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1. About Energy Saving Trust 
 

Energy Saving Trust is an independent organisation dedicated to promoting energy 
efficiency, low carbon transport and sustainable energy use to address the climate 
emergency.  
Our work focuses on reaching net zero targets by taking action to reduce energy 
consumption, installing new infrastructure and accelerating a move to sustainable, 
low carbon lifestyles.  
 
A trusted, independent voice, we have over 25 years’ sector experience. We provide 
leadership and expertise to deliver the benefits of achieving carbon reduction 
targets: warmer homes, cleaner air, healthier populations, a resilient economy and 
a stable climate.  
 
We empower householders to make better choices, deliver transformative 
programmes for governments and support businesses and community groups with 
strategy, research and assurance – enabling everyone to play their part in building 
a sustainable future.  

 

Caption this image! You can also use the Caption style for captions! 
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2. Summary of our response  
We welcome the proposals1 for a mandatory requirement on lenders as an innovative 
tool for improving the UK’s housing stock.  

The proposals support the objective set out in this COP26 document on sustainable 
finance - of moving portfolios and lending towards net zero.  The proposal essentially 
does this by putting the onus on the lender to take steps to decarbonise the stock. Since 
homes are likely to account for a sizeable proportion of lenders’ (UK based) Scope 3 
emissions, the proposals will support lenders to monitor and manage these emissions. 
We do not think that voluntary requirement would be neither successful on its own or 
appropriate given the climate emergency.  

Regulation of lenders could be a very effective policy lever to effect change in over a 
third of the total housing stock in in England and Wales. However, the current proposals 
do not do enough to meet the stated intent to ‘significantly improve the energy 
performance of mortgaged properties in the 2020s’ or contribute sufficiently to the 
recent commitment for ‘at least a 68 percent reduction in emissions by 2030’ (from a 
1990 baseline). Between 1990 and 2020, emissions from heating homes, (which account 
for 15 percent of UK carbon emissions) have reduced by just 15 percent (compared with 
a 41 percent reduction for the whole economy). It is clear that a steep increase in both 
ambition and delivery is needed here. 

There are over ten million mortgaged (owner-occupied and private rented) homes in 
England and Wales, at least 80 percent of which are likely to be refinanced by 2030. 
However, the current proposals would focus the improvements on: 

i) Homeowners able to afford a commercial loan, and  
ii) Homes that can be improved to EPC C with a maximum investment of £10,000 

(including VAT, survey and Trustmark costs). 

These factors are likely to reduce the number of homes upgraded from between 8 - 10 
million to 2.8 million - with an average improvement of just 5 SAP points (from SAP 64 to 
SAP 692) by 2030. This improvement is just half of the 10 point SAP improvement that has 
been achieved by the entire owner-occupied sector over the past nine years – rather 
than the ramp-up of action that is needed.  We recommend that the proposals are 
extended to all potential homes and the target increased from an average of EPC C to a 
minimum of EPC C (with exemptions where necessary). Doing this would triple the 
number of homes improved, support 75,000 jobs and stimulate £24bn additional 

                                                      
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/improving-home-energy-performance-through-lenders 
2 The average SAP of owner occupied homes now is SAP 64. SAP 69 is the target proposed in the 
consultation. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/improving-home-energy-performance-through-lenders
https://ukcop26.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/COP26-Private-Finance-Hub-Strategy_Nov-2020v4.1.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/uk-sets-ambitious-new-climate-target-ahead-of-un-summit#:~:text=A%20new%20plan%20aims%20for,decade%2C%20compared%20to%201990%20levels.&text=The%20Prime%20Minister%20has%20today,2030%2C%20compared%20to%201990%20levels.
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/945013/2019-20_EHS_Headline_Report.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/improving-home-energy-performance-through-lenders
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investment. The impacts are summarised in the table below (the VAT and income tax 
revenue from this investment has not been estimated and would be additional). 

Table 1: comparison of the current and potential impacts of the proposals  

 

 

 

 

We think there are two main areas the government could address to extend the scope 
and ambition of the proposals while avoiding affordability concerns. These are:  

1. Alternative finance: There is a need for alternative finance where homeowners 
and/ or retrofit packages do not meet commercial lending criteria. We 
recommend the government considers using the proposed National 
Infrastructure Bank to provide long-term, low-interest loans that would allow the 
proposals to be extended to all mortgaged homeowners. 
 

2. Non-financial support: Our long experience in supporting households to change 
their homes indicates that people are unlikely to act at the scale required without 
trusted and impartial advice and support on what to do and how to act. Whilst 
digital advice and signposting is available through the government’s Simple 
Energy Advice, there is a need for a more comprehensive approach to listen, 
engage and expertly respond to households’ priorities and potential concerns. 
This is particularly relevant where this involves taking on significant additional 
debt, new technologies, disruptive measures and/ or concerns about past mis-
selling and poor quality work in the sector. We recommend that the government 
commissions a new ‘net zero’ homes service to support people with the change 
they will need to effect in their homes for the UK to meet its net zero target.  

