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	Work performed and main achievements
Short summary of progress towards the project objectives. Highlight significant activities and achievements. Provide clear and measureable details.
Analyse the outcome of the project (so far) and its (actual and expected) impact (on target groups, change, innovation etc.). For the Final Report, include the conclusions of the action.
Report on objectives not fully achieved or not on schedule, as well as important problems and difficulties encountered during project implementation. 
Summarise in one or two paragraphs important lessons learnt, critical observations on laws, regulations and/or policies that you would like to feedback to the policy directorates of the European Commission.
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[bookmark: _Toc227846952]1.1.1 Introduction – Overall progress of the project
During the first reporting period, RenoInGR progressed broadly in line with the Description of the Action and established the main operational, technical and organisational foundations required for the implementation of its One-Stop-Shop model for the energy renovation of municipal buildings in Greece. By Month 18, substantial progress had been made in the development of the OSS services and support tools, the digital platform, the quality assurance and monitoring frameworks, the preparation of pilot activities, and the mobilisation of municipalities and stakeholders. In particular, the project moved beyond an initial conceptual phase by developing a more structured and stakeholder-informed OSS support model, supported by digital, procedural and technical tools. The project has therefore moved beyond the initial setup phase and into an active implementation stage, in which the tools, procedures and support structures developed during the first period are beginning to be applied and tested in practice.
[bookmark: _Toc227846953]More specifically, the first reporting period focused on establishing the operational basis of the OSS under NTUA, developing the integrated support services and digital tools foreseen by the project, structuring the OSS support model across the different stages of municipal project development, initiating pilot building preparation in the participating municipalities and regions, and advancing the communication, dissemination, monitoring and governance-related actions necessary for the next implementation phase. At the same time, the project generated important early results in terms of municipal engagement, stakeholder participation, workshop activity, platform development and service structuring. While some activities linked to the long-term legal and governance consolidation of the OSS, as well as later-stage procurement and implementation steps, remain ongoing or have progressed more gradually than initially anticipated, the overall project trajectory remains solid and the work carried out so far provides a credible basis for the next phase of pilot implementation, scaling and long-term sustainability..
1.1.2 Main work performed during the reporting period
During the reporting period, a substantial part of the work focused on establishing the operational basis of the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop and putting in place the organisational, procedural and governance-related foundations required for its functioning. The OSS was established in operational terms under NTUA, the first core staff member of the structure was appointed, and the Advisory Board was formed. Work also progressed on the governance framework and on the examination of the most appropriate legal structure for the long-term institutional consolidation of the OSS. Although the final legal form and full governance structure were not yet finalised, the OSS was able to function as a service under NTUA, allowing the project to move forward while the legal and institutional questions continued to be explored. In support of this overall establishment process, the project also developed key internal management and control instruments, including the Quality Assurance Plan of the OSS, the project quality and green management framework, the risk management plan and the impact monitoring framework.
A second major area of work concerned the development of the OSS services, supporting tools and digital environment. During this period, the project moved beyond an initial conceptual understanding of the OSS and developed a more structured, stakeholder-informed service architecture grounded in the actual needs of municipalities and the expectations of relevant market actors. Through co-creation workshops, questionnaires and comparative investigation of similar European initiatives, the project refined the support logic of the OSS across the main stages of municipal building renovation project maturation, including preparatory work, project definition, renovation design, financing planning, implementation support and post-renovation guidance. This process also led to the development of standardised support materials, service descriptions, readiness and screening tools, financing-related guidance, tender templates and Energy Performance Contracting support documents. In parallel, the RenoInGR platform was developed as the digital core of the virtual OSS office, hosted at oss.renoingr.gr. The platform integrates informational and guidance content, regulatory and financing material, FAQs, examples of nZEB-oriented renovations, provider-related registries, low-embodied-carbon materials information, forms for user interaction and an AI-supported smart assistant. This made it possible to translate a large part of the consortium’s work into a structured and usable digital support environment rather than keeping it only at the level of internal outputs and deliverables.
Another key workstream during the reporting period was the engagement of municipalities, regions and other relevant stakeholders. The project worked closely with the participating pilot municipalities and regions, while also broadening outreach through communication and stakeholder-mobilisation activities. In particular, the co-creation process under WP3 generated substantial interaction with municipalities and market actors through regional and national workshops and structured questionnaires, helping the project identify the main barriers municipalities face and the types of support most needed at different stages of project development. Workshops and dissemination actions were carried out, and national-level engagement was supported, including actions involving KEDE and wider municipal interest. These activities contributed to early awareness-raising, stakeholder participation and the creation of initial conditions for the wider uptake of OSS services beyond the core pilot entities. In addition, the project engaged with relevant stakeholders through consultative and networking processes, including the establishment of the Advisory Board and structured exchanges with similar European initiatives, thereby enriching the project’s operational and strategic learning environment.
A particularly important part of the work performed during this period related to the preparation of the pilot buildings and the groundwork for pilot operation. Cooperation agreements were concluded between NTUA and the participating municipalities and regions, building-related technical and administrative data were collected through structured processes, and site visits were organised in the pilot areas in cooperation with engineering teams and local authorities. This work enabled the verification of building data, the screening and, where necessary, revision of candidate building lists, and the progressive preparation of Energy Performance Certificates and Energy Reports. These activities created the technical basis for the subsequent development of renovation design and procurement-related steps and also generated important practical knowledge about the challenges municipalities face in project preparation, data availability and technical readiness.
The reporting period also included substantial work on project coordination, quality assurance, monitoring and dissemination. The project was managed through the coordination of NTUA, regular progress meetings, monthly Steering Committee follow-up and central collection of technical and financial partner inputs. At the same time, the consortium developed and applied frameworks for project quality control, green management, risk monitoring and impact evaluation. The PPI framework was established and updated, the KPI framework was defined and aligned with the LIFE KPI webtool, and the relevant KPIs were reported according to the agreed requirements. Communication and dissemination activities also progressed, including workshops, newsletters, online communication channels and project networking, thereby supporting both internal coordination and external visibility.
Finally, initial work was also undertaken in areas linked to the longer-term sustainability, exploitation and replication of the project results. Although these workstreams will become more prominent in the next reporting phase, the groundwork already started during the present period, including preliminary work related to the sustainability pathway of the OSS, the exploration of financing routes and blended-financing concepts, and the exploration of replication conditions in Cyprus through the participation of the Municipality of Limassol. Taken together, the work performed during the first reporting period provided not only the initial setup of the project, but also the substantive operational, technical and strategic basis for the next phase of implementation, during which the services, tools and frameworks developed so far will be applied more extensively in practice..
[bookmark: _Toc227846954]1.1.3 Key achievements of the project so far 
Key achievements of the project so far include:
· the operational establishment of the OSS under NTUA, including the appointment of the first core OSS staff member and the initiation of OSS operation while the final legal and governance structure remains under development;
· the establishment of the Advisory Board as a consultative structure bringing together relevant institutional and market-oriented expertise to support the development and future operation of the OSS;
· the development of a structured and stakeholder-informed OSS service architecture, based on co-creation with municipalities and market actors and organised across the main stages of municipal renovation project development;
· the development of the RenoInGR digital platform as the virtual core of the OSS, integrating guidance content, regulatory and financing information, FAQs, examples, registries, support materials, user interaction forms and an AI-supported smart assistant;
· the preparation of standardised support materials and operational tools, including service descriptions, readiness and screening logic, guidance materials, financing-support resources, renovation tender templates and Energy Performance Contracting-related documentation;
· substantial progress in the preparation of the pilot building portfolio, including cooperation agreements with municipalities and regions, collection and verification of building-related data, site visits, candidate-building screening and the progressive preparation of EPCs and Energy Reports;
· the mobilisation of municipalities and stakeholders through workshops, dissemination and networking, including strong participation in co-creation and national-level activities, which helped validate the OSS concept and generate wider interest beyond the pilot entities;
· the establishment of the main internal quality, risk and monitoring frameworks, including the Quality Control and Green Management Handbook, the Risk Management Plan, the OSS Quality Assurance Plan and the PPI/KPI monitoring system linked to the LIFE KPI webtool;
· [bookmark: _Toc227846955]the initiation of sustainability, exploitation and replication-related work, including early work on the long-term sustainability pathway of the OSS, the exploration of financing routes and blended-financing concepts, and the first structured replication work in Cyprus.
1.1.4 Impact generated so far
By the end of the first reporting period, the project had already generated important impacts at organisational, operational and stakeholder level, even though the main large-scale technical, financial and environmental effects are expected to materialise in later implementation phases. The most immediate impact generated so far lies in the creation of an operational support environment for municipal building renovation in Greece. Through the establishment of the OSS under NTUA, the structuring of integrated support services, the development of the digital platform and the production of guidance, quality and monitoring frameworks, the project has already improved the capacity of the participating actors to organise, understand and support the preparation of renovation projects in a more systematic way. This is an important impact in itself, particularly in a context where many municipalities face limited administrative, technical and financial capacity.
