not on target to be achieved” (red).
Table. Progress Towards Results Matrix (Achievement of outcomes against End-of-project Targets)
Project
Strategy

Indicator4

Objective:

Indicator (if
applicable):
Indicator 1:
Indicator 2:
Indicator 3:
Indicator 4:
Etc.

Outcome 1:
Outcome 2:

Baseline
Level5

Level in 1st
PIR (selfreported)

Midterm
Target6

End-ofproject
Target

Midterm
Level &
Assessment7

Achievement
Rating8

Justification
for Rating

Etc.

Indicator Assessment Key
Green= Achieved

Yellow= On target to be achieved

Red= Not on target to be achieved

In addition to the progress towards outcomes analysis:
 Compare and analyse the GEF Tracking Tool at the Baseline with the one completed right before
the Mid-Term Review.
 Identify remaining barriers to achieving the project objective in the remainder of the project.
 By reviewing the aspects of the project that have already been successful, identify ways in which the
project can further expand these benefits.
iii. Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
Management Arrangements:
 Review overall effectiveness of project management as outlined in the Project Document. Have
changes been made and are they effective? Are responsibilities and reporting lines clear? Is decisionmaking transparent and undertaken in a timely manner? Recommend areas for improvement.
 Review the quality of execution of the Executing Agency/Implementing Partner(s) and recommend
areas for improvement.
 Review the quality of support provided by the GEF Partner Agency (UNDP) and recommend areas
for improvement.
Work Planning:
 Review any delays in project start-up and implementation, identify the causes and examine if they
have been resolved.
 Are work-planning processes results-based? If not, suggest ways to re-orientate work planning to
focus on results?
 Examine the use of the project’s results framework/ logframe as a management tool and review any
changes made to it since project start.
Finance and co-finance:
Populate with data from the Logframe and scorecards
Populate with data from the Project Document
6 If available
7 Colour code this column only
8 Use the 6 point Progress Towards Results Rating Scale: HS, S, MS, MU, U, HU
4
5
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Consider the financial management of the project, with specific reference to the cost-effectiveness of
interventions.
Review the changes to fund allocations as a result of budget revisions and assess the appropriateness
and relevance of such revisions.
Does the project have the appropriate financial controls, including reporting and planning, that allow
management to make informed decisions regarding the budget and allow for timely flow of funds?
Informed by the co-financing monitoring table to be filled out, provide commentary on co-financing:
is co-financing being used strategically to help the objectives of the project? Is the Project Team
meeting with all co-financing partners regularly in order to align financing priorities and annual work
plans?

Project-level Monitoring and Evaluation Systems:
 Review the monitoring tools currently being used: Do they provide the necessary information? Do
they involve key partners? Are they aligned or mainstreamed with national systems? Do they use
existing information? Are they efficient? Are they cost-effective? Are additional tools required? How
could they be made more participatory and inclusive?
 Examine the financial management of the project monitoring and evaluation budget. Are sufficient
resources being allocated to monitoring and evaluation? Are these resources being allocated
effectively?
Stakeholder Engagement:
 Project management: Has the project developed and leveraged the necessary and appropriate
partnerships with direct and tangential stakeholders?
 Participation and country-driven processes: Do local and national government stakeholders support
the objectives of the project? Do they continue to have an active role in project decision-making that
supports efficient and effective project implementation?
 Participation and public awareness: To what extent has stakeholder involvement and public
awareness contributed to the progress towards achievement of project objectives?
Reporting:
 Assess how adaptive management changes have been reported by the project management and
shared with the Project Steering Committee.
 Assess how well the Project Team and partners undertake and fulfil GEF reporting requirements (i.e.
how have they addressed poorly-rated PIRs, if applicable?)
 Assess how lessons derived from the adaptive management process have been documented, shared
with key partners and internalized by partners.
Communications:
 Review internal project communication with stakeholders: Is communication regular and effective?
Are there key stakeholders left out of communication? Are there feedback mechanisms when
communication is received? Does this communication with stakeholders contribute to their
awareness of project outcomes and activities and investment in the sustainability of project results?
 Review external project communication: Are proper means of communication established or being
established to express the project progress and intended impact to the public (is there a web
presence, for example? Or did the project implement appropriate outreach and public awareness
campaigns?)
 For reporting purposes, write one half-page paragraph that summarizes the project’s progress
towards results in terms of contribution to sustainable development benefits, as well as global
environmental benefits.
iv. Sustainability
UNDP-GEF MTR ToR for EE Standards & Labeling Project
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Validate whether the risks identified in the Project Document, Annual Project Review/PIRs and the
ATLAS Risk Management Module are the most important and whether the risk ratings applied are
appropriate and up to date. If not, explain why.
In addition, assess the following risks to sustainability:

Financial risks to sustainability:
 What is the likelihood of financial and economic resources not being available once the GEF
assistance ends (consider potential resources can be from multiple sources, such as the public and
private sectors, income generating activities, and other funding that will be adequate financial
resources for sustaining project’s outcomes)?
Socio-economic risks to sustainability:
 Are there any social or political risks that may jeopardise sustainability of project outcomes? What is
the risk that the level of stakeholder ownership (including ownership by Government and other key
stakeholders) will be insufficient to allow for the project outcomes/benefits to be sustained? Do the
various key stakeholders see that it is in their interest that the project benefits continue to flow? Is
there sufficient public / stakeholder awareness in support of the long term objectives of the project?
Are lessons learned being documented by the Project Team on a continual basis and
shared/transferred to appropriate parties who could learn from the project and potentially replicate
and/or scale it in the future?
Institutional Framework and Governance risks to sustainability:
 Do the legal frameworks, policies, governance structures and processes pose risks that may
jeopardise sustenance of project benefits? While assessing this parameter, also consider if the
required systems / mechanisms for accountability, transparency, and technical knowledge transfer are
in place.
Environmental risks to sustainability:
 Are there any environmental risks that may jeopardise sustainability of project outcomes?
Conclusions & Recommendations
The MTR consultant will include a section of the report setting out the MTR’s evidence-based
conclusions, in light of the findings.9
Recommendations should be succinct suggestions for critical intervention that are specific, measurable,
achievable, and relevant. A recommendation table should be put in the report’s executive summary. See
the Guidance For Conducting Mid-Term Reviews of UNDP-Supported, GEF-Financed Projects for guidance on a
recommendation table.
The MTR consultant should make no more than 15 recommendations total.
Ratings
The MTR consultant will include its ratings of the project’s results and brief descriptions of the
associated achievements in a MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table in the Executive Summary of the
MTR report. See Annex E for ratings scales. No rating on Project Strategy and no overall project rating is
required.

9

Alternatively, MTR conclusions may be integrated into the body of the report.
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Table. MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table for Market Transformation Through the
Introduction of Energy Efficiency Standards and the Labeling of Appliances in South Africa
Measure
Project Strategy
Progress Towards
Results

Project
Implementation &
Adaptive
Management
Sustainability

MTR Rating
N/A
Objective Achievement
Rating: (rate 6 pt. scale)
Outcome 1
Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)
Outcome 2
Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)
Outcome 3
Achievement Rating:
(rate 6 pt. scale)
Etc.
(rate 6 pt. scale)

Achievement Description

(rate 4 pt. scale)

6. TIMEFRAME
The total duration of the MTR will be approximately 17 working days (including 2 days of travel to and
from South Africa) starting 12 March 2015 and shall not exceed three months from when the
consultant(s) are hired. The tentative MTR timeframe is as follows:
TIMEFRAME
6 March 2015
10 March 2015
12 March 2015
16 – 17 March (2 days)
20 – 23 March (2 days)
24 – 30 March 2015 (5 days)
1 April 2015
2 - 9 April 2015(4 days) Easter
weekend in between
10 – 14 April 2015
15-16 April (2 days)
20-22 April 2015
27 April 2015

ACTIVITY
Application closes
Select MTR consultant
Prep the MTR consultant (hand-over of Project Documents)
Document review and preparing MTR Inception Report
Finalisation and Validation of MTR Inception Report- latest start of
MTR mission
MTR mission: stakeholder meetings, interviews, field visits
Mission wrap-up meeting & presentation of initial findings- earliest
end of MTR mission
Preparing draft report
Stakeholder inputs / comments into draft report
Incorporating audit trail from feedback on draft report/Finalisation of
MTR report
Preparation & Issue of Management Response
Expected date of full MTR completion

Options for site visits should be provided in the Inception Report.