Section 2 expands on our overall response to the proposals and the recommendations.  

Section 3 outlines our responses to the consultation questions.  

                                                      
3 Estimates from the consultation 
4 There are over 10 million PRS and owner occupied homes in England and Wales. If there was alternative finance and 
advice for homeowners then the impact could be tripled. 
5 Estimate from the consultation 
6 Jobs and total investment estimated as a proportion of upgrading all homes to EPC  which has been estimated to cost 
£80bn and support 200,000 jobs from EEIG, 2019  
7 Ibid 

Benefit  Current   Potential 

Homes improved 2.8 million3 8-10 million4 

Average improvement (SAP points)  55 13 (estimate) 

Additional investment to economy6  £8bn £24bn 

Jobs supported to 20307 25,000 75,000 

https://www.simpleenergyadvice.org.uk/
https://www.simpleenergyadvice.org.uk/
https://www.theeeig.co.uk/media/1063/eeig_net-zero_1019.pdf


 

 

 6 

3. Overview of recommendations  
Currently two thirds of homes in England and Wales (around 17 million) are below an 
adequate level of energy efficiency. Whilst the government’s aspiration is to improve 
these by 2035, we support faster action – to get homes, where feasible to EPC C by 2030.  

There are over ten million mortgaged (owner-occupied and private rented) homes in 
England and Wales, at least 80 percent of which are likely to be refinanced by 2030. This 
makes regulation through mortgage lenders a powerful vehicle which sits well with net 
zero commitments on sustainable financing and builds on lenders’ existing 
relationships with borrowers to connect them with the finance that they need to 
upgrade their homes. If fully utilised, it could stimulate over £24bn of additional 
investment into the economy supporting over 75,000 jobs to 2030.  

Homeowners already spend £55bn8 a year on refurbishments, with much of this 
financed from asset-based mortgaged borrowing so it seems likely that many 
homeowners would be comfortable with this route. For lenders, whilst there would be 
some additional regulatory burden, the proposals would build a new market for green 
finance, improve the value of their portfolios and could reduce mortgage default rates 
(there is some evidence9 of a correlation with lower mortgage defaults).  

The current proposals however, are weaker than the existing voluntary commitment by 
RBS, one of the ‘big six’ lenders, for half of its mortgaged homes to be a minimum of EPC 
C by 2030. The consultation’s affordability exemptions will exclude most first-time 
buyers (half the mortgage market) as well as the low-income households who would 
gain most from the improvements. The impact assessment suggests that it would 
improve 2.8 million out of a potential 10 million homes to an average of EPC C (lower 
than the voluntary RBS commitment). Our response assesses the likely impact of the 
proposals against our ‘net zero’ principles to determine whether they are, in our view:  

i) Proportionate in scale (aligned with the 2050 net zero emissions goal)  
ii) Supportive of the delivery of (or readiness for) low carbon heat  
iii) Contributory to a fair transition to net zero  
iv) Effective (at delivering the objectives set out in the proposal)  

We think proportionate action here would be for all homes to reach EPC C (or to have 
completed cost-effective fabric measures) by 2030. The current proposals do not go far 
enough to support that objective.  

The proposals are unlikely to meet our principle of a ‘fair transition’ since: 

                                                      
8 https://www.money.co.uk/guides/renovation-nation 
9 for example the European LENDERS project 

https://www.money.co.uk/guides/renovation-nation
https://www.ukgbc.org/ukgbc-work/lenders-core-report/
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i) The lowest-income households (and many first time-buyers) will be excluded 
from additional borrowing under current affordable lending criteria. 
 

ii) The investment cap of £10,000 (or nearer to £8,000 when VAT, Trustmark and 
EPC costs are included) is not sufficient to bring most F, G and many E-rated 
homes up to band C. This means that too many F, G and E properties will make 
it harder for lenders to meet the overall target (for the eligible stock to 
average EPC C). Whilst lenders could provide higher loans (where affordable), 
homeowners may be reluctant, plus the lender will need to be confident that 
they would get this investment money back in the asking price if they had to 
repossess the home. Lenders are likely to seek to mitigate the risk of missing 
the target by nudging lending criteria to favour homes with higher EPCs or 
those that can be improved within the investment cap. This would reduce 
competition between lenders for low EPC homes and is likely to result in higher 
finance costs for owners/ buyers of these homes.  

