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1

Summary

Salix Finance enables public sector organisations to improve their energy efficiency and reduce their
carbon emissions. Salix provides 100% interest-free capital for the public sector to reduce their energy
costs by installing modern, energy efficient technologies and replacing dated, inefficient and carbon
intensive technologies. There are two types of Salix funding models available. The first is the Salix
Energy Efficiency Loans Scheme (SEELS), providing interest-free loans which are repaid from the
savings delivered by the energy saving measures. The second programme available is the Recycling
Fund (RF). The RF requires the public body to put into the fund a sum ring fenced for energy efficiency
and Salix provides matched funding. Each RF is jointly managed by Salix and the public sector
organisation who select a range of energy efficient projects that they wish to implement. The revenue
savings made by each project are repaid into the RF until the original sum is repaid. This means the RF
is continually used for further energy efficiency projects, hence the term ‘Recycling Fund’. The public
sector organisation continues to benefit from the revenue savings that accumulate once each project
has been fully repaid.
This research was commissioned by Salix to achieve a more robust estimate of the additionality of their
projects i.e. the proportion of projects that would not have taken place without Salix funding.
Previously a single figure of 33% additionality was used, based on findings from a survey undertaken
by the National Audit Office examining the effectiveness of Carbon Trust’s interest-free loans. The
survey was conducted on the dependent population of those in receipt of the free loans but,
importantly, the research did not include the public sector. The public sector has a different capital
funding structure to the private sector and operates under different policies, laws and governance
arrangements.
This work reported here derives an estimate of the additionality of Salix funding, answering the key
research questions:
1.

Could projects have been completed in the absence of Salix loan funding?

2.

What alternative sources of finance are available and how do public sector organisations
choose which finance mechanism they use?

To answer these questions, surveys were conducted of those in receipt of Salix funding with three
different online surveys developed to address organisations in receipt of SEELS only, those in receipt
of RF only and those in receipt of both RF and SEELS. The surveys were conducted amongst those in
receipt of Salix funding only (the dependent population) because time constraints did not allow a more
extensive survey on the non-recipient population. Response rates in this population were likely to have
been low and information about investment in energy efficiency projects harder to obtain.
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Wherever possible, surveys were sent to two respondents at each organisation. This was to allow
representative views of both financial and technical roles as well as enabling tests for agreement among
multiple respondents from the same organisation.
Throughout this phase of the research, records were kept to ensure that the sample was sufficient to
ensure a valid research base.
The RF surveys were sent to a total of 216 individuals from 112 organisations. The final analysis of
additionality utilised the responses from 69 individuals at 57 organisations (51% of sample).
For the SEELS survey, from a sample of 384 individuals we received responses from 171 (45%). These
represented 138 of the 250 organisations (55%) asked. A follow-up to the SEELS survey was developed
in which more direct questions were posed to examine the additionality of past projects and those that
might be submitted to Salix in the future. For the past projects a simple question was asked about the
percent likelihood that projects would have proceeded without Salix funding. In the case of future
projects, the surveys sought responses in respect of projects in three separate categories of project value
(£0-£10,000, £10,001-£100,000 and £100,001+) where respondents to the initial survey had indicated
other sources of funding may be available.
The SEELS follow-up survey was conducted only amongst those respondents claiming to have “Major”
or “Complete control” over the Salix funded projects to increase our confidence in the results. The
follow-up survey was sent to 107 individuals (representing 98 organisations). 65 responses were received
representing 61 organisations (24% of the original sample). When combined with the 16 organisation
responses from the initial SEELS survey which were considered suitable for inclusion in the analysis, a
total of 77 responses from organisations (31%) were used in the analysis of additionality performed on
the SEELS data.
Recognising the limitations of operating within this dependent population, the surveys have yielded
reasonable response rates. The results represent a series of estimations of the additionality which can
be applied with greater confidence than the previously applied figure for additionality of 33% (detailed
above). The following estimates of additionality are derived from detailed analysis of the survey
responses using the analysis methodology outlined in the report:
SEELS
Additionality levels for past projects:
All past projects
Additionality level
95% Confidence intervals
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Additionality levels for future projects:
Project values

Additionality level
95% Confidence intervals

£0 - £10,000

£10,001 - £100,000

£100,001+:

69%

85%

92%

+/-13%

+/-7%

+/-6%

RF
Additionality levels for all past and future projects based on total RF value (Salix + other funding):
Additionality level
95% Confidence intervals

87%
+/-6%

Responses to the question: “Prior to applying for Salix finance, had you considered any other sources
of finance for your project(s)?” revealed that out of the total of 171 respondents to the initial SEELS
survey, 61% reported that no other source of funding was available. Out of the total of 113 respondents
to the RF survey 11% reported that no other source of funding was available. Analysis of the alternative
sources identified and observations on the decision making process for selection of funding are
presented in the report.
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2

Introduction

This report has been prepared by UCL and is based on a method proposed by UCL, with data collection
and analysis performed by Salix in line with this method. The below outlines the roles of the three
organisations involved in this research.
UCL
Professor Paul Ruyssevelt at University College London (UCL) was commissioned by Salix to undertake
Stage 1 of the evaluation. This involved designing surveys which were sent to recipients of Salix loans.
It also involved designing a methodology which used survey responses to estimate additionality.
Professor Paul Ruyssevelt also quality assured the additionality calculations and is the author of this
report.
Salix
Salix is an independent company funding energy-efficiency projects in the public sector. Funding for
the Salix loan scheme is provided by DECC and other government bodies.
The Salix Board agreed the research brief and commissioned UCL to carry out this evaluation. Salix
provided comments on the evaluation methodology suggested by UCL. Salix also provided
administrative assistance to UCL. This involved sending out surveys, managing data collection and
calculating the additionality figures.
DECC
The Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) is the primary funder of Salix. DECC has
been involved throughout Stage 1 of the evaluation. DECC’s role has been to provide comments on
the survey design and make proposals to improve the evaluation methodology. DECC also chaired a
steering group, involving UCL and Salix, where the survey design and evaluation methodology were
agreed.

2.1

Salix Finance

Salix Finance enables public sector address organisations to improve their energy efficiency and reduce
their carbon emissions targets by investing in energy efficiency. Salix provides 100% interest-free capital
for the public sector to reduce their energy costs by replacing dated, inefficient and carbon intensive
technologies with modern, energy efficient technologies. Capital in the public sector is limited with
many competing demands on capital programmes and that acts as a barrier to investing in energy
efficiency and carbon reduction. Salix, a not-for-profit organisation, removes this barrier by making
interest-free capital accessible to the public sector. It is funded by the Department for Energy and
Climate Change (DECC), the Department for Education (DfE), the Welsh Government and the
Scottish Government, and has also managed joint-funded programmes with the Higher Education
Funding Council for England (HEFCE).
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There are currently two types of Salix funding programmes available. The first is the Salix Energy
Efficiency Loans Scheme (SEELS) - as an example: a school borrows £10,000 to put in new lightemitting diode (LED) lighting which will save the school £2,000 per annum from reduced electricity
usage. For the first five years these savings are used to pay back the interest-free loan. Once the loan is
repaid, the continued savings enable the school to use the revenue saved for other front line services.
The second programme available is the Recycling Fund (RF), which is a ring-fenced fund. The RF
requires the public body to put into the fund a sum ring fenced for energy efficiency and Salix provides
matched funding. Each RF is jointly managed by Salix and the public sector organisation who select a
range of energy efficient projects that they wish to implement. The revenue savings made by each
project is repaid into the RF until the original sum is repaid and this means the RF is continually used
for further energy efficiency projects, hence the term ‘Recycling Fund’. The public sector organisation
continues to benefit from the revenue savings that accumulate once each project has been fully repaid.
2.2