A second important impact concerns municipal readiness, institutional learning and the validation of a stakeholder-informed support model. Through the co-creation activities, pilot preparation work and structured interaction with municipalities and market actors, the project has already helped local authorities move from a general intention to renovate buildings toward a more concrete understanding of their building stock, documentation gaps, technical constraints, financing barriers and next preparation steps. The collection of building-related data, the site visits, the review of candidate buildings and the preparation of EPCs and Energy Reports have already improved the maturity of the pilot portfolio and generated practical knowledge for both the consortium and the participating local authorities. At the same time, the workshops and questionnaires carried out under WP3 provided a strong evidence base on what municipalities and market actors actually need from an OSS, allowing the project to move from a conceptual support idea to a more realistic and stage-based service architecture.
The project has also generated important stakeholder, communication and market-orientation impacts. Early workshop activity, strong participation in national-level events and wider engagement with municipalities and relevant stakeholders have increased awareness of the OSS model and of the support possibilities related to public building renovation. The updated PPI monitoring shows that, even in this early phase, the project has already recorded notable activity in workshops, participation and initial contacts, while the broader communication and networking work has contributed to creating a base of interest and visibility for future uptake. In addition, the WP3 consultation process has already produced a practical alignment between municipal needs and market expectations, especially in relation to bundling, procurement, Energy Performance Contracting and blended-financing logic. This is an important early impact because it improves the realism and future implementability of the support model being developed.
Another impact already generated relates to innovation and digital support. The development of the RenoInGR platform has created a practical digital support infrastructure that did not exist previously for this target group. It has strengthened the accessibility and operational value of the OSS services and has allowed project outputs from different work packages to be translated into a coherent support environment for users, including guidance content, regulatory and financing information, examples, support materials and interactive digital functions. In that sense, the project is already producing innovation-related impact not only through future renovation outcomes, but also through the creation of a new model of integrated municipal support combining physical, organisational and digital elements.
At the same time, the project has already created the conditions for the longer-term impacts foreseen in its intervention logic, even if these are not yet fully reflected in quantitative values. As shown in the PPI and KPI monitoring documents, indicators directly related to renovated area, investment mobilisation, energy savings, renewable energy generation and greenhouse-gas reductions remain at zero or at early values, mainly because the relevant implementation steps are planned for later phases of the project. This does not indicate lack of impact, but rather reflects the sequencing of the action. The groundwork carried out during the present reporting period constitutes the enabling basis upon which the later investment, energy, climate and replication effects are expected to build..
[bookmark: _Toc227846956]1.1.5 Challenges and delays encountered
During the first reporting period, the project encountered a number of important challenges and delays, mainly related to the institutional consolidation of the One-Stop-Shop, the readiness of municipal building portfolios, and the timing of some implementation steps that depend on technical maturity, administrative preparedness and local responsiveness. These challenges did not prevent the project from progressing, but they did affect the pace of advancement in certain areas and required adaptive management and a more gradual implementation approach.
The most significant challenge concerned the finalisation of the legal and governance structure of the OSS. While the OSS has been able to operate functionally as a service under NTUA, the definition of its final legal form and the corresponding governance framework proved more complex than initially anticipated. This complexity is linked not only to the choice of a formal legal vehicle, but also to broader institutional and administrative considerations, including compatibility with the Greek legal and regulatory framework, the future relationship of the OSS with public authorities and municipalities, and the need to ensure both operational flexibility and long-term sustainability. As a result, the legal and institutional consolidation of the OSS has progressed more gradually than originally planned, and the formal establishment of the Governing Board has also been delayed. However, the project adopted a pragmatic solution by allowing the OSS to operate under NTUA while the legal and governance issues continued to be examined.
A second important challenge concerned the administrative and technical readiness of municipalities and regions in relation to the pilot buildings. In several cases, the project faced incomplete, fragmented or outdated building-related information, including missing technical documentation, lack of readily available energy data and limited availability of valid EPCs. More specifically, the co-creation and pilot-preparation work highlighted recurring difficulties related to unclear ownership status or pending legalisation of buildings, missing or incomplete plans, insufficiently organised energy consumption records, limited availability of pre-seismic inspection documentation, and the need for municipalities to clarify or secure administrative capacity-related prerequisites required for access to public funding. In addition, some buildings initially proposed by municipalities were found during the screening and site-visit phase to be less suitable than expected, requiring revisions to the initial building lists and, in some cases, the identification of alternative buildings. These issues affected the pace of technical preparation and delayed parts of the work related to EPCs, Energy Reports and the subsequent progression toward renovation design and tender preparation. Nevertheless, these challenges were managed through closer cooperation with municipalities, engineering support and adaptive technical screening.
The project also identified challenges linked to the practical implementation conditions of municipal renovation projects, especially in small, island and mountainous municipalities. Both the municipal consultation process and the pilot preparation work showed that geographically dispersed and relatively small projects are often less attractive to consultants, contractors and ESCOs, while incomplete baseline data and weak standardisation can make financing and tender preparation more difficult. Additional complexity was noted in relation to listed or heritage buildings, where technical requirements and funding eligibility constraints may complicate renovation planning. These findings did not stop project implementation, but they confirmed that the maturation of municipal building projects requires more structured support, clearer preparatory guidance and, in many cases, bundling approaches in order to overcome scale and market barriers.
A further challenge relates to the sequencing of outputs and impacts. A number of indicators linked to building renovations, investment mobilisation, energy savings and related environmental benefits remain at zero or at early levels at the end of the reporting period. This is largely due to the fact that the project is still transitioning from the establishment and preparatory phase to more implementation-intensive phases, where technical studies, procurement and investment-triggering actions will become more prominent. Although this means that some expected downstream results are not yet visible in quantitative terms, this does not indicate underperformance. Rather, it reflects the implementation logic of the project, in which significant groundwork had to be completed first in relation to OSS services, governance, platform development, pilot preparation and stakeholder mobilisation..
[bookmark: _Toc227846957]1.1.6 Lessons learned 
During the first phase of project implementation, were identified  important lessons regarding the preparation and development of municipal building renovation projects. The experience we gained showed that the successful development of a renovation pipeline depends not only on the technical characteristics of candidate buildings, but also on the practical capacity of municipalities to organise information data, assess needs and support the early stages of project preparation. A first key lesson concerns the administrative and technical readiness of municipalities to prepare renovation projects in a timely and structured manner. In many cases, they face difficulties in establishing a reliable and complete picture of their building stock, due to incomplete, outdated or fragmented administrative records. Essential documentation, such as building permits, technical drawings, floor plans, records of previous interventions or ownership-related documents, is often missing, dispersed across different municipal departments, or not readily accessible in a form that can effectively support project preparation. As a result, the initial mapping of the municipal building stock and the identification of suitable buildings for renovation can be considerably delayed, which affects the overall pace and maturity of project development.
A second important lesson concerns the limited availability and reliability of technical and energy-related data for municipal buildings. In many of the buildings we examined during the first phase of the project, the information required to support an initial assessment of renovation potential was either incomplete, outdated or entirely unavailable. Some data on building characteristics, thermal performance, existing systems and patterns of energy use were often not systematically recorded. Furthermore only a limited number of buildings had valid and usable Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs). Under these conditions, the on-site visits carried out by engineering teams proved to be essential. These visits were necessary not only to verify the actual condition of buildings and collect any missing technical and energy-related information, but also to establish the initial evidence base required for informed decision-making. The project experience therefore showed that, in many municipal contexts, the early stages of renovation project preparation cannot rely exclusively on pre-existing documentation and often require direct field-based technical assessment in order to provide a sufficiently reliable basis for further planning.
A further lesson emerging from the project concerns the early identification and screening of candidate buildings for renovation. The experience gained showed that the buildings which were initially proposed by municipalities did not always represent the most suitable candidates for inclusion in a renovation pipeline. In several cases, those which were initially prioritised at local level were found during technical review and site inspections to present limitations that reduced the feasibility, relevance or expected impact of renovation interventions. At the same time, the assessment process also helped identify alternative municipal buildings that had not been initially considered, but proved to be more appropriate candidates for renovation. This finding highlights that the initial internal selection, although useful as a starting point, should not by itself determine project prioritisation. Instead, candidate buildings should be subject at an early stage to a structured technical screening process based on clear and consistent criteria, in order to improve the quality of the emerging project pipeline and reduce the risk of investing time and resources in buildings with limited prospects for further development.
Finally, the project highlighted broader capacity-related constraints that affect the preparation of municipal renovation projects. In many cases, municipalities operate under limited staffing capacity and have restricted access to specialised technical expertise, which reduces their ability to organise information, coordinate across departments and respond efficiently to the requirements of project development. The experience of the project also highlighted the lack of clear and easily accessible guidance about the regulatory framework, the available financing opportunities and the administrative steps which are required to initiate renovation projects. Municipal staff often face difficulties in identifying relevant legislation, understanding available financing schemes and navigating the procedural requirements needed to move from initial interest to project preparation. In conclusion these lessons confirm the importance of providing municipalities with integrated technical guidance, access to reliable information and structured support mechanisms from the earliest stages of project development. They also reinforce the value of the One-Stop-Shop approach developed within RenoInGR as a practical response to the administrative, technical and organisational barriers encountered during implementation.
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[bookmark: _Toc227846959]2.1 Expected impacts
	Impact
Report on changes to the expected impacts presented in your description of the action (DoA) (if any) and the effects on the project/need for adaptations.
Confirm that you have reported on the achieved key performance indicators (KPIs) in the LIFE KPI webtool. in line with the agreed schedule. (n/a for Operating Grants, PRE, TA-PP, TA-R)