7. MIDTERM REVIEW DELIVERABLES
# Deliverable
1 MTR Inception

Description
MTR consultant clarifies

Timing
No later than 1

UNDP-GEF MTR ToR for EE Standards & Labeling Project
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MTR consultant submits
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Report
2

Presentation

3

Draft Final
Report

4

Final Report*

objectives and methods of
Mid-Term Review
Initial Findings

week before the
MTR mission
End of MTR
mission

Full report (using
guidelines on content
outlined in Annex B) with
annexes
Revised report with audit
trail detailing how all
received comments have
(and have not) been
addressed in the final MTR
report

Within 1 weeks of
the MTR mission
Within 1 week of
receiving UNDP
comments on draft

to the UNDP and
project management
MTR consultant
presents to project
management and UNDP
Sent to UNDP, reviewed
by RTA, Project
Coordinating Unit, GEF
OFP
Sent to UNDP

*The final MTR report must be in English. If applicable, the UNDP may choose to arrange for a translation of the
report into a language more widely shared by national stakeholders.

8. MTR ARRANGEMENTS
The principal responsibility for managing this MTR resides with the UNDP Country Office (CO) in
Pretoria, South Africa in collaboration with the Department of Energy through the PMU. The UNDP
CO will contract the consultant and ensure the timely provision of per diems and travel arrangements
within the country for the consultant. The Project Team will be responsible for liaising with the
consultant to provide all relevant documents, set up stakeholder interviews, and arrange field visits.

9. CONSULTANT REQUIREMENTS
An independent international consultant with experience and exposure to projects and evaluations in
other regions globally will conduct the MTR. The consultant cannot have participated in the project
preparation, formulation, and/or implementation (including the writing of the Project Document) and
should not have a conflict of interest with project’s related activities.
The selection of consultant will be aimed at maximising the qualities in the following areas:
Experience (50%)- max 50 points









Recent experience with result-based management evaluation methodologies (7 points);
Experience applying SMART indicators and reconstructing or validating baseline scenarios (6 points);
Project evaluation/review experiences within United Nations system (6 points);
Competence in adaptive management, as applied to climate change mitigation (6 points);
Experience working with the GEF or GEF evaluations (8 points);
Experience working in Africa (6 points);
Work experience in relevant technical areas for at least 10 years (6 points);
Demonstrated understanding of issues related to gender and climate change mitigation (5points).

Education (10%) – max 10 points


At least a Master’s degree in relevant areas such as Environmental Sciences, Energy Studies,
Engineering or other closely related fields (10 points).

UNDP-GEF MTR ToR for EE Standards & Labeling Project
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Skills & Language (10%) – max 10 points




Fluent in written and spoken English (3 points);
Excellent communication skills (3 points);
Demonstrable analytical skills (4 points).

Financial Proposal (30%) – max. 30 points

10. PAYMENT MODALITIES AND SPECIFICATIONS
10% of payment upon approval of the final MTR Inception Report
30% upon submission of the draft MTR report
60% upon finalisation of the MTR report

