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To: Energy & Environment Committee
 
For information: President, Managing Committee, Emmanuelle Causse (UIPI)
 
Dear Ladies, Sirs
 
 

Water Performance of Buildings – Initial Comments
 

 
There was no response from members to the call for input on the Commission consultants’ first draft report and excel
quantitative data request under epf11-92 of 16.09.11. This is hardly surprising given the tight deadlines the consultants are
asking for as they go from one to another stage of their interim reporting to the Commission. They have of course
maximum interest in anything they can get from EPF right away and therefore Aart Hordijk did the best he could with
mainly Dutch material and fielded the comments below that put forward very nicely the reigning EPF consensus on EU
intervention in this field.
 
Please also find attached the superb piece of work by UIPI who are thinking along the same lines as us but have been
quicker to ground this in research.
 
This is the beginning of a long process. It will be on the agenda of both the Energy & Environment Committee of 13
October and the Managing Committee the day after.
 
Sincerely

Michael MacBrien
Director General

EUROPEAN PROPERTY FEDERATION
Boulevard Saint-Michel, 45
B – 1040 Bruxelles
Tel: +32 2 514 42 29
Fax: +32 2 511 67 21
info@epf-fepi.com
www.epf-fepi.com

From: EPF
Sent: 22 September 2011 20:09
To: eric.hoa@biois.com
Cc: Aart Hordijk; Office UIPI
Subject: Water Performance of Buildings - Initial Comments
 
 
 
Dear Eric,
 

 
Water Performance of Buildings - Initial Comments

 
 

I have studied the analysis in more depth and looked for supporting documentation where I had my doubts. I
have the following remarks, following the order of the document (unfortunately no numbering of pages and/or
paragraphs), also based on input from members:
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-          Economic impacts: the analysis refers to an economic paper from Germany, calculating the water savings

because of replacement. The conclusion was that replacing water-using products by more efficient ones is
not economically sound as a stand-alone option and should be combined with a refurbishment.

-          Eventual problems with drainage because of lower flows will depend of the usage and also of the number
of people living in the house. Replacing the exit pipes will most probably not be cost effective. We don’t
know if this will be a serious problem, and are not aware of one now.

-          Public acceptance of water savings programs: in my country the public isn’t that interested in water saving
programs since water is very cheap, living in a delta area and rainy climate. The EPF delegation raised this
problem at the meeting. As the Commission suggested, the solution may indeed be provisions that are
only triggered under certain delta basin conditions.

-          Water rating and auditing: given the very low cost of water on an individual household basis, this would
be overkill: a generic approach for homogeneous groups of properties could foster public awareness.

-          Water metering : in my country almost all households have individual metering systems, smart metering
systems don’t make sense in the Netherlands and in many other member states because of the earlier
mentioned very low price of water.

-          Energy savings : lessons from the EPBD to be learnt first before implementing water savings programs:
very wise

-          The paper of Fuest and Mc Allister concluding 35% value growth for energy efficient buildings: A first look
already shows that it was a working paper only and was never published (so never reviewed by other
researchers) and it was based on a comparison with a randomly chosen sample of buildings from nearby
locations without determining if, as far as the location was concerned, that had been a fair comparison.
Also, other papers by Norm Miller et al(2008) and Jennen and Kok(2011) came to a much lower value
increase, between 8% and 10% and those papers have been reviewed and published. I would be very
reluctant to support the 35% value increase. For water alone, it should be much lower.

-          Voluntary certification scheme for water reuse and harvesting : we consider that a certification scheme is
not a priority. The large users like market gardeners with greenhouses already have water reservoirs in
place. It might be applicable in countries with a water shortage as mentioned in the analysis.

-          Financial incentives : payback periods can be reasonably short and the investments are not all that high in
the case of replacing a toilet reservoir or a showerhead. Replacing a washing machine is already more
costly and will probably not payback very soon.  Much is dependent upon usage and temperature as well
in the case of showerheads. Specific financing for water savings measures might be difficult since it
doesn’t create sufficient value increase for the property.

-          Main conclusion : as far as the environment is concerned it is good to have a look at water performance as
well. The point is if we need a directive or shall we leave it to the market and best practices to achieve
water savings. The answer probably needs more research.

 
Kind regards,
 
Aart
 
Prof. dr. Aart C. Hordijk MRICS
Chairman of the EPF Energy & Environment Committee
 
EUROPEAN PROPERTY FEDERATION
Boulevard Saint-Michel 45
B – 1040 Bruxelles
Tel: +32 2 514 42 29
Fax: +32 2 511 67 21
info@epf-fepi.com
www.epf-fepi.com
 
Direct:
ROZ Real Estate Council
P.O. Box 93002
NL-2509 AA  The Hague
aart.hordijk@roz.nl
T: + 31 (0)70 3490195
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M: + 31 (0)6 53925747
F: + 31 (0)70 3490127
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