Salix’s current approach to estimating energy and carbon savings

In terms of the energy and carbon savings attributable to an intervention, Salix counts the savings from
the new technology being more efficient than the previous one; for example, an upgrade to more
efficient lighting. Estimated savings are provided by the client at the application stage and undergo a
set of reasonableness checks and technical assessment by Salix prior to commitment.
Up until the beginning of the financial year 2013/14 Salix reported its annual and lifetime savings
through the Carbon Trust. Lifetime savings are established by applying persistence factors to each
technology, and Salix use the current model developed by Faithful & Gould which was released in 2011.
There is currently no reliable estimate of the proportion of projects that would have taken place without
Salix funding (additionality). However, it is important to note that the application process for each
project requires the recipient of the Salix funding to declare that the funding is ‘additional’ and could
not be secured from other sources. Findings from a survey undertaken by the National Audit Office
(NAO 2007) examining the effectiveness of Carbon Trust’s interest-free loans to small and medium
enterprises (SMEs) suggest some additionality. Respondents who had taken up a loan were asked
whether they would have purchased the energy saving equipment if the loan had not been available: 4%
said yes; 32% said no; and 58% said they would have purchased the equipment but at a later date.
The survey was conducted on the dependent population of those in receipt of the interest-free loans
but importantly this research did not include the public sector which has a different capital funding
structure to the private sector and operates under different policies, laws and governance arrangements.
However, there is currently no other evidence on the likely additionality of interest-free loan schemes.
Based on the NAO research, DECC reduces the energy savings from Salix’s interventions by a discount
factor of 66% for the purpose of assessing the value for money of Salix and for input into energy and
emissions projections. Savings reported by Salix to DECC are reduced by two-thirds to reflect that the
UCL Energy Institute
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NAO evidence implies a large portion of investment is not additional to what would have happened in
the absence of a funding programme.
2.3

Research Questions

This report constitutes the output of Stage 1 of a three stage project which aims to provide a more
robust estimate of the additionality of Salix projects, and the carbon savings achieved through their
programmes.
A number of questions are posed in the full brief for this research. This report focuses on:

Stage 1: There is currently no robust estimate for additionality for the Salix Scheme and this report
aims specifically to derive an estimate of the additionality of Salix funding, answering the key research
questions:
1.

Could projects have been completed in the absence of Salix loan funding?

2.

What alternative sources of finance are available and how do public sector organisations
choose which finance mechanism they use?

Estimating additionality for Salix as a whole is important because this will affect DECC’s estimated
energy and emissions savings. These estimates feed into DECC’s annual energy and emissions
projections publication. Examining additionality across different schemes, organisation types and time
periods is also important because this may help to inform how to target future Salix funding.
The further stages of the research are:
Stage 2: To what extent are the predicted energy savings of the SEELS and RF projects realised in
practice in the view of the recipients of Salix funding and what methods do these recipients employ
to monitor and report on energy and carbon savings?

Stage 3: Establish a methodology to measure future empirical CO 2 savings achieved by Salixfunded projects. What methodologies are possible and what are their respective benefits and costs?

UCL Energy Institute
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3

Method

3.1

Survey development and administration
Why a survey?

A quantitative survey, administered to clients who have received funding from Salix in recent years, was
determined to be the most appropriate method to gather data for the calculation of additionality. The
use of a quantitative survey ensures that standardised responses can be collected from a large number
of people (Saunders et al., 2009). The survey was primarily developed to capture data for Stage 1, but
also included a series of questions to address stages 2 and 3; these are not discussed herein.
Survey design (for Stage 1)
The challenge in developing this survey was to elicit responses that could indicate additionality without
directly asking “would you have gone ahead with the investment at some point without the funding
from Salix”. Furthermore, the survey aimed to establish additionality levels that can be applied to the
savings generated from the installation of energy saving measures that result from the provision of Salix
finance to account for the possibility that all (or some) of the measures might have been installed using
some alternative form of finance either at the same time or at some point in the future. The sample
group is Salix’s existing clients, however, the same discount value will need to be applicable to both
organisations that have not yet received funding from Salix as well as those that already have.
Consequently, the survey asks organisations that have received funding what they might have done in
the absence of Salix finance. Thus, there were several considerations to take into account during its design:


Positive bias



Homogeneity



Timing



Representative views



Response rate

Positive bias: Posing a simple 'would you have done this anyway?' is likely to produce an overestimate
of the number who would have actually done it, particularly because decision-makers' attitudes are likely
to become more positive once they have already made a decision. This question was included to provide
a comparative metric against previous data collected. However, using a separate set of questions to
address additionality minimised the scope for bias. These were positioned as hypothetical questions, i.e.
what would you do if…
Homogeneity: The ability to source alternative funds and attitudes to using alternative funds are likely
to vary between different types of organisations (e.g.: local authorities may have greater scope to source
alternative funding compared to schools). But ability and attitude may also vary within an organisation
type due to financial circumstances and other factors. To capture this variation, respondents were asked
to estimate the sources and timeframe of a range of project scales; £0-10,000; £10,001-£100,000 and
UCL Energy Institute
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£100,001+.
Timing: A likely scenario is that an organisation may contend, when questioned, that the energy saving
measure or measures would probably have been implemented at some time in the future with an
alternative source of finance. There are two key considerations here:
1.

Do early energy and carbon savings which result from bringing forward the implementation
of a project have any additional value to Salix and DECC?

2.

There will be a time horizon beyond which it would be reasonable to say that the
organisation cannot forecast future decisions and actions with any confidence. Whilst some
public sector organisations engage in five year capital programme planning, very few can
forecast with any accuracy beyond three years.

Questions related to timing were included in original SEELS questionnaire but the responses were not
included in the final analysis because they were deemed to be too complex and unreliable.
Representative views: It is unlikely that any one view expressed within an organisation is likely to
represent the range of views that might be brought to bear in arriving at a decision to source and apply
for alternative finance if Salix finance was not available. The two views that are probably most relevant
are those of the finance director (or equivalent) and the energy manager (or equivalent). Consequently,
the survey was sent to two individuals from each organisation, one in a financial and one in a technical
role.
Response rate: The numbers of organisations that can be questioned is relatively small in the context
of the total population for each type of organisation. To be meaningful, therefore, a relatively good
response rate would be desirable (>50%). The response rates were maximised by ensuring that the
survey was easy to complete, and by using a proven administration method, which uses multiple points
of contact with the recipients.
Survey development
To effectively target clients using Salix’s different funding mechanisms, three quantitative surveys were
initially designed. One survey was tailored to those using SEELS only, a second targeted RF only clients,
and the final survey combined both RF and SEELS questions for those clients using both funding
mechanisms. Because of the variation in these funding mechanisms, a different approach was developed
to measure additionality in each case.
The three surveys were developed, taking account of the above concerns, to ascertain:
1.

The probability that the energy saving measure(s) would have been implemented with an
alternative source of finance if Salix finance had not been available.

2.

When might the investment have gone ahead if Salix funding was not available?1

3.

Through which finance mechanism?

The question “When might the investment have gone ahead if Salix funding was not available?” was later
excluded from the revised methodology presented in section 3.1.4.
1
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4.

How does this differ by project value and organisation type?

The research questions set out in section 2.3 initially posed the question of how additionality might
differ in respect of the energy saving technology options. The challenge here is that many projects
involve more than one technology and most organisations have received funding for several projects.
This makes it very difficult to isolate individual technologies in relation to potential sources of funding.
After careful consideration it was concluded that this question would be almost impossible to answer
without very detailed and extensive research which was beyond the scope of this project.
Further detail on the design and administration of these surveys is presented in Appendix 8.1.