11. APPLICATION PROCESS10
Recommended Presentation of Proposal:
a) Letter of Confirmation of Interest and Availability using the template11 provided by UNDP;
b) CV and a Personal History Form (P11 form12);
c) Brief description of approach to work/technical proposal of why the individual considers
him/herself as the most suitable for the assignment, and a proposed methodology on how they will
approach and complete the assignment; (max 1 page)
d) Financial Proposal that indicates the all-inclusive fixed total contract price and all other travel
related costs (such as flight ticket, per diem, etc), supported by a breakdown of costs, as per template
attached to the Letter of Confirmation of Interest template. If an applicant is employed by an
organisation/company/institution, and he/she expects his/her employer to charge a management
fee in the process of releasing him/her to UNDP under Reimbursable Loan Agreement (RLA), the
applicant must indicate at this point, and ensure that all such costs are duly incorporated in the
financial proposal submitted to UNDP.
All application materials should be submitted to the address: United Nations Development
Programme (UNDP), Metropark Building, 10th Floor, 351 Francis Baard Street, Pretoria, South
Africa in a sealed envelope indicating the following reference “Consultant for Market Transformation
Through the Introduction of Energy Efficiency Standards and the Labeling of Appliances in
South Africa - Midterm Review” or by e-mail at the following address ONLY:
procurement.za@undp.org by 6th of March 2015 at 17h00 (local South Africa time). Incomplete
applications will be excluded from further consideration.
Criteria for Evaluation of Proposal: Only those applications which are responsive and compliant will
be evaluated. Offers will be evaluated according to the Combined Scoring method – where the
educational background and experience on similar assignments will be weighted at 70% and the price
proposal will be weighted as 30% of the total scoring. The applicant receiving the Highest Combined
Score that has also accepted UNDP’s General Terms and Conditions will be awarded the contract.
Engagement of the consultants should be done in line with guidelines for hiring consultants in the POPP:
https://info.undp.org/global/popp/Pages/default.aspx
10
11

https://intranet.undp.org/unit/bom/pso/Support%20documents%20on%20IC%20Guidelines/Template%20for%20Confirma
tion%20of%20Interest%20and%20Submission%20of%20Financial%20Proposal.docx
12
http://www.undp.org/content/dam/undp/library/corporate/Careers/P11_Personal_history_form.doc
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ToR ANNEX A: List of Documents to be reviewed by the MTR consultant
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

PIF
UNDP Initiation Plan
UNDP Project Document
UNDP Environmental and Social Screening results
Project Inception Report
All Project Implementation Reports (PIR’s)
Quarterly progress reports and work plans of the various implementation task teams
Audit reports
Finalised GEF Climate Change Mitigation (CCM) Tracking Tools at CEO endorsement and mid-term
Oversight mission reports
All monitoring reports prepared by the project
Financial and Administration guidelines used by Project Team

The following documents will also be available:
13. Project operational guidelines, manuals and systems
14. Minutes of the Market Transformation Through the Introduction of Energy Efficiency Standards and the Labeling of
Appliances in South Africa Board Meetings and other meetings (i.e. Project Appraisal Committee meetings)

ToR ANNEX B: Guidelines on Contents for the Mid-Term Review Report13
i.

ii.
iii.
1.

2.

13

Basic Report Information (for opening page or title page)
 Title of UNDP supported GEF financed project
 UNDP PIMS# and GEF project ID#
 MTR time frame and date of MTR report
 Region and countries included in the project
 GEF Operational Focal Area/Strategic Program
 Executing Agency/Implementing Partner and other project partners
 Acknowledgements
Table of Contents
Acronyms and Abbreviations
Executive Summary (3-5 pages)
 Project Information Table
 Project Description (brief)
 Project Progress Summary (between 200-500 words)
 MTR Ratings & Achievement Summary Table
 Concise summary of conclusions
 Recommendation Summary Table
Introduction (2-3 pages)
 Purpose of the MTR and objectives
 Scope & Methodology: principles of design and execution of the MTR, MTR approach and data
collection methods, limitations to the MTR
 Structure of the MTR report

The Report length should not exceed 40 pages in total (not including annexes).
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3.

4.