	No changes have been identified in the expected impacts of the project as described in the Description of the Action (DoA). The project continues to pursue the objectives, the results and the targets set out in Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement.
The expected impacts of the project remain the mobilisation of investments in the energy renovation of municipal buildings, the development of a pipeline of renovation projects, and the strengthening of municipal capacity to plan and implement energy efficiency interventions through the establishment of a One-Stop-Shop support structure.
The relevant key performance indicators, including those related to energy savings, renewable energy generation, greenhouse gas emission reductions and investment mobilisation, remain unchanged. The reporting on these indicators has been carried out through the LIFE KPI webtool in line with the agreed reporting schedule.



#@SUS-CON-SC@#
[bookmark: _Toc495508581][bookmark: _Toc495512530][bookmark: _Toc227846960]2.2 Sustainability, replication and exploitation
	Sustainability, replication and exploitation (n/a for Operating Grants)
Report on changes in your sustainability analysis/strategy (if any). 
Briefly describe the key results of your project that will have a long-lasting effect, or will be replicated or exploited. Highlight those sectors or places with the highest potential for replicating the project’s results. Highlight any public or private actors likely to up-scale the project’s results and estimate the required investments or financial resources (if any) that would be necessary to up-scale. Describe the coverage and size of the target market.
For the Final Report, describe the follow-up of the project after the end of the EU grant. How will the results be used or further developed. Report on the status and content of your [After LIFE conservation plan] [Business plan] [Exploitation plan] to ensure sustainability of results and long-term impact. 