Calculation of additionality for SEELS clients
3.1.4.1

SEELS survey and follow-up survey

The original SEELS survey was found to deliver over-complex and insufficiently clear and robust
results. A follow-up survey was developed in which more direct questions were asked to expand on
responses to the following questions from the original survey:


“If Salix finance had not been available at the time of your application(s), would you have
implemented the project(s)”



“Considering future projects in each value range listed, if Salix financing was not available,
please select which alternative funding mechanism you would use.”

On the first question, the follow-up asked about the likelihood (expressed in terms of a percentage)
that past projects would have proceeded without Salix funding. For the second, it asked how Salix
funding might be used for those respondents who indicated in the original survey that alternative nonSalix funding may be available.
In order to increase the level of confidence in the responses this survey was conducted only amongst
those respondents claiming to have “Major” or “Complete control” over the Salix funded projects.
This reduced the sample of the population surveyed to 107 out of the 171 individuals who responded
to the original survey. Two questions were posed:
1. This question concerns your views on past projects. i.e. projects which have already been completed and funded by a
Salix loan. At the end of the questionnaire you were asked 'If Salix finance had not been available at the time of your
applications(s), would you have implemented the project(s)?' We have recorded you response to this question as
[PREVIOUS RESPONSE]. If instead we ask you to state the likelihood that energy efficiency project(s) would have
gone ahead without Salix funding on a scale of probability ranging from 0% ("Project(s) definitely would not go ahead")
to 100% ("Project(s) definitely would go ahead"), how would you respond?
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2. This question concerns your views on future projects i.e. projects you may wish to undertake in the future and for which
you may or may not apply to be funded by Salix. Considering projects in the value ranges [RELEVANT RANGES],
please select one of the following four statements which best describes how Salix funding would be utilised where you might
apply for it in the future:
a)

You will not be applying for Salix funding in the future.

b)

To enable your (non-Salix) funds that would have been allocated to energy efficiency projects to be allocated to
other types of (non-energy efficiency) projects.

c)

To enable energy efficiency projects for which you would not otherwise have sufficient alternative (non-Salix)
funding.

d)
3.1.4.2

Not sure, in which case what is the percentage likelihood of (c)
Method of Analysis

Question 1
The responses to question 1 above were averaged to provide a new figure for the percentage
additionality of past projects.
Question 2
The qualifying responses to question 3 in the original survey “Complete control” or “Major” are taken
to produce a new ‘sample’ population from which the additionality was derived without reference back
to the full population of the original survey. The following analysis was performed for each energy
saving measures value range: £0-£10,000, £10,001-£100,000 and £100,001+:
Responses to question 2:
1.

Responses selecting option (a) were excluded from the calculation of percentage additionality.

2.

The number of responses selecting each option (b) and (c) were included using the
corresponding implied percentage additionality, that is 0% and 100% respectively.

3.

The number of responses selecting option (d), and any responses selecting (b) and (c) which
may have provided a % likelihood (the additional information requested for option (d)) were
multiplied by the average % likelihood.

4.

The resulting values from (2) and (3) were summed, together with the numbers of those
responding “No alternative funding available” to the relevant funding band in the original
survey (taken to be 100% additional), and divided by the total number of valid responses (ie:
excluding those responses selecting option (a)) to give a percentage additionality for the followup sample.

This follow up survey was conducted only amongst those respondents claiming to have “Complete
control” or “Major” over the Salix funded projects to increase our confidence in the results. For the
same reason, “No alternative funding available” responses were also only used from respondents
indicating this level of control. Further details of the follow-up survey and analysis are provided in
Appendix 8.8.
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Calculation of additionality for RF clients
3.1.5.1

Introduction

Within the survey of all organisations with RFs, including those also in receipt of SEELS the following
questions relating to additionality were posed:

And

3.1.5.2

Method of Analysis

There are two possible ways the additionality of the RF programme can be analysed. The first is based
on the value of the funding provided by Salix alone and the second is based on the total value of the
RFs. Both methods were employed and the results compared. In addition it was subsequently agreed
that only the responses from those respondents declaring (in response to question 3) that they had
either “Major” or “Complete control” of the RF should be included in the analysis to increase
confidence in the results. Further details of the method of analysis are provided in Appendix 8.9.

3.2

Respondent characteristics

The survey was sent to clients that have received funding from Salix in recent years, as identified by
Salix. The response rates from the survey population are outlined in the next chapter.

UCL Energy Institute
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4

Results

The following results are presented for both the SEELS and RF surveys and in many cases the results
are broken down into the organisation categories.
4.1

SEELS
Responses

A total of 384 requests to complete the questionnaire were issued to contacts at 250 organisations.
Responses from 171 individual respondents (45% of sample) represented 138 organisations (55% of
sample).
The follow-up survey was sent to 107 individuals representing 98 organisations. 65 responses were
received representing 61 organisations (24% of the original sample). When combined with the 16
organisation responses from the initial SEELS survey which were considered suitable for inclusion in
the analysis, a total of 77 responses from organisations (31%) were used in the analysis of additionality
performed on the SEELS data. The number of responses and organisations represented for each part
of the analysis is outline in result tables 4.6 and 4.9.
The breakdown of survey responses by category are presented in Table 4.1 and 4.2.
Table 4.1 Responses to Original SEELS Survey
Org. type
Further education
institute
Higher education
institute
Local authority
NHS/emergency
services/other
School/academy
Total

UCL Energy Institute

Sample
No. sent No. orgs

Responses received
No.
No. orgs
received
84
17

75

48

35

19

16

16

53
38

29
21

24
22

22
12

183

133

25

71

384

250

171

138
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Table 4.2 Responses to Follow-up SEELS Survey
Org. type

Sample
No. sent No. orgs

Responses received
No.
No. orgs
received
8
7

Further education
institute
Higher education
institute
Local authority
NHS/emergency
services/other
School/academy

16

14

12

11

6

6

20
12

18
11

14
8

13
7

47

44

29

28

Total

107

98

65

61

Surveys were sent to two people in each organisation who were involved in Salix projects and on the
basis of Salix records one had a financial role and the other had a technical role. Of the 171 responses
received to the initial survey, 51% identified as having a technical role and 49% identified as having a
financial role. For the 65 responses received to the follow survey, 65% identified as having a technical
role and 35% identified as having a financial role.
Responses to the original survey from both individuals were received in the case of 31 organisations.
As the follow up survey was sent only to those who answered “Major” or “Complete control” for their
involvement in the application for SEELS funding, there are only five instances where there are multiple
responses from a single organisation used in the analysis. As the sample at that stage was not sufficiently
large to draw conclusions on levels of agreement, analysis of agreement between respondents was
looked at for original survey results only.
Of the 31 organisations with multiple respondents to the original survey, in 18 cases this was one
technical person and one financial person. As the surveys asked for confirmation of roles, there were
six organisations where responses were received from two people with financial roles and seven where
both had technical roles.
Analysis was undertaken to determine the agreement levels between respondents. These were analysed
to look for instances of specific agreement to the question of which alternative funding mechanism
they would use in the absence of Salix funding for each of the three project value bands. Results were
also checked for broad agreement where respondents either selected “No alternative funding available”
or an option which indicated there may be an alternative (“External Funds”, “Own Funds”, “Don't
know”, “Other”) but they may not have necessarily agreed on what that specific alternative would be.
The results of this analysis are presented in Table 4.3.
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Table 4.3 Responses to Follow-up SEELS Survey
% level of agreement between respondents
0-£10,000