Project Description and Background Context (3-5 pages)
 Development context: environmental, socio-economic, institutional, and policy factors relevant to the
project objective and scope
 Problems that the project sought to address: threats and barriers targeted
 Project Description and Strategy: objective, outcomes and expected results, description of field sites (if
any)
 Project Implementation Arrangements: short description of the Project Board, key implementing partner
arrangements, etc.
 Project timing and milestones
 Main stakeholders: summary list
Findings (12-14 pages)
4.1 Project Strategy
 Project Design
 Results Framework/Logframe
4.2

5.

6.

Progress Towards Results
 Progress towards outcomes analysis
 Remaining barriers to achieving the project objective
4.3 Project Implementation and Adaptive Management
 Management Arrangements
 Work planning
 Finance and co-finance
 Project-level monitoring and evaluation systems
 Stakeholder engagement
 Reporting
 Communications
4.4 Sustainability
 Financial risks to sustainability
 Socio-economic to sustainability
 Institutional framework and governance risks to sustainability
 Environmental risks to sustainability
Conclusions and Recommendations (4-6 pages)
5.1 Conclusions
 Comprehensive and balanced statements (that are evidence-based and connected to the MTR’s
findings) which highlight the strengths, weaknesses and results of the project
5.2 Recommendations
 Corrective actions for the design, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of the project
 Actions to follow up or reinforce initial benefits from the project
 Proposals for future directions underlining main objectives
Annexes
 MTR ToR (excluding ToR annexes)
 MTR evaluative matrix (evaluation criteria with key questions, indicators, sources of data, and
methodology)
 Example Questionnaire or Interview Guide used for data collection
 Ratings Scales
 MTR mission itinerary
 List of persons interviewed
 List of documents reviewed
 Co-financing table (if not previously included in the body of the report)
 Signed UNEG Code of Conduct form
 Signed MTR final report clearance form
 Annexed in a separate file: Audit trail from received comments on draft MTR report
 Annexed in a separate file: CCM midterm tracking tools
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ToR ANNEX C: Mid-Term Review Evaluative Matrix Template
Evaluative Questions

Indicators

Sources

Methodology

Project Strategy: To what extent is the project strategy relevant to country priorities, country ownership,
and the best route towards expected results?
(include evaluative
question(s))

(i.e. relationships established,
level of coherence between
project design and
implementation approach,
specific activities conducted,
quality of risk mitigation
strategies, etc.)

(i.e. project documents,
national policies or strategies,
websites, project staff, project
partners, data collected
throughout the MTR mission,
etc.)

(i.e. document analysis, data
analysis, interviews with
project staff, interviews
with stakeholders, etc.)

Progress Towards Results: To what extent have the expected outcomes and objectives of the project been
achieved thus far?

Project Implementation and Adaptive Management: Has the project been implemented efficiently, costeffectively, and been able to adapt to any changing conditions thus far? To what extent are project-level
monitoring and evaluation systems, reporting, and project communications supporting the project’s
implementation?

Sustainability: To what extent are there financial, institutional, socio-economic, and/or environmental
risks to sustaining long-term project results?

UNDP-GEF MTR ToR for EE Standards & Labeling Project
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ToR ANNEX D: UNEG Code of Conduct for Evaluators/Midterm Review Consultants14
Evaluators/Consultants:
1. Must present information that is complete and fair in its assessment of strengths and weaknesses so that decisions
or actions taken are well founded.
2. Must disclose the full set of evaluation findings along with information on their limitations and have this accessible
to all affected by the evaluation with expressed legal rights to receive results.
3. Should protect the anonymity and confidentiality of individual informants. They should provide maximum notice,
minimize demands on time, and respect people’s right not to engage. Evaluators must respect people’s right to
provide information in confidence, and must ensure that sensitive information cannot be traced to its source.
Evaluators are not expected to evaluate individuals, and must balance an evaluation of management functions with
this general principle.
4. Sometimes uncover evidence of wrongdoing while conducting evaluations. Such cases must be reported discreetly
to the appropriate investigative body. Evaluators should consult with other relevant oversight entities when there
is any doubt about if and how issues should be reported.
5. Should be sensitive to beliefs, manners and customs and act with integrity and honesty in their relations with all
stakeholders. In line with the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights, evaluators must be sensitive to and
address issues of discrimination and gender equality. They should avoid offending the dignity and self-respect of
those persons with whom they come in contact in the course of the evaluation. Knowing that evaluation might
negatively affect the interests of some stakeholders, evaluators should conduct the evaluation and communicate its
purpose and results in a way that clearly respects the stakeholders’ dignity and self-worth.
6. Are responsible for their performance and their product(s). They are responsible for the clear, accurate and fair
written and/or oral presentation of study limitations, findings and recommendations.
7. Should reflect sound accounting procedures and be prudent in using the resources of the evaluation.
MTR Consultant Agreement Form
Agreement to abide by the Code of Conduct for Evaluation in the UN System:
Name of Consultant: __________________________________________________________________
Name of Consultancy Organization (where relevant): __________________________________________
I confirm that I have received and understood and will abide by the United Nations Code of Conduct for
Evaluation.
Signed at _____________________________________ (Place)