Whilst we support the stretch proposal of using a “dual cost and carbon metric” (to 
stimulate heat pump take-up), a stronger focus on reducing energy demand is needed 
for the proposals to be effective and get the stock ‘ready’ for future low-carbon heating. 
This could be achieved by using the third EPC metric on energy demand (kWh/yr.) 
combined with a robust ‘fabric first’ prioritisation of measures. Without this, there is a risk 
(borne out by the impact assessment modelling) that homeowners will opt for non-
fabric measures including upgrades to fossil fuel heating which could ‘lock-in’ emissions 
for longer by delaying a future switch to lower carbon heating. 

The impact assessment suggests that the top 3 measures to be installed would be non-
fabric measures (temperature controls, solar PV and low-energy lighting). Experience 
suggests too that homeowners do not opt solely for the most cost-effective approach 
instead favouring measures which are familiar, less disruptive and most likely to add 
value to their homes. This suggests a stronger take-up of boiler upgrades and double-
glazing and an increased rate of heating controls and solar PV (at the expense of fabric 
measures). A stronger focus on fabric measures would reduce the cost and disruption 
of a later switch to low-carbon heating which, for over two thirds of homes (according 
to the Climate Change Committee’s central pathway) is likely to involve a heat pump. 

Recommendations 

We have two key recommendations for strengthening the proposals, for: 

 The National Infrastructure Bank to provide alternative lower finance costs 
finance for households excluded from this regulation on affordability concerns.  
 

https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/development-of-trajectories-for-residential-heat-decarbonisation-to-inform-the-sixth-carbon-budget-element-energy/
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 A ‘net zero’ homes support service for households to tackle the non-financial 
barriers to making the changes that will be needed by households for net zero.  

Alternative finance: Alternative forms of finance are needed to upgrade a greater 
number of homes. The central issue this addresses is the mismatch between the 
climate imperative to upgrade all homes and the proposals’ focus on households and 
homes that fit commercial lending criteria. Whilst we support the prospect of a new 
market for green finance here, it will not be sufficient to stimulate the level of action 
required. We see a clear role for the proposed National Infrastructure Bank and 
alternative publicly-backed finance here to complement the commercial loans 
provided by banks. Public finance could take the form of long-term loans which, if 
structured carefully (and sitting on the property rather than with the borrower), could be 
repaid using forecast energy bill savings (topped-up with grants where necessary) 
without negatively impacting the homeowners involved. This would make it feasible for 
the regulation to apply to all mortgaged properties (with appropriate safeguards). It 
would also support a higher target of EPC C as a minimum for homes (where feasible/ 
appropriate) rather than as an average which will leave too many homes at a poor 
standard. This would deliver on the statutory fuel poverty target for the homes of fuel 
poor households to be improved to EPC C by 2030. We support grant funding as the 
main way of improving the homes of the 2.5 million fuel poor households. 

Advice and support for homeowners: There is nothing proposed in the consultation nor 
wider policy environment to tackle the significant non-financial barriers to retrofit.  

Energy Saving Trust’s experience in providing direct support to households (for example 
managing the Home Energy Scotland service) gives us a clear insight into how, without 
additional support, many people struggle with the fragmented customer journey of 
improving their homes. They can have difficulty finding reliable installers and are often 
concerned that action in this area could leave them exposed to poor quality 
workmanship and further costs. We recommend that the government commission a 
new ‘net zero homes’ advice service for households. This will encourage and support 
action and will give self-funding households the confidence needed to invest in this 
area and to take on more debt to do so. Whilst lenders could provide some of this 
support, it is unlikely to be perceived as neutral and impartial and we are concerned 
that this could further increase the resistance of some homeowners to act. 

Both of these additional measures could be justified in terms of the public benefits 
secured (emission savings, reduction in fuel poverty, improved housing stock) as well as 
through the stimulus it will provide to the economy (overall investment, jobs supported 
and government revenue in terms of VAT and tax receipts). 

https://www.homeenergyscotland.org/
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4. Response to consultation questions  

4.1 Disclosure of portfolio energy performance data  
Question 1. Do you agree with the principle of all lenders publicly disclosing information 
on the energy performance of their portfolios?  

Yes 

Question 2. Do you agree with the proposed EPC information lenders will be required to 
collect? If you disagree, please explain why.  

The proposal is for lenders to collect information on the:  

1. Current percentage of properties in each EPC band A to G 
2. Current average EER and EIR (CO2) score of the portfolio 
3. Percentage of the portfolio with an existing EPC  
4. Gross value of mortgage lending by EPC band over the reporting period and  
5. Gross value of ‘green’ mortgage lending for energy performance improvement works 
by EPC band over the reporting period 
 
We agree that this information should be collected, disclosed and published on a third 
party website. We would also support further disclosure of the following information:   

- the assumed energy cost per square metre of a home 
- the Environmental Impact (EI), carbon dioxide emissions intensity per square metre 
- Existing EPC scores and ratings  
- Potential EPC scores and ratings 

As the consultation highlights, this information is already stated on the EPC and will be 
used by lenders to inform their strategy. This requirement would provide valuable 
information about the policy’s implementation and effectiveness and would not be an 
onerous burden on lenders.  