£10,001£100,000

£100,001+

Mean

Specific agreement

68%

35%

32%

45%

Broad agreement

94%

74%

74%

81%

While the mean specific level of agreement is relatively low (45%), there is a strong level of agreement
(81%) when considering responses as there either being an alternative source of funding available or
not.
Alternative Sources of Funding
Responses to question 5. “Prior to applying for Salix finance, had you considered any other sources of
finance for your project(s)?” revealed that for the majority of respondents no other funding was
available. The responses to question 5 are presented in Table 4.4 and these have been split into a group
for which the respondents claim to exercise “Major” or “Complete control” over the Salix funded
energy efficiency projects and those with minor or no control. Out of the total of 171 respondents 104
(61%) reported that no other source of funding was available.
Table 4.4 Availability Alternative Sources of Finance
Response
No, there was no other funding
available
Yes, we applied for alternatives
Yes, we were aware of alternatives
but didn’t apply to them
Total number of responses

“Major” or
“Complete control”
60%

"Some", "Minor"
or "None at all"
63%

Grand Total

12%
28%

16%
21%

13%
26%

114

57

171

61%

In a follow-up to question 5 the following question was posed: “If yes, please select which funding
mechanisms you have previously considered” (question 6). An analysis of the responses presented in
Table 4.5 reveals the primary source of such funds would be the organisations’ capital expenditure
budget. However, the revenue budget, Energy Service Companies (ESCOs) and capital borrowing were
recognised as possible sources of funding by more than a quarter of total respondents.
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Table 4.5 Alternative Sources of Finance Considered
Response

All respondents (As % of

“Major” or “Complete

respondents)

control” only (As % of
respondents)

Own funds: Capital programme

73%

76%

Own funds: Revenue programme

30%

28%

External funds: Energy Service Company

24%

28%

Own funds: Capital programme allocated to

25%

26%

Own funds: Capital from borrowing

25%

22%

Other

22%

20%

Own funds: Internal ‘invest to save scheme’

24%

17%

External funds: HEFCE green fund

16%

15%

External funds: Loans through finance sector

12%

15%

External funds: EU funding

6%

7%

External funds: Section 106 planning gain

3%

2%

Total number of respondents

67

46

energy efficiency

(with interest)

Additionality
Analysis of the SEELS follow-up survey data provides two different assessments of the additionality of
the funding provided by Salix. The first relates to past projects and the results presented in Table 4.6
are calculated, using the methodology outlined in 3.1.4.2, from the percentages provided in response to
the first follow-up question: “If instead we ask you to state the likelihood that energy efficiency project(s) would have
gone ahead without Salix funding on a scale of probability ranging from 0% ("Project(s) definitely would not go ahead")
to 100% ("Project(s) definitely would go ahead"), how would you respond?”
Table 4.6 Additionality Method 1 - past projects funded by Salix
No. Responses used

No. organisations

% additionality

represented in

95% confidence
intervals & ranges

analysis
64

60

72%

+/- 8%
64%-80%

The second method relates to future projects in the three value ranges (£0-£10,000, £10,001-£100,000
and £100,001+) and the responses received are presented in Table 4.7
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Table 4.7 Response to the question “how Salix funding would be utilised in the future”
Responses
a) You will not be applying for Salix

0 - £10,000

£10,001 - £100,000

£100,001+

26%

12%

24%

17%

4%

0%

36%

53%

50%

21%

31%

26%

58

49

46

funding in the future.
b) To enable your (non-Salix) funds
that would have been allocated to
energy

efficiency

projects

to

be

allocated to other types of (non-energy
efficiency) projects.
c) To enable energy efficiency projects
for which you would not otherwise have
sufficient

alternative

(non-Salix)

funding.
d) Not sure, in which case what is the
percentage

likelihood

of

(c)

OR

responses which gave a response above
& a percentage
Total number of responses

In addition to the survey response, “No alternative funding available" responses from the initial survey
were included, but only when the respondent had answered “Major” or “Complete control” for their
involvement in the application for SEELS funding. These are set out in table 4.8.
Table 4.8 Response to initial SEELS survey question “if Salix financing was not available,
please select which alternative funding mechanism you would use”
Responses
No alternative funding available

0 - £10,000

£10,001 - £100,000

£100,001+

6

20

30

Levels of additionality for each band, calculated from the responses in Table 4.7 and 4.8 and using the
methodology set out in section 3.1.4.2, are presented in Table 4.9.
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Table 4.9 Additionality Method 2 - future funding for Salix projects
Project value

No. Responses

No.

%

95%

band

used

organisations

additionality

confidence

represented in

intervals &

analysis

ranges

£0 - 10,000

49

46

69%

+/-12%
57%-81%

£10,001 -

63

60

85%

+/-7%
78%-92%

65

61

92%

+/-6%
86%-98%

£100,000
£100,001 +

The distribution of responses for each category of organisation are presented in Appendix 8.10.

4.2

Recycling Fund
Responses

A total of 216 requests to complete the survey were issued amongst 112 organisations. 113 (53%)
responses were submitted representing 81 (72%) of organisations. The final analysis of additionality
utilised the responses from individuals at 57 organisations (51% of sample). The detailed breakdown of
these responses is provided in Table 4.10. 86 (40%) respondents reported that they had “Major” or
“Complete control” control of projects. Twelve responses were excluded from the analysis because
the response to the two questions about whether a fund would have been set-up without Salix finance
differed from the first to the second time of asking. This inconsistency made it impossible to analyse
these responses. Three responses were excluded because the size of RF reported was unrealistic
(ranging from £1 to £350) and a further two responses were excluded because the request for response
was sent in error to an ineligible respondent. This results in a total of 69 (32%) responses which formed
the basis of the analysis presented below.
Table 4.10 Breakdown of responses to RF Survey

Org. type
Higher education
institute
Local authority
NHS/emergency
services/other
Total

UCL Energy Institute

Sample
No. sent No. orgs

Responses received
No.
No. orgs
received

Used in analysis
Responses
No. orgs
used

98

50

42

33

28

24

105

55

63

42

35

28

13

7

8

6

6

5

216

112

113

81

69

57
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In response to the question “If Salix finance had not been available at the time of your application,
would you have implemented a recycling fund of some form?” of the 113 respondents 76% replied
‘No’ and 24% replied ‘Yes’.
87% of the responses used in the analysis were from individuals who identified as having a technical
role and 13% in a financial role.
Of the 69 responses used in the analysis, there are 11 organisations represented by multiple responses
(23 responses in total). Analysis was undertaken on the question “If Salix finance had not been available
at the time of your application(s), would you have implemented a recycling fund of some form?” to
determine levels of agreement between the respondents. It was found that 83% agreed in their response
to this question.
Alternative Sources of Funding
Responses to question 5. “Prior to applying for Salix finance, had you considered any other sources of
finance for your project(s)?” revealed that the majority of respondents were aware of other sources of
funding but in the main they had not applied to these other sources. The responses to question 5 are
presented in Table 4.11 and these have been split into a group for which the respondents claim to
exercise “Major” or “Complete control” over the Salix funded energy efficiency projects and those with
minor or no control. Out of the total of 113 respondents 13 (11%) reported that no other source of
funding was available.
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Table 4.11 Availability of Alternative Sources of Finance (RF)
Response

All respondent
(As % of
respondents)

“Major” or
“Complete
control” only
(As % of
respondents)
11%

No, there was no other funding
available

12%

Yes, we applied for alternatives
Yes, we were aware of
alternatives but didn’t apply to
them
Total number of respondents

19%
69%

17%
72%

113

86

In a follow-up to question 5 the following question was posed: “If yes, please select which funding
mechanisms you have previously considered” (question 6). An analysis of the responses presented in
Table 4.12 reveals the primary source of such funds would be the organisations’ capital expenditure
budget. However, capital programmes for energy efficiency projects and internal ‘invest to save’
schemes were recognised as possible sources of funding by more than a quarter of total respondents.
Table 4.12 Alternative Sources of Finance Considered
Response

All respondents (As %

“Major” or “Complete

of respondents)

control” only (As % of
respondents)