	[bookmark: _Toc227846961]2.2.1 Changes in strategy
There have no substantial changes been introduced to the project’s sustainability, replication and exploitation strategy during the present reporting period. The overall strategic approach remains consistent with Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement. In particular it is consistent with Work Package 6, which foresees the development of a long-term sustainability framework for the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop, the preparation of replication activities in Cyprus, and the elaboration of an exploitation strategy for the project results. At this stage of implementation, the project continues to follow the planned direction set out in the Description of the Action, while progressively advancing the preparatory work needed to support these objectives.
As this report covers the first reporting period up to month 18, most of the activities and deliverables related to sustainability, replication and exploitation are still at an intermediate stage and are scheduled to mature further in the subsequent phases of the project. In particular, the 10-year OSS Business Plan, the Replication Plan in Cyprus, the additional replication activities and the Exploitation Roadmap are foreseen for later stages of implementation. Therefore, no revision of the underlying strategy is considered necessary at this point. The project maintains the same intended pathway as originally described, namely to ensure the long-term viability of the OSS, to support the transferability of the developed model to other geographical contexts, and to maximise the future use and value of the key project results.
[bookmark: _Toc227846962]2.2.2 Sustainability of project results
The sustainability of the RenoInGR project results is closely linked to the long-term value and continued use of the One-Stop-Shop model, the digital platform, the integrated service packages and the practical support tools developed through the project. These results are designed for structural and continuing needs of Greek municipalities and regions, particularly small and medium-sized municipalities, islands and mountainous areas, which often face persistent limitations in human, technical and financial capacity for the preparation of building renovation projects. In this sense, the project results are not limited to one-off outputs for the duration of the action, but are intended to establish a lasting support framework that can continue to facilitate municipal building renovation activities beyond the project lifetime.
A key element of this sustainability concerns the continued availability and usability of the core RenoInGR outputs, such as the OSS operational model, the guidance materials, the support services, the digital platform and the technical, financial and procedural tools which will be developed for municipalities. These results are expected to remain relevant after the end of the EU grant, since they respond to long-term barriers already identified in the Greek municipal context. Some of them are limited internal capacity, fragmented information, insufficient technical preparation and difficulties in accessing suitable financing and implementation pathways for renovation projects. Their sustainability therefore depends not only on the intrinsic usefulness of the outputs, but also on the ability to embed them in an operational structure capable of maintaining and delivering these services over time.
At the same time, the project recognises that the long-term sustainability of the OSS cannot be understood only in technical terms. It also depends on a set of economic, legal, institutional and market-related conditions that will determine whether the OSS can operate as a viable and durable support structure after project completion. In particular, the sustainability of the model requires further assessment of the economic conditions under which it could function, the level and type of demand that may realistically emerge from municipalities and other target users, the appropriate legal and organisational form of the structure, and the broader regulatory and administrative framework within which such an entity could operate. These aspects are particularly important because they affect not only the formal establishment of the OSS in the longer term, but also the definition of its service model, the resource needs, the governance arrangements and potential revenue or support mechanisms.
For this reason, the long-term sustainability approach of the project includes not only the development of useful services and tools, but also the progressive elaboration of the conditions required for their continuation beyond the project lifetime. This work is foreseen within the project through the preparation of the OSS 10-year Business Plan and the broader activities under Work Package 6, in coordination with the governance-related work carried out under Work Package 2. At the current interim stage, these elements are still under development and is required further analysis in order to define a realistic long-term model. Nevertheless, the strategic direction remains unchanged: the project aims to ensure that the RenoInGR OSS evolves into a sustainable support structure with lasting value for municipalities and regions, capable of continuing to support the development of municipal building renovation projects after the end of LIFE funding.
[bookmark: _Toc227846963]2.2.3 Replication potential
The replication potential of the RenoInGR project is considered strong, as all the aspects developed by the project address barriers that are not unique to the initial pilot context, but are relevant to a wider range of municipalities and public authorities. The project has been designed from the outset with transferability in mind, with the intention that its methodological approach, service logic and operational tools can be adapted and applied in other geographical and administrative contexts. So the project’s replication potential concerns not only the transfer of individual outputs, but also the adaptation of the overall support model for building renovation project development, including technical assistance, guidance, stakeholder engagement and access to financing-related support.
A first and explicit replication pathway of the project concerns Cyprus, through the participation of the Municipality of Limassol in Work Package 6. According to Annex 1, the project foresees the development of a Cyprus-oriented replication pathway based on a detailed understanding of the national context, such as building renovation potential, financing instruments and the relevant regulatory and policy framework. The Cypriot replication approach is expected to build on the know-how acquired through the development and pilot operation of the RenoInGR OSS, while adapting the structure and services to the country’s specific institutional and market conditions. It is anticipated that the Cypriot OSS will be hosted by the Municipality of Limassol, while its services could potentially address needs at national level.
During the present reporting period has already started a preliminary work in support of this replication pathway by Limassol. This has included an initial mapping of the relevant Cypriot stakeholders and competent authorities, the collection of information on the applicable legal and procedural framework, the identification of available documents and instruments related to energy performance, public procurement and Energy Performance Contracting, as well as a first investigation of the municipal building stock and the financing and support mechanisms that may be relevant in the Cypriot context. These early steps are important because they confirm that the replication will require adaptation rather than direct copying, but they also indicate that the methodological approach followed in RenoInGR can provide a useful and transferable basis for structuring a Cypriot OSS model. [με βάση το report από τη Λεμεσό -  να γίνει ένας έλεγχος πριν την υποβολή]
Beyond Cyprus, the project also foresees additional replication activities in selected neighbouring and East European countries. Annex 1 explicitly refers to the exploration of replication potential in countries such as Albania, North Macedonia, Turkey, Romania and Slovenia, with the intention to assess market conditions, possible adaptation needs and future pathways for transferring the OSS concept. At the current interim stage, these broader replication activities remain at an exploratory and preparatory level, which is consistent with the project timetable.
[bookmark: _Toc227846964]2.2.4 Exploitation of project results
The exploitation of RenoInGR project results is foreseen as an important pathway for extending the value of the project beyond the immediate pilot phase and for ensuring that all aspects developed are effectively used by relevant stakeholders. According to Annex 1, a dedicated exploitation strategy will be further elaborated under Task 6.4 and consolidated in the project’s Exploitation Roadmap at a later stage of implementation. At the present interim stage, the project has already identified a clear set of key exploitable results and corresponding target groups, while the detailed exploitation pathways and partner-specific strategies are still to be further developed in line with the project timetable.
The key exploitable results include, first, the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop structure, its operation model and the standardised services developed by the project, in order to  cover technical, financial, legal and quality assurance support. These results are expected to be exploited primarily through future replication and transfer of the model in other geographical contexts. Second, the project foresees the exploitation of the OSS in-person and platform-based operation model. Annex 1 indicates that the services will be offered free of charge during the project lifetime, while after the project the full services and coaching are foreseen to be provided on a fee basis without profit, alongside lighter guidance functions addressed to municipalities, regions and relevant market actors.
Additional exploitable results include the performance-evidenced technical solution packages which support clean energy transition in municipal buildings, as well as the practical templates and tools developed through the project. These include procurement templates for renovation design, procurement and contract templates for EnPC services, and the financing options decision-making tool. According to Annex 1, these results are intended to be made available through dissemination and communication activities and, where relevant, through the RenoInGR OSS platform. Their expected users include municipalities, regions, AEC professionals, EnPC market actors, financing institutions, local authorities and other relevant public bodies. In this sense, the exploitation logic of the project is not limited to direct commercial uptake, but also includes wider operational use, transfer of know-how and integration of the developed tools into future public building renovation practice.
Annex 1 also foresees individual exploitation pathways for the project partners. At the proposal stage, these pathways included, among others, the further use of financing solutions and new cooperation avenues by Epirus Bank, the strengthening of EUDITI’s profile and consultancy capacity in energy performance contracting and building renovation support, the strengthening of Kelemenis’ role in legal advisory services related to EnPC procurement and contractual arrangements, and an enhanced support role for NTUA in relation to public sector building energy efficiency policies and cooperation with local governments. CRES, KEDE, municipalities and regions are also expected to benefit from and further use the experience, tools and services generated by the project, like for future support structures and broader facilitation activities. At month 18, these partner-specific exploitation paths should still be regarded as planned directions rather than as fully operationalised strategies, since the relevant individual and common exploitation plans are scheduled for later development under WP6.
Overall, the exploitation potential of RenoInGR lies in the fact that it is developing an integrated support model in a market where, according to Annex 1, no comparable structure currently exists in Greece for providing comprehensive services for the decarbonisation of municipal and regional buildings. The project therefore creates exploitable value not only through specific tools and templates, but also through the testing and gradual consolidation of a facilitation structure that may continue to serve municipalities, regions and associated market actors after the end of the project. The detailed exploitation pathways, resources and implementation arrangements will be further specified in the Exploitation Roadmap foreseen in Task 6.4..
[bookmark: _Toc227846965]2.2.5 Potential market uptake / scaling
The potential market uptake and scaling of RenoInGR is closely linked to the fact that the project addresses a broad and clearly identifiable target group, namely Greek municipalities and regions in need of support for the preparation and implementation of public building renovation projects. According to Annex 1, it is intended to operate at national level, while it places particular emphasis on small and medium-sized municipalities, especially those located in islands and mountainous areas, where administrative, technical and financial constraints are often more pronounced. This gives the project a wide potential user base and supports the prospect of scaling the developed services beyond the initial pilot cases.
The scaling potential of the project is also directly connected to its objective to develop a pipeline of renovation projects and to mobilise investments in municipal building renovation. The project aims to validate the OSS model through pilot support for at least 60 buildings and also to facilitate the preparation of a wider pipeline of additional buildings. This is expected to increase confidence in the RenoInGR approach, strengthen the visibility of the support structure and create the conditions for broader uptake by municipalities and regions beyond the initial pilot partners. In this sense, market uptake is not understood only as the use of individual tools or services, but as the gradual expansion of the OSS model as a trusted facilitation structure for public building renovation.
An important mechanism for this broader uptake is the attraction of additional municipalities through outreach, capacity-building and expressions of interest linked to the use of OSS services. In practical terms, the widening of the RenoInGR user base is expected to contribute not only to the creation of additional renovation pipelines, but also to the progressive improvement of the service itself. As more municipalities engage with the structure, the project will be in a better position to identify more recurring needs, to test the usability of services and tools under different local conditions, and to refine the support model accordingly. This means that a broader call to municipalities and the structured onboarding of additional interested local authorities can support both scaling and continuous improvement of the RenoInGR OSS.
The market uptake potential is further reinforced by the project’s financing and implementation logic. Annex 1 links the OSS model with project bundling, financing support, Energy Performance Contracting and the investigation of blended public and private financing schemes, all of which are intended to make renovation projects more bankable and more attractive to both municipalities and financing actors. In this context, the expected scaling of RenoInGR is associated with three interrelated dimensions: the expansion of the pipeline of municipal renovation projects, the mobilisation of additional investments in clean energy renovation, and the wider uptake of structured renovation support services by public authorities. At month 18, this scaling pathway should still be understood as an emerging process rather than a completed market outcome. However, the strategic direction remains fully consistent with Annex 1 and with the project’s ambition to establish the RenoInGR OSS as a reference support structure for municipal and regional building renovation in Greece.
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[bookmark: _Toc227846966]2.3 Complementary measures
	Implementation of the complementary measures (for SIPs/SNAPs)
If not included in a previous report, explain the coordination mechanisms established with other funds, to optimise the use of funds for the targeted plan/strategy/action plan (e.g. to properly allocate funding to key priorities, etc.). Also describe (if applicable) how the mechanisms for attracting additional funding created benefits for stakeholders.
If already previously reported, focus only on main new progress/achievements of the coordination and fund mobilisation (as compared to the previous reports).
Describe the results of the complementary measures and actions following the structure defined in Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement or using the pillar/theme approach agreed with the granting authority. Describe successes, challenges, and mobilised resources. 
Describe in qualitative and to the extent possible in quantitative terms the overall progress with the implementation of the targeted plan/strategy/action plan resulting from the complementary measures and actions. Cover at least: (i) environmental benefits, (ii) policy implications (if not already reported above), and (iii) capacity building and sustainability. 
Describe any substantial changes to the complementary measures and actions and how this may affect the implementation of the targeted plan/strategy/action plan and the SIP/SNAP project.
Please also complete the table below for each complementary measure or action.
Final report: cover whole project duration. 