Question 3. Do you agree with the proposed disclosure information? If you think there is 
other information that would be useful to disclose that is not included in this proposal, 
or you do not agree with the proposal, please explain why.  

Yes. Please see above for the additional information we think should be disclosed.  

Question 4. Do you agree that the option to provide additional commentary alongside 
disclosures would be useful? If not, please explain why, including any alternative 
proposals.  
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Yes. As highlighted in the consultation, some lenders will have older portfolios which 
may include harder-to-treat, less energy efficient properties. 

Question 5. Do you agree with the proposal that all lenders, irrespective of market share, 
be required to publish energy performance data on their websites as well as on GOV.UK 
aligned to annual reporting deadlines? If not, please explain why.  

Yes – this will support faster improvement of homes. We think there should be a level 
playing field with all lenders required to publish energy performance data. 

Question 6. Do you agree with the proposal that government use the disclosure 
information to publish ‘league tables’ of lenders? If not, please explain why.  

We think there is a significant risk that the proposals as they stand would increase the 
refinancing costs for homeowners in the worst performing homes. As the investment 
cap will not be sufficient to upgrade most F and G homes and many E rated homes to 
EPC C, a lender with too many of these homes may find it challenging to meet the target 
of getting eligible homes to an average of C by 2030.  

Whilst lenders could offer borrowers a higher loan (where it is deemed affordable for 
them), borrowers may be reluctant to take on more debt and there is a risk for both the 
lender and the borrower that this additional investment would not be reflected fully in 
the home’s valuation. This suggests that lenders will deprioritise loans to these homes 
(as the consultation document suggests happened with F and G private rented homes 
in response to the Minimum Energy Efficiency Standards regulation). This could increase 
refinancing costs for these homeowners by reducing competition between lenders for 
these home and by lenders offering less attractive rates.  

Given this, we do not support a league table as it is likely to exacerbate this risk by 
encouraging lenders to focus on improving their ranking in the league table. 

If alternative finance were available to upgrade these properties however (see our 
recommendation in the introduction), this would mitigate the risk. In this case we would 
strongly support a league table.  

Question 7. Do you agree that properties financed by a Buy-to-Let mortgage should be 
included in the scope of the policies proposed in this consultation? If not, please explain 
why, including any alternative suggestions.  

No.  

The government has recently consulted on proposals to increase the regulation on 
minimum energy standard in the PRS stock from E to C by 2028. This means that from 
2028, PRS homes (unless they have a valid exemption) should be EPC C or higher.  

The lenders proposals will require only a minority (less than one third) of lenders’ stock 
to reach an average of EPC, including PRS stock (already at or above EPC C) will increase 
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the average SAP of the homes included in the target minority, reducing the overall 
improvement required and achieved.  

As it stands, the proposals do not go far enough and only require the homes included to 
improve by an average of 5 SAP points by 2030 (half the improvement that has been 
achieved by all owner-occupied homes over the preceding nine years).  

If the proposals were strengthened by requiring homes to reach a minimum target of 
EPC C rather than an average of EPC C then we would support the inclusion of PRS stock.  

Question 8. Do you agree with the proposed trajectory to mandatory disclosure? If not, 
please outline the reasons why.  

We do not support a voluntary approach – the scheme should be mandatory from the 
outset (although a voluntary pilot whilst the legislation is being laid would make sense).  

Question 9. Do you agree with the proposal that disclosure information be subject to 
spot check audits proportional to the size of the lending portfolio? If not, please explain 
why, including any alternative proposals.  

We would welcome a more robust approach involving external neutral assessors.  

Whilst the lender cannot be held accountable for the quality of the EPCs where the 
homeowner has independently found and commissioned the EPC assessor, there 
should be additional checks if the lender has a relationship with the EPC assessor 
(however indirectly). A similar level of additional auditing should be present where 
lenders recommend particular measures or installers.  

4.2 Improvement: target-based approach  
Question 10. If applicable, is your organisation likely to sign up to a system of voluntary 
targets? If not, please outline the reasons why.  

Not applicable  

Question 11. Do you agree with our estimate that up to 80% of mortgaged stock would 
fall within scope during the target period? Please provide evidence where available.  

The consultation suggests that only 11 percent of homes are on a standard variable rate 
or default tariff and that most mortgage terms are between 2 to 5 years. This suggests 
to us that the policy could impact more than 80 percent of mortgaged stock. 