Own funds: Capital programme

51%

53%

Own funds: Capital programme

31%

31%

24%

29%

Own funds: Revenue programme

22%

19%

External funds: HEFCE green fund

16%

18%

Own funds: Capital from borrowing

12%

12%

Other (please specify)

6%

6%

External funds: Loans through

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

External funds: EU funding

1%

0%

Total number of respondents

100

77

specifically allocated to energy
efficiency
Own funds: Internal ‘invest to save
scheme’

finance sector (with interest)
External funds: Section 106 planning
gain
External funds: Energy Service
Company
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Additionality
There are two possible ways the additionality of the RF programme can be analysed. The first is based
on the value of the funding provided by Salix alone and the second is based on the total value of the
RF (including the finance provided by the organisations themselves). Further details of these methods
are provided in Appendix 8.9.
The analysis of the RF survey for those respondents claiming to have “Major” or “Complete control”
of the RF is presented using the two methods described above. Additionality based on Salix funding
alone is presented in Table 4.13 and additionality based on the total value of RFs (Salix + other funding)
is presented in Table 4.14.
Table 4.13 Additionality using only Salix element of fund as baseline
No. Responses used

No. organisations

% additionality

represented in

95% confidence
intervals & ranges

analysis
69

57

94%

+/-5%
89%-99%

Table 4.14 Additionality using total fund as baseline
No. Responses used

No. organisations

% additionality

represented in

95% confidence
intervals & ranges

analysis
69

57

87%

+/-6%
81%-93%

4.3

Qualitative Responses

A wide range of responses were provided to the question “Please briefly detail how your organisation
chooses which source of finance to use, for example who would be involved in this decision and what
factors would be considered?” (Question 10). The following highlights some of the key themes
identified for each type of organisations in receipt of SEELS and RF finance.
SEELS
4.3.1.1

Schools

Those involved in decision making are typically the Governing Body, Head Teacher, Finance Officer
and Site Manager. However, it was pointed out that: “The main call on resources is the education of
the students in the school”. Payback times seem to be a key determining factor in the decision to
proceed but little indication was given of the length of payback time considered acceptable.
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4.3.1.2

Academies

Typically decisions are made by the senior management team in consultation with the governors. Some
report that they are developing their own expertise whilst others rely on the facilities management
organisation operating their buildings. On the question of funding sources the following quotes are
typical:
“Very limited annual capital funding (c £30K per annum) is available to the school, which is normally
taken up by small scale building / refurbishment projects. Larger scale projects … are entirely
dependent on bidding and winning funding for them.”
“Availability of funding is limited and own resources are so stretched that Salix interest-free is the only
viable option”
“We have never had the luxury of choosing which source of finance to use - whatever is available!”
In one case it was suggested that “a contribution from our trust in the form of an interest-free or lowinterest loan” might be possible.
It was also suggested that “Borrowing Restrictions imposed by DfE would limit the sources of funds.”
Past applications for Salix funding available to academies provides additional evidence for the above.
In July 2013, the DfE made £2m of funding available through the Education Funding Agency (EFA)
for academies to access Salix’s loans for energy efficiency projects. Salix received over £4m of
applications for this funding. In a further round of funding in October 2013, Salix received applications
totalling £8m; such was the demand that with the DfE support, a further £2.3m was allocated to this
sector over the financial year 2013/14. Fully assessed projects totalling approximately £4m were left
for which there was insufficient funding.
In October 2014, Salix contacted all the remaining unfunded academies to see whether projects had
been able to go ahead or if they were still looking for funding. It was found that none of the academies
had gone ahead with their projects as there was no alternative funding available to them.
4.3.1.3

Further Education

Decision making appears to be similar to that in academies with the senior management team
developing and approving modest proposals and larger projects requiring approval of the governors.
The responses frequently refer to payback periods and the scope for funding smaller projects from the
institutions own resources. References to external consultants, the role of an External Funding
Manager and the existence of planned maintenance programmes point to the greater access to resources
and skills.
4.3.1.4

Higher Education

The responses indicate a greater capacity to fund smaller projects from identified budgets within the
estates department and sometimes the energy management team as indicated by this statement: “over
£50k would require business case approval by Director of Finance” and also this: “If <£10,000 cost
and carbon savings would be taken into consideration for prioritisation from my own limited budget”.
Two contrasting views of how Salix funding is considered are provided by these responses:
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“If a project meets the Salix criteria it is signed off between the project manager, sustainability manager
and finance”; and
“We could choose to finance almost everything internally - however Salix offers a framework to
undertake this and the loan repayments essentially match the payback - so it's worth progressing”.
4.3.1.5

Local Authorities

The following quote typifies the procedural responses:
“Current process is:
•

Energy Manager develops feasibility study

•

Approaches applicable service with a proposal and asks if they are willing to repay the
Salix loan and benefit from energy savings

•

Approval required from Head of Finance

•

Energy Manager submits Salix application

•

Salix loan repaid from central pot and recharged to service who benefits from the savings”

Others include reference to political approval by cabinet and the need to involve Private Finance
Initiative (PFI) contractors. Capital costs and payback periods dominate the decision making process
but reference is also made to long term performance and maintenance costs. Again, there are
contrasting approaches to the way that Salix funding is considered as demonstrated by these quotes:
“We are working to utilise own funding as well as external funding through Salix as an alternate if own
funding not available”
“If the scheme is not suitable for Salix we would assess any funding availability from our internal Energy
Loan Fund”
4.3.1.6

National Health Service (NHS)

The decision making process appears to be more streamlined in NHS Trusts with proposals being made
by the energy manager (or equivalent) and approved either by the finance director or a finance
committee. The following quote may reveal an evolving situation for some trusts: “We would tend to
look for grants first, then Salix finance. Salix has always proved straight forward to obtain and interestfree. However Salix capital funding goes on the balance sheet and we are now limited by the scale of
other capital programmes, therefore are looking at off-balance sheet funding such as EPC's (Energy
Performance Contracts)”. There is clear indication that projects costing under £10,000 and those with
shorter payback periods are funded from Trusts’ own resources and Salix is frequently used for more
expensive and longer payback period projects.

UCL Energy Institute

Page 22

Estimating the Additionality of Funding Provided by Salix Finance - Final Report

RF
Only Higher Education and Local Authorities provided a significant number of responses to the
questions.
4.3.2.1

Higher Education

The more significant nature of the RF typically requires the finance director and/or a finance committee
to seek approval from board of governors to establish the fund and obtain the matching finance. The
RF is clearly attractive as this quote illustrates “The initial Salix revolving green fund was very attractive
because it was a revolving fund as opposed to a one-off loan.” After establishment of the RF the
following quote illustrates the internal approval process “For projects that meet the Salix payback
criteria, the energy officer will use the Salix Fund. For projects that may not meet the Salix payback
criteria the University will consider using own funding providing a suitable business case has been
submitted to the director of Estate Management.”
4.3.2.2

Local Authorities

Initial establishment of the RF does not appear as a major issue or concern. It seems that once the RF
is established the decision making process for individual projects is relatively straight forward as
illustrated by the following quote “Ease of decision making and process. Decision initially at Director
level and then delegated to senior managers and officers.” Once the RF is established it is clearly the
first port of call for financing energy efficiency projects as exemplified by these quotes: “Salix is
attractive because of the 0% finance so where energy projects are identified we want to use this money
first” and “We always look at using the recycling fund first. If compliant Service Heads (budget holders)
then sign up to the loan repayments.” At least one local authority referred to the existence of their own
revolving fund which they operate in parallel to the Salix RF.
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5

Discussion

The original SEELS survey produced responses on the issue of additionality that proved difficult to
analyse with confidence and therefore a simpler set of questions were posed in the follow-up survey
which allowed a more robust method of analysis. The SEELS analysis presents two sets of estimates of
additionality, one in relation to past projects of any value and a second in respect of potential future
projects which are disaggregated according to three ranges of project value. The question is therefore
raised as to which estimates should be used to calculate the additionality of past and future projects, as
well as whether the overall averages be used or should the discrete estimates for organisation types and
project value ranges be applied. Taking these three components separately:
a.