	Ν/Α




	Name of complementary action
	Source of funding
	Estimated funding amount
as per proposal application
	Actual funding amounts to date
committed (C), mobilised (M) and/or spent (S)
	Contribution to targeted Plan/Strategy/Action plan
How did the SIP/SNAP project work with the complementary measure or action (e.g. regular phone calls, joint project or conference, common paper, etc.)?
Which SIP/SNAP work packages or tasks are linked? Provide references, web links to reports, dates and other relevant information.
Highlight how the SIP/SNAP project facilitated the implementation of the complementary measure or action.

	Insert text

	Insert text

	EUR XXX million

	[EUR XXX million (C)]
[EUR XXX million (M)]
[EUR XXX million (S)]

	Insert text
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	WORK PACKAGES 



[bookmark: _Toc495592686][bookmark: _Toc227846969]Work Package 1
	Work Package 1: [Project management and coordination]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T1.1 [Coordination and management] ([Implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 1.1 was implemented as planned through the continuous coordination and day-to-day management of the project by the Coordinator, supported by the contribution of all partners. In line with Annex 1, the task covered the systematic monitoring of the progress of work packages, milestones and deliverables, the coordination of technical and financial follow-up, the organisation of project meetings, and the maintenance of communication flows among partners, task leaders and work package leaders. This coordination function was essential for ensuring continuity of implementation across the consortium and for addressing emerging issues in a timely and structured manner.
The coordination activities started with the project kick-off meeting, which took place in Syros in October 2024 and marked the formal beginning of implementation. During the reporting period, further progress meetings were organised, including a major progress review meeting in September 2025 and another in April 2026. These meetings supported the overall review of project progress, technical coordination across work packages, discussion of implementation status and planning of the next steps. They functioned as key points of consolidation, allowing the consortium to review achievements, identify issues requiring attention and ensure alignment between the different work packages and partners.
In addition to the larger project meetings, project coordination was also supported through the regular operation of the Steering Committee. According to the implementation practice followed during the reporting period, Steering Committee meetings were held on a monthly basis, involving the core partners NTUA, CRES, EUDITI and Kelemenis, and, where relevant depending on the agenda, also the Epirus Bank. These meetings played a central role in maintaining close internal coordination and in allowing rapid follow-up on cross-cutting matters affecting project implementation. In practice, they helped ensure continuity between formal reporting milestones and everyday project management needs.
A further important element of Task 1.1 was the close monitoring of project progress and the targeted follow-up of areas where tighter coordination was required. During the reporting period, this included in particular the coordination needs associated with WP2 governance-related issues, the timing of WP4 pilot operation activities, and the collection and integration of inputs from partners. The Coordinator maintained an active role in following these matters and in supporting corrective or adaptive coordination where necessary, in order to avoid disruption and preserve the overall implementation flow of the project. This was especially important in cases where progress depended on the timely interaction of several partners or on decisions affecting multiple work packages.
The Coordinator also ensured structured collection of partner inputs at key moments of implementation, in particular in connection with progress meetings and overall reporting preparation. Partners were requested to provide technical and financial progress information on a regular basis, allowing the project to maintain an updated internal picture of implementation status and supporting the preparation of formal reporting to the granting authority. In parallel, central monitoring of financial progress was also carried out by the Coordinator, contributing to the overall management of the project and to the timely preparation of the interim reporting phase.
In addition, the Coordinator supported the establishment of the Advisory Board through the necessary contacts and communication actions, contributing to its formation as part of the broader governance and management structure of the project. The coordination role also extended to liaison with central government bodies where relevant to project implementation. 
[Placeholder ΙΝΩ σύντομη αναφορά στην επικοινωνία με CINEA κατά την πρώτη περίοδο αναφοράς, καθώς και σε τυχόν επικοινωνία π.χ. με ΥΠΕΝ).