Question 12. Do you agree the voluntary target should be set at a portfolio average of 
EPC Band C by 2030? If not, please outline the reasons why.  

We support a mandatory rather than a voluntary approach. As highlighted previously, a 
target requiring homes to reach an average of EPC C rather than a minimum of EPC C 
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(with appropriate exemptions) is too low (particularly if PRS stock is included) and will 
leave too many homes below an adequate level.  

We think that mandatory minimum target of C would be feasible if lenders were able to 
signpost these homeowners to alternative forms of appropriate financing and support 
to improve their homes (see our recommendations in the introduction). With alternative 
finance for works or households that do not fit commercial lending criteria and a new 
service to advise and support households to act, all homeowners could be supported to 
improve their properties to the required level (unless a relevant exemption applied). 

Question 13. Do you think a revised EPC should be required to demonstrate 
improvements in energy performance? If not, what alternatives should be explored?   

We agree that there needs to be a robust and objective means of evidencing the 
improvement.  

A revised EPC would be a means of evidencing this improvement, however alternative 
approaches should also be considered (such as improvements by Trustmark-
registered installers uploaded to the Data warehouse and data-driven methodologies 
to generate energy performance assessments remotely). 

In the medium term, we support a move to a digital green building passport as an 
approach to track building performance and improvements.  

Question 14. Do you agree that an assumed maximum spend for improvement works 
should be set at £10,000? If you do not agree, please specify what you believe would be 
the most appropriate level to set the threshold, providing evidence to support your 
views where possible.  

We are concerned that a maximum spend of £10,000 will exclude too many homes from 
being improved to an adequate standard of EPC C (particularly if it includes VAT and 
other costs such as Trustmark costs, estimated at £500 per home). 

The consultation suggests that £10,000 could improve 40% of owner-occupied 
mortgaged properties. Based on data from the recent government consultation on 
increasing the energy performance in the private rented sector, it seems likely that 
these will be mainly homes that are currently rated EPC D rather than the less efficient E, 
F or G rated homes. This would leave the worst performing homes unimproved. 

The chart below (from the consultation on increasing the energy performance in the 
private rented sector) suggests that an investment of £8,000 (£10,000 minus VAT and 
Trustmark costs) would only improve 20 percent of the worst F and G rated homes and 
40 percent of E rated homes. Whilst the owner occupier stock is different, the private 
rented sector data is a reasonable proxy (the average SAP is now similar).     

https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/improving-the-energy-performance-of-privately-rented-homes
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/improving-the-energy-performance-of-privately-rented-homes
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/945013/2019-20_EHS_Headline_Report.pdf
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We would therefore support a higher threshold of £15,000, exclusive of VAT as proposed 
in the stretch proposal.  

To ensure affordability and support more comprehensive home upgrades, we strongly 
urge the government to consider using the proposed National Infrastructure Bank as a 
means of provide long-term (30 year), very low interest loans that could be attached to 
the property rather than a lender and could finance measures where either the 
borrower r the package (or part of the package) of measures required does not meet 
commercial lending requirements. 

A £15,000 investment cap would be sufficient to get nearly 70 percent of F and G and 90 
percent of E rated homes to EPC C.   

For an investment of this scale we would expect homeowners able to self-fund to be 
able to combine a commercial loan (such as a mortgage extension) for measures that 
would ‘pay back’ from energy bills or be reflected in an increased house price alongside 
a grant and a longer-term public-backed loan (that would sit on the property rather 
than with the borrower) for more expensive measures such as solid wall insulation. 

If the investment cap were to be set at £10,000 then the impact could be maximised by 
applying a strong ‘fabric-first’ principle with measures prioritised in order of fabric 
measures in order of cost-effectiveness.  

Question 15. Should spend from April 2021 onwards count towards the £10,000 assumed 
maximum spend on improvements? If you believe an alternative date would be more 
effective, please set out the reasons why.  

Yes. Early action should be encouraged to stimulate the supply chain and to encourage 
take-up of the Green Homes Grant.  

Question 16. What actions could the government take to incentivise the lenders to sign 
up to a voluntary target? Please provide evidence to support your answer where 
possible.  
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As stated previously, we do not think that a voluntary target appropriate given the 
urgent need to reduce emissions. The scheme should be mandatory from the outset.  

As the market is fairly centralised with 19 lenders accounting for 90 percent of the 
market, there could be merit in an initial voluntary pilot in the run-up to the scheme 
(whilst legislation is passed) with an expectation that at least the six largest lenders 
(accounting for 70 percent of the market) participate and share early findings. This 
would allow smaller lenders to benefit from their experience.  

All lenders should be subject to the same target to create a level-playing field.  