Past or future estimates: Since the questions were explicitly posed to the survey population
about past projects and future intentions, it is entirely consistent that these different estimates
are used to calculate the additionality of energy and carbon savings for past and future projects
respectively.

b. Organisation types: Few organisation types are represented by a sample size of more than
10 respondents and whilst it might be argued that these could be treated separately from the
remainder of the organisations, it is not clear that the difference in estimates of additionality
would warrant the disaggregation or that this disaggregation could be defended against detailed
scrutiny. It is therefore proposed that the overall average estimates of additionality are applied
across all organisations.
c.

SEELS project value ranges: Taken across all organisation types the sample size for each
project value range (£0-£10,000, £10,001-£100,000 and £100,001+) is significant (49, 63, and
65) and the overall averages for each range are distinctly different, therefore it is proposed that
the different additionality levels are used for each value range.

d. Confidence in results: The 95% confidence intervals for each estimate of additionality were
calculated. These intervals could be used to provide estimates of the ranges for past and future
energy savings or they could simple be expressed as the +/-% confidence level associated with
savings calculated using the averages for past and future savings.
e.

Positive bias: There is likely to be some tendency to positive bias because decision-makers'
attitudes are likely to become more positive once they have already made a decision. It is also
possible that respondents may prefer interest-free loans for future projects. The surveys sought
to address the potential for positive bias by the use of questions requiring answers in the form
of percentage likelihood (i.e.: 0-100%), rather than simple yes/no answers and by asking about
other sources of funding, which if available would impact on the eligibility for Salix funding.

The RF survey was in many ways easier to understand and respond to. This leaves the question of
whether the additionality is calculated on the basis of the Salix contribution or the RF as a whole. The
analysis of the SEELS data is based on the Salix funding alone and hence there is a strong case to be
consistent and select the RF analysis based on the Salix funding alone. On the other hand the
additionality level will be applied to the total savings from all the projects funded by the RF and these
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savings therefore relate to the total value of the RF (Salix + other funding). The latter rationale is
considered to be the most compelling and hence it is recommended that additionality level is calculated
on the basis of the total RF (Salix + other funding) is applied to past and future RF programmes.

6

Conclusions & Recommendation

6.1

Additionality

Recognising the limitations of operating within this dependent population, the survey has yielded
reasonable response rates to the original surveys. The results represent a series of estimations of the
additionality which can be applied with greater confidence than the previously applied figure for
additionality of 33%. The following estimates of additionality are derived from detailed analysis of the
survey responses using the analysis methodology outlined in the report:
SEELS
Additionality levels for past projects:
All past projects

72%

Additionality level
95% Confidence intervals

+/-8%

Additionality levels for future projects:
Project values

Additionality level
95% Confidence intervals

£0 - £10,000

£10,001 - £100,000

£100,001+:

69%

85%

92%

+/-13%

+/-7%

+/-6%

RF
Additionality levels for all past and future projects based on total RF value (Salix + other funding):
Additionality level
95% Confidence intervals

6.2

87%
+/-6%

Alternative Sources of Funding
SEELS

Well over half of the respondents to the original SEELS survey reported that they had no access to
alternative sources of funding for energy efficiency projects other than Salix finance. For those that
did have access to alternative finance an analysis of the responses reveals the primary source of such
UCL Energy Institute

Page 25

Estimating the Additionality of Funding Provided by Salix Finance - Final Report
funds would be the organisations’ capital expenditure budget. However, the revenue budget, ESCOs
and capital borrowing were recognised as possible sources of funding by more than a quarter of total
respondents.
RF
The majority of respondents were aware of other sources of funding but in the main they had not
applied to these other sources. For those that did have access to alternative finance, an analysis of the
responses reveals the primary source of such funds would be the organisations’ capital expenditure
budget. However, capital programmes for energy efficiency projects and internal ‘invest to save’
schemes were recognised as possible sources of funding by more than a quarter of total respondents.
6.3

Further Work

The research undertaken to date has focused on the question of the additionality of funding provided
by Salix for energy efficiency projects and hence the additionality of the energy and carbon savings that
arise from the projects. Further work outlined in Stage 2 of the research needs to be undertaken to
demonstrate the implications of the additionality for the energy and carbon savings reported by Salix.
It must of course be remembered that the energy and carbon savings under consideration in this analysis
are predictions (albeit based on conservative methods of calculation which recognise that predicted
savings are not always realised in operation and that all measures have a finite lifetime) rather than
measurements of actual savings. To ensure the credibility of the savings reported it is strongly
recommended that the further research proposed in Stage 3 is undertaken to investigate the actual
energy and carbon savings achieved and to recommend means by which these might be reported in
future.
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8

8.1

Appendices

Appendix: Further detail on Design and Administration of initial surveys

The survey questions were standardised as much as possible, this was particularly aided by the use of
SurveyMonkey for the questionnaire’s design and administration. The majority of questions required a
single response, where the question diverged from this standard, a clear instruction was included, for
example: ‘select all that apply’.
The questionnaire was developed in collaboration with Salix and DECC, which included a consultation
ahead of piloting, and a consultation of the final survey before it was administered. All three versions
of the survey were individually piloted with a small group of the sample population to test the ease of
completion and the understanding of the questions. The pilot followed the full tailored design method
(outlined below), and was constructed in SurveyMonkey, as the final versions would be. This ensured
that the survey structure and wording could be tested along with the proposed delivery method. Piloting
the survey is particularly important when conducting web based surveys to test the question logic,
ensuring that the participants are being directed through the survey as intended. The pilot surveys all
included an additional series of questions to gather respondents’ feedback immediately upon
completion of the survey (see Appendix 8.2). The pilot responses were studied to ensure that they
followed the intended logic. The comments section of the feedback was particularly valuable in
identifying problem areas and making changes to the final versions.
In particular, the feedback responses gave an estimate of the time taken to complete the survey, which
could then be incorporated into the survey email to give recipients an idea of the time commitment in
completing the survey. Following pilot feedback, a progress bar was also added to the final survey to
allow respondents to monitor their progress through the survey. Feedback received during the
consultation stages was also accounted for, including the addition of a question to address the impact
of Salix finance on the scale of energy efficiency projects:
“Thinking about your answers to the previous question, is it likely that you would have also scaled down
your investment if Salix finance had not been available?”
The method for calculating additionality for both the SEELS and RF funding is outlined elsewhere in
this report. These include both the questions written into the survey to capture the relevant data, and
how this data has subsequently been analysed to calculate additionality.
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Survey administration
The surveys were all administered in line with Dillman’s Tailored Design method. This is the:
“development of survey procedures that create respondent trust and perceptions of increased rewards
and reduced costs for being a respondent, which take into account features of the survey situation and
have as their goal the overall reduction of survey error” (Dillman, 2000, p.27). The method, originally
written for mail-out surveys, suggests that there should be four points of contact by mail, these are: a
pre-notice letter, the questionnaire mailing, a follow-up with a second copy of the survey, and a thank
you postcard. This approach was adapted for the email and web-based survey approach adopted herein.
A “brief, personalized and positively worded” (Dillman, 2000, p.156) pre-notice email was used to alert
recipients to the forthcoming survey. Following this, a personalised survey email was sent. This included
a note on confidentiality, the survey link with instructions for completion, and details of the funding
the organization has received through Salix, to aid with the completion of the survey. These details were
presented as follows:
Your organisation has received a total of £XX from Salix in the last three years.
The average value of the projects you have implemented is: £
The smallest value project you have implemented is: £
The largest value project you have implemented is: £
The energy efficient technologies you have implemented include: XX, YY, ZZ
A brief, follow-up email was used for those that had not completed the survey within 1 week. This
repeated the key details above and included a modified link to the survey (a new SurveyMonkey file was
created for the analyst to monitor the responses coming from the different rounds of mail out). Please
see Appendices for samples of each of these email communications. In the case of the SEELS survey,
after all of these email communications, the response rates were lower than required. Consequently, to
target specific groups where responses were particularly low, Salix conducted a series of follow-up
phone calls. The survey results were exported directly to Excel from SurveyMonkey.