on ____________________________

(Date)

Signature: ___________________________________

14

www.undp.org/unegcodeofconduct
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ToR ANNEX E: MTR Ratings
Ratings for Progress Towards Results: (one rating for each outcome and for the objective)
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve or exceed all its end-of-project targets, without major
Highly Satisfactory
6
shortcomings. The progress towards the objective/outcome can be presented as “good practice”.
(HS)
5
4
3
2
1

Satisfactory (S)
Moderately
Satisfactory (MS)
Moderately
Unsatisfactory (HU)
Unsatisfactory (U)
Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU)

The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets, with only minor
shortcomings.
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve most of its end-of-project targets but with significant
shortcomings.
The objective/outcome is expected to achieve its end-of-project targets with major shortcomings.
The objective/outcome is expected not to achieve most of its end-of-project targets.
The objective/outcome has failed to achieve its midterm targets, and is not expected to achieve any of
its end-of-project targets.

Ratings for Project Implementation & Adaptive Management: (one overall rating)
6

Highly Satisfactory
(HS)

5

Satisfactory (S)

4
3

Moderately
Satisfactory (MS)
Moderately
Unsatisfactory (MU)

2

Unsatisfactory (U)

1

Highly
Unsatisfactory (HU)

Implementation of all seven components – management arrangements, work planning, finance and cofinance, project-level monitoring and evaluation systems, stakeholder engagement, reporting, and
communications – is leading to efficient and effective project implementation and adaptive
management. The project can be presented as “good practice”.
Implementation of most of the seven components is leading to efficient and effective project
implementation and adaptive management except for only few that are subject to remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is leading to efficient and effective project
implementation and adaptive management, with some components requiring remedial action.
Implementation of some of the seven components is not leading to efficient and effective project
implementation and adaptive, with most components requiring remedial action.
Implementation of most of the seven components is not leading to efficient and effective project
implementation and adaptive management.
Implementation of none of the seven components is leading to efficient and effective project
implementation and adaptive management.

Ratings for Sustainability: (one overall rating)
4
3
2
1

Likely (L)
Moderately Likely
(ML)
Moderately Unlikely
(MU)
Unlikely (U)

Negligible risks to sustainability, with key outcomes on track to be achieved by the project’s closure
and expected to continue into the foreseeable future
Moderate risks, but expectations that at least some outcomes will be sustained due to the progress
towards results on outcomes at the Midterm Review
Significant risk that key outcomes will not carry on after project closure, although some outputs and
activities should carry on
Severe risks that project outcomes as well as key outputs will not be sustained

ToR ANNEX F: MTR Report Clearance Form

(to be completed by the UNDP CO and UNDP-GEF RTA and included in the final document)
Midterm Review Report Reviewed and Cleared By:
Commissioning Unit
Name: _____________________________________________
Signature: __________________________________________

Date: _______________________________

UNDP-GEF Regional Technical Advisor
Name: _____________________________________________
Signature: __________________________________________

Date: _______________________________
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