Question 17. Do you agree government should consider the option of setting a 
mandatory improvement target, should insufficient progress be made under a 
voluntary scheme?  

As above.   

Question 18. Do you agree with our proposed approach to the penalty regime? If not, 
please explain why, including any alternative proposals.  

Yes. The penalty needs to be higher than the benefit to that lender of not acting if it is to 
incentivise the right beneficial outcomes. 

Question 19. What public tools could be used to calculate foregone emissions savings so 
that lenders can assess their own liabilities?  

N/a  

Question 20. Do you agree that the money collected from penalties be used to fund 
energy performance improvements? Please provide evidence to support your answer.  

The consultation makes two suggestions here: that the money could be used to fund 
energy performance improvements for low income groups or that it could be used to 
fund the innovation and implementation of green finance products. 

We strongly support the initial proposal as supportive of a just transition. Grant funding 
will be needed to upgrade the homes of at least the households currently classed as 
fuel poor (over 2 million households in England alone).  

Ofgem’s Redress Fund (which Energy Saving Trust currently administers) is an example 
of how penalty funding can be used to deliver objectives in this area.  

We do not think that it is appropriate for it to be used to develop new green finance 
products as this would reduce money spent on measures. As lenders would benefit 
from the new market, it is reasonable for them to invest in the market’s development.  

Question 22. Do you think that only those lenders that are on trajectory to meet their 
target should benefit from these funds?  

https://www.ofgem.gov.uk/system/files/docs/2021/01/est_energy_redress_scheme_evaluation_report_2018_to_2020_dated_october_2020_0.pdf
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As above, we think that the only appropriate use of the penalty funding would be as 
grant funding for energy efficiency measures in fuel poor and low income homes. 

Question 22. Do you agree that lenders below a certain value or size threshold should 
benefit from certain derogations from a mandatory target? If so, what form should 
these take and how can we avoid creating any policy loopholes?  

No – we think there should be a level playing field for all lenders.  

In the introduction we have called for a publicly backed long-term low interest loan 
scheme that could be attached to the property rather than the lender. This together 
with grants for expensive measures which will never ‘pay back’ from energy bill savings 
could support home upgrades where either the lender wasn’t eligible for a commercial 
loan or the package of measures did not fit commercial lending requirements.  

We think that these publicly backed loans and grants (along with exemptions for homes 
where upgrades are not feasible / appropriate and time extensions) would be sufficient 
to allow a mandatory target to apply to the whole of the market. 

Question 23: Do you agree with the proposed alternative option of a mandatory target 
of a portfolio average EPC Band C by 2030 from the start of the policy? If you disagree, 
please explain why, highlighting any alternative target you think would be appropriate.  

As highlighted previously, we strongly support a mandatory target. We do not think that 
a voluntary target is appropriate to the climate emergency.  

4.3 Wider considerations  
Question 24. These policy proposals rely on the information provided by the EPC. Are 
there any impacts of data collection using EPCs that we have not considered? If so, how 
could these be managed effectively by lenders?  

As the consultation document highlights, there are currently issues with EPCs both in 
terms of the data quality, the underlying assumptions and their suitability as a tool to 
drive fabric efficiency and low carbon heating. Whilst we support a shift over time to a 
more dynamic digital green passport approach, we agree that EPCs are a useful tool in 
the intervening period if the quality can be improved, the underlying assumptions 
updated regularly and the secondary carbon and energy demand metrics used 
alongside the headline cost metric where relevant.  

Question 25. What are your views on the likely impacts of requiring an increase in the 
EPC coverage of portfolios on: a) lenders; b) consumers; and c) EPC assessors?  

Since EPCs were introduced in 2008, around 19 million households have been assessed. 
Increasing this coverage to more of the housing stock, updating old EPCs and 
engaging/ re-engaging households and homeowners is a positive step. 
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A significant issue currently however is that lack of impartial (non-digital) support for 
homeowners who are looking to understand their EPC and take the next step to 
upgrade the energy performance of their home. Whilst in Scotland, Wales and France, 
there is publicly-funded, impartial support for homeowners including the provision to 
respond to specific enquiries by phone, email and in some cases home visits, the 
customer journey for English households is fragmented and recent issues with rooftop 
solar and cavity wall measures can discourage people from engaging.  

Whilst lenders could provide this support themselves, the advice and recommendations 
may not be perceived as neutral and in the homeowners’ best interest (even where it 
is). This will pose a significant barrier to homeowners taking action and is a potential 
barrier to the proposed new market for green finance in this area.  

We recommend the government commissions a new ‘net zero homes’ advice service 
(see above) 

Question 26. How can we ensure the effective transition of data between lenders when 
consumers change mortgage providers?  