UCL Energy Institute

Page 29

Estimating the Additionality of Funding Provided by Salix Finance - Final Report

8.2

Appendix: Pilot feedback questions
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8.3

Appendix: Email communications

Pre-notice email
Dear XX,
I am Chris Kerrison, from Salix Finance Ltd., I am writing to let you know that we will soon be asking
you to complete a short survey about financing energy efficient technologies.
We have identified you to take part in the survey because of your experience with Salix financing. The survey
aims to assess the impact that Salix financing has on organisations’ implementation of energy efficient
technologies. This will contribute a great deal to our understanding of Salix financing, particularly in
developing our methods of estimating the savings achieved through Salix financing. This survey is being sent
to those that have received Salix financing in the past, for the success of the survey we are reliant on as many
responses as possible from this small sample pool. To thank you for your participation, we will send a brief
report of the energy savings made from projects funded through Salix financing. This briefing will be
particularly valuable in demonstrating the success of the Salix funding programmes and your organisation’s
commitment to reducing energy consumption.
A link to the survey will be emailed to you on Tuesday 24th June, and we would really appreciate it if
you could complete it within 1 week of receipt. The survey will be confidential and should take between 1020 minutes to complete. Thank you in advance for your time and consideration, which will help to make this
research successful, and help us to continue to successfully finance energy efficiency projects in the future.
Kind Regards,
Chris Kerrison
Company signature etc…
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Survey Email
Dear XX,
Following my notification last week, I am pleased to enclose a link to a survey regarding the financing
of energy efficient technologies. The link will direct you to SurveyMonkey, where you will be asked to enter
your unique identifier: XXXXX, in order to proceed. This number allows us to ensure that no personal
information is associated with the response. The survey data will be combined with the other responses we
collect; this will not be associated with individuals or organisations and will not impact any future Salix
applications.
This survey is being developed to understand more about Salix financing, and the implementation of energy
efficient technologies through this. The information from this survey will be used to help us better estimate
the energy savings that Salix financing might help to deliver. This survey is being sent to those that have
received Salix financing in the past, for the success of the survey we are reliant on as many responses as
possible from this small sample pool. To thank you for your participation, we will send a brief report of the
energy savings made from projects funded through Salix financing. This briefing will be particularly valuable
in demonstrating the success of Salix funding programmes and your organisation’s commitment to reducing
energy consumption.
The survey asks you to consider the previous projects you have financed with Salix funding. To help
with this, we have provided a brief summary of the financing you have previously received from Salix, below:
Your organisation has received a total of £XX from Salix in the last three years.
The average value of the projects you have implemented is: £
The smallest value project you have implemented is: £
The largest value project you have implemented is: £
The energy efficient technologies you have implemented include: XX, YY, ZZ
The survey should take between 10 – 20 minutes to complete, we kindly request that you complete it
within 1 week. This survey is being sent to a couple of representatives from your organisation, who have
been involved in Salix financing applications. As such, we are seeking your own opinions in this survey;
please answer it independently to the best of your ability. A link to the survey, and your unique reference
number are provided below:
Survey link:
Unique identifier: XXXXX
Please contact Chris Kerrison on [contact details] if you have any questions about the completion of
the survey.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration, which will help us to make this research
successful, and continue to successfully finance energy efficiency projects in the future.
Kind Regards,
Chris Kerrison
Company signature
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Follow up email
Dear XX,
I am writing to remind you about the survey that we sent you two weeks ago. We are conducting this
survey to understand more about the role of Salix financing in helping organisations to implement energy
efficient technologies. The results of this will be used to help provide robust estimates of the savings achieved
through Salix schemes, and contribute to our ability to successfully fund projects in the future. To get robust
data for this, we are reliant on every response we receive from the small sample pool available. As such, we
would really appreciate it if you could complete the survey in the next week.
To thank you for your participation, we are compiling a brief report of the survey results. This will
include a number of graphics that will be particularly valuable for placing your own energy saving activities
within the context of similar organisations. [We believe that this comparative data could be useful when
demonstrating your organisation’s commitment to reducing energy consumption, and pursuing further
funding for this.]
To assist you in completing the survey at your earliest convenience, a link to the survey, and your unique
identifier (to enter when starting the survey) are included below. The survey responses will not be associated
with individuals or organisations, and will not impact any future Salix applications. The survey should take
between 10-20 minutes to complete.
Survey link:
Unique identifier: XXXXX
Thank you in advance for your input to this project.
Kind Regards,
XX
Company signature
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8.4

Appendix: SEELS Questionnaire
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8.5

Appendix: RF Questionnaire
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8.6

Appendix: RF + SEELS Questionnaire
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8.7

Appendix: Originally Proposed Method of Calculation of additionality for SEELS clients

Questions to address additionality:
Considering future projects in each value range listed, please select the timeframe in which you think
the funding mechanism specified above would become available.
Capital

Timeframe in which alternative finance might have been available

Investment

Within 1 year

1-2 years

2-3 years

More than 3

Don’t know

years
0 – £10K
£10K - £100K
>£100K

Method of calculation
For each organisation sub-type:
Step 1. Calculate the % votes for each box ticked in above question.
Within 1 year

1-2 years

2-3 years

More than 3

Never

years

0 – £10K
£10K

Only 1 year’s

Only 2 year’s

Only 3 year’s

All

savings

All

savings

savings

savings

savings

attributable to

attributable to

attributable to

attributable to

attributable to

Salix

Salix

Salix

Salix

Salix

A%

B%

C%

D%

E%

-

£100K
>£100K
Step 2. ‘More than 3 years’ and ‘Never’ assumed to be the same and all savings are attributable to Salix
because most organisations can’t realistically forecast beyond a three year time horizon. Hence
additional savings attributable to Salix are at least:
D% + E%
Step 3: Even when alternative finance is claimed to be available within 1, 1-2 and 2-3 years some savings
can still be claimed for Salix finance (these are taken to be 1 year, 2 years and 3 years respectively). In
order to calculate these as % additional savings we need to know the lifetime of the energy saving
measures. As the data is not specific to any particular measure the lifetime is taken as the average of
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the persistence factor for all measures, which is 14 years (as an integer). The extra savings attributable
to Salix are therefore:
(A%*0.5/14) + (B%*1.5/14) + (C%*2.5/14)
Hence the total additional saving attributable to Salix finance (X %) is
X% = D% + E% + (A%*0.5/14) + (B%*1.5/14) + (C%*2.5/14)
Worked example:
For a specific organisation sub-type the number of ticks against each box taken across all respondents
in this sub-type would be analysed as follows:

Within 1 year
Only 1 year’s
savings
attributable to
Salix

1-2 years
Only 2 year’s
savings
attributable to
Salix

2-3 years
Only 3 year’s
savings
attributable to
Salix

Within 1 year

1-2 years

2-3 years

More than 3
years

Never

All savings
All savings
attributable to attributable to
Salix
Salix

Ticks registered
0 – £10K
£10K - £100K
>£100K

45
24
15

% ticks registered
Within 1 year 1-2 years
0 – £10K
16%
£10K - £100K
9%
>£100K
5%

45
50
35

More than 3 years
Never
70
100
130

85
82
65

280
280
280

13%
9%
13%

More than 3 years
Never
25%
36%
46%

30%
29%
23%

Total
100%
100%
100%

2-3 years
16%
18%
13%

% additional (X%) and % non-additional (Y%)
A%*1/14
B%*2/14
C%*3/14
0 – £10K
1%
2%
£10K - £100K
1%
3%
>£100K
0%
2%

8.8

35
24
35

D%
3%
2%
3%

Total

E%
25%
36%
46%

X%
30%
29%
23%

Y%
61%
70%
74%

39%
30%
26%

Appendix: Robustness of SEELS Survey and Follow-up Survey

The concerns focused around two key questions in SEELS questionnaire, questions 7 and 9. The
concerns related the responses to questions 7 and 9 in the SEELS survey:
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The responses to question 9 were of primary source of concern, however, the responses to question 7
have implications for the responses to question 9. The concerns were:
1.