T1.2 [Quality control and Green Management] ([Implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 1.2 was implemented through the preparation and adoption of the RenoInGR Quality Control and Green Management Handbook (Deliverable D1.1), which established the core framework for quality assurance, internal control, documentation standards and green management across the project. In line with Annex 1, the task aimed to ensure the sound implementation of the project not only through technical quality control, but also through clear administrative and financial guidance, internal review procedures and a structured approach to reducing the environmental footprint of project activities. The resulting handbook therefore functions as a common reference document for the consortium and as an operational tool supporting consistency, compliance and internal coordination.
A key achievement of the task was the establishment of a formal quality management structure within the project. As described in D1.1, the RenoInGR organisational framework includes the Project Coordinator, the Steering Committee, the Quality Control and Green Management Committee, the Impact Assessment Committee, the Work Package Leaders and the Task Leaders, each with defined responsibilities in relation to project quality, monitoring and review. In particular, the Quality Control and Green Management Committee, composed of the Coordinating Partner and EUDITI, was given a specific role in evaluating the quality of project outputs, identifying areas for improvement, recommending corrective actions and supporting peer review processes. This gave the project an explicit internal quality governance mechanism rather than relying on ad hoc review practices.
The handbook also translated quality assurance into concrete procedures applicable to the day-to-day implementation of the project. It defined quality control requirements for ICT-related elements, document handling, deliverables preparation, reporting, presentations, timesheets, logos and acknowledgements. A particularly important part of this framework concerns the preparation, review and submission of deliverables. D1.1 establishes a structured procedure covering the preparation of the table of contents, the collection of partner contributions, editing and review, final approval and submission. It also requires that deliverables undergo review by at least two reviewers other than the responsible authoring partner where necessary, thus reinforcing consistency, completeness and compliance with project standards. In this sense, Task 1.2 contributed directly to the reliability and professional quality of the project’s documentary outputs.
Another important dimension of the task is that it goes beyond quality control of formal deliverables and addresses the broader quality of project documentation and communication. The handbook introduced standardisation rules for project reports, PowerPoint presentations, timesheets and branding. It provided common presentation templates, document conventions, file-format guidance, project logo rules and the required EU acknowledgement text, thereby ensuring a coherent and compliant project identity across internal and external outputs. This is especially important in a multi-partner project environment, where consistency in communication and documentation contributes significantly to overall quality, traceability and professionalism.
A further major output of Task 1.2 is the incorporation of a dedicated Green Management Plan into the overall quality framework. The handbook explicitly addresses the need to minimise the environmental footprint of the project, both collectively and at partner level, in line with the broader sustainability orientation of the LIFE Programme. The green management measures set out in D1.1 include prioritisation of online meetings where possible, preference for local implementation of activities in order to reduce travel-related emissions, preference for sea transport over air travel for island-related mobility where feasible, minimisation of printed materials, promotion of green day-to-day practices and alignment of procurement activities with green procurement principles. It also foresees that these practices will be monitored by the Project Coordinator, supported by the Quality Control and Green Management Committee, and reviewed on a semester basis during progress meetings.
The task also established mechanisms for overall project quality control beyond routine document review. D1.1 foresees the possibility of internal quality audits in cases where significant problems arise during implementation, with the participation of the Project Coordinator and additional technically relevant consortium representatives. It also defines a system for corrective and preventive actions, including the documentation of nonconformities, the identification of affected partners, the formulation of actions to be taken and follow-up on their implementation. These provisions are important because they make quality management actionable: the project is not limited to setting standards, but also provides procedures for identifying problems, documenting them and responding to them in a structured way.
T1.3 [Risk Management] ([Implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 1.3 was implemented through the preparation of the first Risk Management Plan of the RenoInGR project, as documented in Deliverable D1.2. In line with Annex 1, the aim of the task was to provide a structured framework for identifying, assessing, monitoring and mitigating risks that could affect the successful implementation of the project. The resulting document established a common methodology for risk management across the consortium and created the basis for a more proactive and coordinated approach to anticipating barriers, planning contingencies and safeguarding implementation continuity.
A central achievement of the task was the formalisation of a clear risk management methodology. As described in D1.2, the project adopted a structured process built around four main steps: risk identification, risk assessment, risk categorisation and risk monitoring. The methodology is based on a simplified probability-impact matrix using a three-level scale for likelihood and impact, resulting in a risk level score from 1 to 9. This approach provided a practical and proportionate internal tool for evaluating risks across the project and for distinguishing between low, medium and higher-priority risks. By introducing a common assessment method from an early stage, the project improved its ability to discuss risks in a shared framework and to link them to specific mitigation strategies.
The first version of the Risk Management Plan identified a total of 26 risks, grouped into four broad categories: coordination and management risks, internal risks, external risks and market-oriented risks. These risks were compiled on the basis of input from the Project Coordinator, Work Package Leaders and partners, and were also aligned with the critical risks identified in the Grant Agreement. The list covers risks affecting both the general implementation environment and specific work packages, including issues such as lack of overall coordination, ineffective management, conflicts within the consortium, delays in deliverables, low interest from municipalities, low interest from EnPC companies, limited attractiveness of financing schemes, sustainability of the OSS after project end, underperformance of suppliers, policy changes, lack of resources due to inflation and unexpected leave of key actors. This broad coverage is important because it shows that the task did not focus only on internal administrative risks, but also addressed strategic, operational, market and governance-related threats relevant to the success of RenoInGR.
The analysis indicates that the majority of the identified risks were assessed as low or medium. Only one risk was categorised as high at this stage, namely the risk of delays in the municipalities’ response after the cooperation agreement signing (R10), which received a risk level of 6. This is a particularly relevant finding for the project, since many subsequent implementation steps depend on the timely cooperation of municipalities and the provision of the necessary information and decisions at local level. More generally, the risk profile reflected in D1.2 is consistent with the nature of the project: most risks are manageable, but a number of them require continued monitoring because they may affect timing, engagement, pilot execution and the broader uptake of OSS services.
Another important contribution of Task 1.3 is that it did not stop at identifying risks, but linked each risk to corresponding mitigation measures and contingency actions. D1.2 presents a dedicated mitigation table covering all recorded risks individually. The proposed measures include, among others, strengthened coordination and monitoring mechanisms, redistribution of tasks if delays occur, replacement logic in case of municipality or partner underperformance, increased bilateral engagement with municipalities, co-creation and outreach actions for attracting EnPC companies, continuous review and improvement of the OSS virtual office, adaptation to inflation-related resource pressures, close contract monitoring for suppliers, and planning for post-project sustainability through a business plan. In this way, the Risk Management Plan operates not only as a diagnostic document but also as a practical management tool that links identified risks to response strategies.