Lenders should be required to upload data on improvements and other relevant 
information to a third-party repository such as the proposed Trustmark data 
warehouse. New lenders could then source the relevant data from the repository. 

Question 27. Are there any additional ways in which government or lenders could raise 
consumer awareness of their EPC data and how to improve the energy performance of 
their homes?  

As highlighted in Q25, consumers need impartial and expert advice and hand-holding 
to support them through the process of retrofitting their home. 

We recommend that the government commissions a new ‘net zero homes’ support 
service to help people with all the changes that will be required – from insulating their 
home to changing their heating and car to access the relevant finance and then using 
their new kit effectively.  

Lenders could then signpost consumers to this service. If this service were regionally 
delivered then this could further support consumers by connecting them to local area-
based installation schemes which might be able to provide the measures at lower cost.  

Question 28. Are there any ways in which lenders could help to encourage the 
installation of smart meters in the homes of those to whom they lend?  

As highlighted above, we recommend the government commissions a new ‘net zero 
homes’ advice service. As part of the support, advisors (as in the Home Energy Scotland 
service that we manage for the Scottish Government) would be able to explain the 
benefits of smart meters, and the potential to enable them to access lower cost energy 

https://www.homeenergyscotland.org/
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and in some cases even earn money from their supplier as part of upgrading their 
home (and crucially to listen and respond to any concerns that they may have about 
smart meters that may be preventing them from engaging).  

Question 29. Should works carried out to comply with these policies require that 
mortgagors choose a TrustMark approved provider or installer?   

We support the use of the quality standard PAS 2035 where packages of work are 
undertaken or where a significant fabric improvement is needed.  

Question 30. We understand that there are mortgagors who will not be able to self-fund 
or borrow. Do you have any evidence that indicates what proportion of the mortgage 
market these mortgagors represent? Please provide as much detail as you can.  

The consultation suggests that additional loans will not be appropriate for most first 
time buyers who now make up fifty per cent of the market. We also know that there are 
over 2.4 million English households classed as ‘fuel poor’ and from the consultation that 
2 million home-owners applied for a mortgage holiday as a result of COVID-19. 

This suggests that a significant proportion of mortgagors will not be able to self-fund 
the upgrades to their home that will be required for net zero (and to ensure that their 
energy bills are affordable going forward). It highlights that whilst commercial lending 
such as green mortgages and mortgage extensions can play a key role, they must be 
supplemented by other forms of finance if the UK is to meet the targets it has 
committed to (both the short term carbon budgets and the 2050 net zero target). 

In our introduction we outline a recommendation for the proposed National 
Infrastructure Bank to be used to provide long-term (up to 30 year), very low interest 
loans for home upgrades where commercial loans are not viable for the homeowner/ 
measures required (or where the homeowner was unlikely to see a return on his/her 
investment would be reluctant to take action without this alternative finance). 

Question 31. Do you agree that those mortgagors unable to self-fund or borrow to make 
energy performance improvements should be exempt from inclusion in a lender’s 
improvement target?  

No – excluding these mortgagors could reduce the impact of the proposals 
significantly. The consultation document suggests that most first time buyers (and low 
income households would not be eligible for a mortgaged-related loan. As above we 
think there need to be alternatives to commercial loans so that all homeowners are 
able to take action and upgrade their home.  

Question 32. How do you think exemptions on the basis of affordability should be 
assessed?  

As above.  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/882404/annual-fuel-poverty-statistics-report-2020-2018-data.pdf
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Question 33. What other methods of protecting fuel poor mortgagors should the 
government consider in designing its proposals? Please provide evidence to support 
your answer where possible.  

We think fuel-poor homeowners should be supported to upgrade their homes by a 
combination of grant funding (up to a threshold) and then by a public-backed, very low 
interest, long-term loan that sit on the property rather than with the borrower. The loan 
should be structured so that the homeowner is able to afford both adequate heating 
and to service the loan from the energy bill savings likely to result from the measures.  

Question 34. Do you support the idea of lenders recommending referrals to energy 
suppliers under a future ECO scheme? 

The information that lenders use for assessing borrowers’ affordability could help 
identify those eligible for ECO.  

Question 35. Are there any impacts on the protected groups that we have not 
considered?  

N/a. 

Question 36. We wish to include leasehold properties in the scope of these proposals in 
order that their owners or tenants may benefit from energy improvement works. How 
do you think the government should act to ensure that leasehold properties with a 
mortgage are captured by these policies, while acknowledging the challenges that 
need to be overcome?  

We agree that leasehold properties should be included. The proposals already include a 
proposed exemption for measures where relevant permissions (freehold/ leasehold) 
cannot be secured which should be sufficient.  

Question 37. How can we ensure that we protect groups such as first-time buyers from 
being disproportionately penalised?  