A number of respondents have replied ‘don’t know’ to question 7 and then replied to
question 9 that funding would be available within a given timeframe. It doesn’t seem
reasonable for a respondent to know with 100% confidence that funding would be
available within a given timeframe but not to know the source of this funding. The same
could be said of respondents ticking ‘other’ in response to question 7 if they have not
provided details of this source.

2.

Some respondents have suggested that funding would be available for projects in value
ranges in which they have never previously applied for Salix funding. This suggests that
they don’t usually come to Salix for funding for projects of this scale and hence these
organisations’ responses should potentially be regarded as ‘not applicable’.

3.

It may also be that some respondents ticked ‘don’t know’ in answer to question 9 because
a ‘not applicable’ option was not available. A ‘not applicable’ response is materially
different to ‘don’t know’ and would have caused the response to be excluded from the
analysis.

4.

Where respondents have replied that funding would be available within a given timeframe
for projects of different values we know that this cannot be a 100% accurate prediction
in all cases, especially for predictions further into the future.

5.

There are two further problems with the way that question 9 is presented:
a.

Firstly, the question asks about projects in general and does not specifically ask
about projects that the respondent would consider presenting to Salix. Hence
the responses cannot automatically be taken to apply to projects that would be
presented to Salix for funding.

b.

Secondly, the question refers to projects in general and does not take account of
the number of projects that an organisation might plan to undertake in any given
timeframe. A respondent might state a that a project in particular value range
would be funded within one year but it could be that this project would exhaust
the available funds and a second project in the same value range would be
presented to Salix and this would then be fully additional.

These concerns meant that taking the responses to question 7 at face value would have been misleading
and hence a proposal was developed for a follow-up survey which is detailed in the next section.
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The originally proposed method of calculation of additionality for SEELS projects is included as an
appendix for reference.
8.8.1.1

Follow-up Questions

A follow-up survey was proposed and it was agreed that this survey should be conducted with only
those respondents who had a high level of control over the Salix funded projects, as evidenced by
responses to question 3:

The following two questions were posed to those who answered the questions in the original survey as
follows:
-

question 3 with “Major” or “Complete control”

-

and for question 7 must have selected anything other than “No alternative funding
available”.

“Dear XXX,
Thank you for kindly participating last year in a survey about Salix and financing energy efficiency projects. This research,
which is supported by DECC, is independently conducted by UCL.
We would like to better understand responses to two of the original questions and we hope you will be able to provide
answers to two follow-up questions. We reiterate that the responses to this survey will only be used in aggregate and in
anonymous form to develop our understanding of the impact of Salix funding.
You can provide your answers by simply completing the relevant sections below and including these in a reply email. We
would very much appreciate if you could return this by the 9th of March.
1. This question concerns your views on past projects. i.e. projects which have already been completed and funded by a
Salix loan. At the end of the questionnaire you were asked 'If Salix finance had not been available at the time of your
applications(s), would you have implemented the project(s)?' We have recorded you response to this question as
[PREVIOUS RESPONSE].
If instead we ask you to state the likelihood that energy efficiency project(s) would have gone ahead without Salix funding
on a scale of probability ranging from 0% ("Project(s) definitely would not go ahead") to 100% ("Project(s) definitely
would go ahead"), how would you respond?
Answer: _____________%
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2. This question concerns your views on future projects i.e. projects you may wish to undertake in the future and for which
you may or may not apply to be funded by Salix. Considering projects in the value ranges [RELEVANT RANGES],
please select one of the following four statements which best describes how Salix funding would be utilised where you might
apply for it in the future:
a)

You will not be applying for Salix funding in the future.

b)

To enable your (non-Salix) funds that would have been allocated to energy efficiency projects to be allocated to
other types of (non-energy efficiency) projects.

c)

To enable energy efficiency projects for which you would not otherwise have sufficient alternative (non-Salix)
funding.

d)

Not sure, in which case what is the percentage likelihood of (c)

ANSWERS:
£0-£10,000:

Answer (a, b, c or d): ____ if (d), % likelihood of (c) ? _____% [*]

£10,001-£100,000:

Answer (a, b, c or d): ____ if (d), % likelihood of (c) ? _____% [*]

£100,000+:

Answer (a, b, c or d): ____ if (d), % likelihood of (c) ? _____% [*]

[*DELETE RANGES NOT REQUIRED]
Please ensure all responses are completed and send the email reply now.
Please contact XXX at XXX if you have any questions about the completion of the survey.
Thank you in advance for your time and consideration, which will help us to make this research successful, and continue
to successfully finance energy efficiency projects in the future.”

8.9

Appendix: Calculation of additionality for RF clients

Introduction
Within the survey of all organisations with RFs, including those also in receipt of SEELS the following
questions relating to additionality were posed:

And
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Method of Analysis
There are two possible ways the additionality of the RF programme can be analysed. The first is based
on the value of the funding provided by Salix alone and the second is based on the total value of the
RFs. Both methods were employed and the results compared. In addition it was subsequently agreed
that only the responses from those respondents declaring (in response to question 3) that they had
either “Major” or “Complete control” of the RF should be included in the analysis.
a)

Salix Funding Only

In order to calculate the additionality of the finance provided by Salix alone towards the RF following
methodology was adopted:
1.

‘no’ responses to question 4 will be interpreted to mean that the Salix funding is 100%
additional

2.

The value provided in answer to question 5 (when ‘yes’ is the answer to question 4) will
be interpreted as follows:
If A>C and A-C>B then Salix funding is 100% additional
If A>C and A-C<B then Salix funding is ((A-C)/B) x 100% additional
If C>A then Salix funding is 0% additional
Where:
A = Total value of RF actually established
B = Actual Salix contribution to the RF fund actually established
C = Expected value of the RF without Salix finance (answer to question 5)

The resulting percentage additionality from (1) and (2) was averaged across all respondents (RF only
and RF + SEELS) to provide the additionality value for Salix contribution to the RF programme.
b) Total RFs (Salix and client funding)
In order to calculate the additionality based on the total value of RFs the following methodology was
adopted:
3.

‘no’ responses to question 4 will be interpreted to mean that the Salix funding is 100%
additional
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4.

The value provided in answer to question 5 (when ‘yes’ is the answer to question 4) will
be interpreted as follows:
If A>C then total funding is ((A-C)/A) x 100% additional
Where:
A = Total value of RF actually established
B = Actual Salix contribution to the RF fund actually established
C = Expected value of the RF without Salix finance (answer to question 5)

The above analysis was performed for each organisation category (local authorities, schools, etc.).
However it should be recognised that where the sample size is small (e.g.: less than 10) the individual
results may be unreliable.
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8.10 Appendix: Distribution of Percentage Additionality Responses for SEELS analysis
The following charts present the frequency distribution of the responses to the SEELS follow-up survey
in which respondents provided their best estimate of the percentage additionality of Salix funding for
the three project value ranges: £0-£10,000, £10,001-£100,000 and £100,001+.
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