The task also clarified the roles and responsibilities related to risk management. According to D1.2, the Project Coordinator and the broader management structure retain overall responsibility for monitoring and coordinating the response to risks, while Work Package Leaders are expected to identify, assess and manage risks relevant to their own work packages and report developments to the Coordinator. This dual-level approach is important because it combines central oversight with distributed responsibility and allows both project-wide and work-package-specific risks to be addressed in a timely manner. It also reinforces the link between risk management and everyday project governance rather than treating risk planning as an isolated exercise.
A further strength of Task 1.3 is that the Risk Management Plan was explicitly designed as a living document. D1.2 makes clear that the risk table and mitigation measures will be reviewed and updated during implementation in order to reflect emerging conditions, the evolution of previously identified risks and the effectiveness of the mitigation measures already in place. The plan therefore supports continuous monitoring rather than one-off assessment. This is particularly relevant in a project such as RenoInGR, where risks may evolve significantly as the project moves from initial setup and service development towards pilot implementation, governance maturation, financing pathways and broader uptake activities. In line with Annex 1, a second updated version of the Risk Management Plan is foreseen at M24.
T1.4 [Monitoring of project impacts and evaluation] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 1.4 was implemented through the establishment and progressive operation of a structured monitoring and impact-evaluation framework for the RenoInGR project. In line with Annex 1, the task aimed to define, monitor and interpret the key indicators needed to assess project progress, achievements and expected impacts in relation to the project’s specific objectives and the broader requirements of the LIFE Programme. This was achieved through the preparation of the PPI and impact evaluation framework under Deliverable D1.3, its subsequent updates at later reporting stages, and the complementary KPI framework developed under Deliverable D1.4, including the reporting of the relevant indicators through the LIFE KPI webtool.
A first important result of the task was the early establishment of the Project Performance Indicators (PPIs) framework. As documented in the initial D1.3 version, the project defined a set of operational performance indicators intended to monitor short- and medium-term progress in areas such as outreach, workshops, website activity, initial contacts with municipalities, expected conversion into investments, building-related implementation outputs and dissemination performance. The PPI framework was explicitly linked to the project’s specific objectives and to the internal management needs of the consortium, thus providing a practical basis for continuous implementation monitoring. The framework was not treated as static, but was updated in subsequent reporting periods, including the Month 12 and Month 18 updates, thereby ensuring continuity of monitoring and progressive adjustment of the evidence base.
The monitoring work carried out under D1.3 shows that the project has maintained a consistent and transparent approach to assessing implementation progress over time. The Month 12 and Month 18 updates confirm that the overall structure of the monitoring framework, the interpretation logic and the long-term impact evaluation methodology remained unchanged, while selected numerical values were updated to reflect project evolution. These updates also make clear that many of the implementation-related indicators remain at zero not because of underperformance, but because the project is still in a preparatory and early implementation phase in which the core renovation, investment and large-scale deployment effects are expected to materialise later. This distinction is important, because it demonstrates that the project’s monitoring framework is being used not only to record values but also to interpret them in light of the planned sequencing of activities.
At the same time, the PPI updates also record areas of notable early progress. These include the organisation of workshops, the successful completion of two national-level workshops, and participation levels exceeding initial expectations, with approximately 80 participants per national workshop against an initial target of 50 per event. The monitoring framework also captured early evolution in project website visits and initial contacts with local authorities, while recognising that other indicators linked to building renovations, investment mobilisation, energy savings and digital outreach are structurally expected to become more active in later stages of implementation. This demonstrates that the monitoring system is sufficiently sensitive to distinguish between early engagement outputs and the more delayed technical and financial effects expected from subsequent phases of the project.
A second major component of Task 1.4 was the analysis of the Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) framework through Deliverable D1.4. While the PPIs focus on project-internal operational progress, D1.4 establishes the strategic indicator framework used to capture the project’s broader impacts in line with the LIFE KPI Webtool and the LIFE Regulation. As described in the deliverable, the KPI framework distinguishes between Clean Energy Transition–specific KPIs and Horizontal KPIs, covering areas such as primary and final energy savings, renewable energy generation, greenhouse gas emissions reduction, investments in sustainable energy, legislation and policy impacts, innovation uptake, skills, communication, employment, governance, catalytic effects and awareness. The framework also defines measurement methods, data sources, reporting frequencies, assumptions and validation procedures. This gives the project a more robust strategic monitoring basis and ensures alignment with EU-level reporting expectations.
Importantly, the KPI framework is explicitly connected to the LIFE KPI webtool and to the formal reporting obligations of the project. D1.4 states that the KPIs were structured in accordance with the mandatory reporting logic of the LIFE KPI Webtool and aligned with Annex II of Regulation (EU) 2021/783. It also defines the distinction between KPIs and PPIs, clarifying that PPIs monitor the means and operational progress of project implementation, while KPIs measure the higher-level ends and long-term impact dimensions. According to the project implementation practice, the relevant KPIs have also been reported in the LIFE KPI webtool in line with the agreed schedule. This means that Task 1.4 does not only support internal evaluation but also ensures compatibility between project-level monitoring and the formal performance-reporting framework required by the LIFE Programme.
Another important feature of Task 1.4 is the integration of medium- and long-term impact logic into ongoing project monitoring. Both the D1.3 and D1.4 deliverables emphasise that the evaluation approach extends beyond immediate implementation outputs and is intended to support impact assessment up to five years after project completion. The expected impacts include, among others, continued OSS operation after project end, increasing annual renovation rates, large-scale municipal building renovation, cumulative investment mobilisation, substantial energy savings and renewable energy generation, greenhouse-gas reductions, job creation and wider stakeholder engagement. By linking current monitoring data with these future impact pathways, the project has already established the conceptual and methodological basis for later assessment of sustainability, replication and long-term transformation.
T1.5 [Contribution to common information and dissemination activities] ([Partially implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 1.5 was partially implemented through the project’s contribution to common information obligations and standard communication processes linked to the LIFE reporting framework. In line with Annex 1, this task concerns the project’s contribution, upon invitation by CINEA, to common information and dissemination activities supporting synergies and the wider visibility of LIFE Programme and European Commission supported actions. At the present stage, no major stand-alone common dissemination action is confirmed in the reporting material available for this draft. However, the project has contributed to the common information framework of the programme through its structured monitoring and reporting activities.
More broadly, the project has maintained the reporting and visibility conditions necessary for participation in wider LIFE-level information processes. The monitoring framework established under WP1 and the associated KPI reporting work have ensured that RenoInGR data, outputs and impact logic are organised in a form compatible with the common reporting requirements of the programme. In this sense, even where a specific separate dissemination action at programme level is not yet explicitly documented in the present draft, the project has contributed to the shared information environment of LIFE through standardised reporting, impact-related documentation and visibility compliance.
[Placeholder: να προστεθούν εδώ συγκεκριμένες κοινές δράσεις ενημέρωσης ή διάχυσης που υλοποιήθηκαν κατόπιν πρόσκλησης της CINEA κατά την περίοδο αναφοράς, όπως ένα template παρουσίασης που μας είχε ζητηθεί .]