The proposal currently suggests exempting most first-time buyers on affordability 
grounds. This however would make the policy relatively ineffective and out of step with 
the scale of change required to deliver on the climate emergency.  

As covered above, we urge the government to consider alternative forms of finance so 
that all homeowners can take action to upgrade their home.  

Question 38. Are there other impacts these policies could have on mortgage processes 
that we have not considered? How do we ensure that intermediaries, such as brokers, 
have access to the information necessary to advise consumers?  

Intermediaries now play a high role in mortgage market. Since lenders are likely to use 
interest rates to both nudge their portfolio in the right direction and via specific green 
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finance products to get borrower to act (e.g. reduced rate if you improve your home by 
5 SAP points within the first year), the creation of a government-backed advice service 
could help brokers use this information to support their clients (for example by 
analysing how specific packages of improvements would help them access 
preferential mortgage rates) increasing the effectiveness of the new policy.  
 
Question 39. How can we ensure that our policies do not disincentivise lending to poor 
performing properties?  

It is important to ensure the policy does not disincentivise lending to poor performing 
properties. The policy needs to apply to all homes and there needs to be other forms of 
finance to suit homeowners where their financial situation or retrofit needs do not meet 
commercial lending criteria. In addition there needs to be non-financial support to 
homeowners to help them to take action. We recommend the government 
commissions a new impartial ‘net zero’ homes service to support households with the 
changes that will be required for net zero. 

Question 40. How might these policies impact on house prices and households’ ability 
to borrow in the market? What could the government do to mitigate any unintended 
impacts on households?  

Alternative forms of finance are needed because in isolation, the proposals could 
increase the borrowing costs of those with low rated E, F and G homes (where these 
cannot be improved within the investment cap).  

Question 41. How might these policies negatively or positively impact on competition 
and lenders’ ability to operate in the housing and wider market? What could the 
government do to mitigate any negative impacts?  

Under the current proposals, a portfolio including too many homes that cannot be 
improved within the investment cap (most F and G and many E rated homes) will make 
it difficult for lenders to meet the target. If there was a system of alternative finance 
(grants and very long-term loans) for these homeowners to supplement their 
mortgage-based loans with then this would mitigate this impact.  

Question 42. What costs would compliance with these policies likely generate for 
lenders? Please provide an estimate of these costs where possible, including evidence 
to support your answer.  

Not applicable  

Question 43. Do you think a regulatory body should be responsible for the mandatory 
policies in this consultation? If so, what form do you think this body should take?  

Yes.  
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Question 44. Do you think that the government should introduce a requirement on 
lenders to check that privately rented properties comply with the Energy Efficiency 
(Private Rented Property) (England and Wales) Regulations 2015?  

Yes – but it is important that any requirement should be future-proofed so that it 
applies to subsequent regulation in this area (for example, the proposed increase in the 
minimum EPC standard to EPC C by 2028 for private rented homes). 

Question 45. Do you think it would be sensible for these proposals, for example annual 
disclosure of portfolio-wide EPC information, to be applied to smaller non-domestic 
buildings that require similar energy performance upgrades to homes?  

Yes, this would increase the impact of the measure.  

Question 46. Should a fabric first approach be built into the preferred, voluntary, target 
option? If yes, how should such an approach best be implemented?  

Yes. Without a strong and mandatory ‘fabric-first’ approach, there is a risk that 
homeowners will prioritise measures that are low-cost (lighting upgrades), familiar 
(boiler upgrades), less disruptive (heating controls) or likely to add value to the home 
(solar PV and double glazing).  

The Climate Change Committee has emphasised that the priority action for 2030 is to 
improve the fabric of the building stock and to increase the installation of electric heat 
pumps, particularly in homes not connected to the gas grid.  

The measures above will improve the EPC rating but without delivering on this priority 
(and in the case of the boiler upgrades could ‘lock in’ higher emissions by delaying the 
shift to low carbon heating). 

We would like to see fabric measures (ranked in order of cost-effectiveness) prioritised 
within the investment cost-cap followed by low carbon heating.  

Question 47. What are your views on how we could tighten standards to drive greater 
carbon savings? Do you have views on introducing a dual metric, an alternative carbon 
target, or any other suggestions? 

We would support a dual cost and carbon metric with a higher investment cap of 
£15,000 as it would stimulate a more measures overall including higher take-up of low 
carbon heating.  

As above, alongside the focus on energy costs and carbon there also needs to be a 
focus on reducing the overall energy demand of the home. Whilst the proposal 
suggests a potential role for two of the three EPC metrics – on cost and carbon, a 
stronger focus on the third metric on overall energy demand (kWh/yr.) could be used 
too as it provides a strong indication on space heating requirements and so could be 
used to support. 