[Placeholder: να διευκρινιστεί αν το έργο παρείχε συγκεκριμένο υλικό, δεδομένα, βασικά σημεία προόδου ή άλλο επικοινωνιακό περιεχόμενο προς την CINEA πέραν των τυπικών υποχρεώσεων reporting.]

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	Ν/Α


	Milestones and deliverables (outputs/outcomes)

	See Technical Report (Part A).
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	Work Package 2: [OSS Establishment and Governance]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T2.1 [Establishment of the OSS] ([Partially implemented])	Comment by user: Σχόλιο προς Kelemenis
Παρακαλούμε να ελέγξετε ιδίως τη διατύπωση που αφορά τη νομική μορφή της ΥΜΣ, τις θεσμικές/διοικητικές δυσκολίες που εξακολουθούν να υφίστανται, τις εναλλακτικές που εξετάστηκαν και τη σύνδεσή τους με τη συγκρότηση του Governing Board. Αν κρίνετε ότι χρειάζεται πιο ακριβής ή πιο προσεκτική νομική διατύπωση, παρακαλούμε να προταθεί.

During the reporting period, Task 2.1 was partially implemented through the operational establishment of the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop under the legal and organisational structure of NTUA, while the final legal and governance configuration of the OSS remains under development. In line with Annex 1, the establishment of the OSS was envisaged as a two-stage process, with an initial preparatory phase during which the OSS would operate under NTUA, and a later phase leading to the establishment of its full structure. At the current point in time, the first part of this process has been implemented, allowing the OSS to begin functioning and supporting project activities, while options for its final institutional form are still being examined, to be concluded later in the project.
A key milestone of the first stage was the appointment, from the beginning of the project, of the first core staff member of the OSS. This person has functioned as the main employee of the One-Stop-Shop and has played a central operational role in supporting the establishment and day-to-day functioning of the service. In practice, this role has included participation in activities related to municipal mobilisation, support to communication with municipalities and regions, and assistance in the administrative follow-up of cooperation arrangements and other OSS-related processes. This first staffing step was particularly important because it ensured continuity, created an initial operational identity for the OSS and enabled knowledge and experience to begin accumulating within the structure from an early stage.
Another important achievement under Task 2.1 was the establishment of the Advisory Board. As reflected in the project’s internal progress material, the Advisory Board has been formed and its members were announced during the first annual meeting. The Board includes representatives with relevant expertise and institutional background, such as members from the Ministry of Economy, the Hellenic Parliament, climate and greenhouse-gas-related advisory functions, the Ministry of Environment and Energy, and the ESCO market. More specifically, the appointed members include Dr. Styliani Alexopoulou, Dr. Asimina Gerasidi, Dr. Ioannis Sempos, Mr. Grigoris Grigoriadis and Mr. Georgios Kamaras. The function of the Advisory Board is non-executive and consultative, providing feedback, expertise and strategic input on OSS services, operation and quality-related matters. Its establishment therefore marks an important step in the maturation of the governance environment of the OSS, even if the full formal governance structure is not yet complete.
At the same time, the task has faced significant complexity in relation to the determination of the final legal structure and the full governance framework of the OSS. This part of Task 2.1 remains under development. As also reflected in the material prepared by the legal partner, the issue is not limited to selecting a formal legal vehicle, but involves broader questions concerning the compatibility of the future OSS structure with the Greek legal and administrative framework, the ability of the OSS to provide services to municipalities in a compliant and effective manner, the relationship with public-sector entities, and the conditions required for long-term sustainability and institutional legitimacy. Different legal options have been explored by Partner Kelemenis and discussed, and the issue has also been the subject of exchanges with the relevant Ministry, including two meetings held during the reporting period. However, no final determination of the legal form had been reached by month 18, and the matter remained under examination.
This ongoing legal and institutional examination has also affected the pace of development of the full governance framework, including the formal establishment of the Governing Board. While first contacts and discussions have taken place regarding the future composition and operation of the Governing Board, its final formation has not yet been completed, as it is closely linked to the legal and institutional consolidation of the OSS. As a result, this aspect of Task 2.1 is delayed compared with the earlier planning reflected in Annex 1 and later project adjustments. However, this delay did not prevent the OSS from beginning to operate. The service is currently operating under NTUA, and this arrangement has enabled the project to proceed with OSS-related activities and pilot support while the final legal and governance issues continue to be explored. In this sense, the project has adopted a pragmatic and gradual approach, ensuring operational continuity without waiting for the complete institutional finalisation of the structure.
T2.2 [Quality Assurance Plan, QAP] ([Implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 2.2 was implemented through the development of the Quality Assurance Plan of the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop, as documented in Deliverable D2.3. The QAP was prepared by NTUA with the contribution of CRES, Kelemenis, EUDITI as a core element of the governance and operational framework of the OSS, with the objective to ensure sound operation, strengthen credibility and foster trust in the services to be provided to municipalities and other stakeholders. In line with Annex 1, the task aimed to establish a structured quality assurance system tailored to the specific nature of the RenoInGR OSS, which combines technical, administrative, financial, informational and communication-related support functions within a single coordinated framework.
The work carried out under this task resulted in a comprehensive quality management framework rather than a high-level or purely descriptive plan. As set out in D2.3, the QAP defines the quality management approach, the quality objectives, the allocation of roles and responsibilities, the rules for document control and versioning, the service categories covered by quality assurance, the corresponding standard procedures, the quality controls, the record-keeping system, the KPI framework, the feedback and complaints mechanisms, as well as the review and update cycle of the plan itself. In this sense, Task 2.2 provided RenoInGR with an operational quality backbone for the OSS and not merely with a general statement of principles. The QAP creates a common reference system for how services should be delivered, documented, reviewed and progressively improved across the lifetime of the project.
A major achievement of the task is that quality assurance was structured across the full range of OSS services, rather than being limited to internal administration. The plan covers 
· Project development support services, like building pool formation, needs assessment, pre-feasibility and bundling; 
· The registry of external professionals and service providers; 
· Financing information and support; 
· EPC and works preparatory guidance; 
· Post-renovation support; communication, front-desk, onboarding, feedback and complaints services; 
· As well as governance, capacity building and internal quality oversight. 
Therefore it establishes a service-based quality architecture that maps each type of support offered by the OSS to specific procedures, templates, controls, indicators and records. 
Another particularly important output of Task 2.2 is the operationalisation of quality assurance through Standard Operating Procedures. D2.3 does not stop at defining broad principles, but develops a structured SOP framework covering the main OSS functions. These procedures define, where relevant, the scope and objective of the service, the responsible actors, the required inputs, the main steps to be followed, the applicable quality controls, and the expected outputs and records. This applies, for example, to the building pool formation and selection process, the needs assessment and pre-feasibility process, the bundling methodology, the management of the registry of external professionals, the provision of financing information and preparatory guidance, the front-desk communication workflow, the handling of expressions of interest, the feedback management process, the complaints and escalation mechanism, and the governance and review procedures. 
A further major contribution is the clear definition of service boundaries and the explicit reinforcement of the non-binding advisory nature of the OSS. This is a highly important aspect of the RenoInGR model. The QAP clarifies that the OSS does not perform detailed technical design or engineering studies, does not act as project developer, contractor or procuring authority, does not make binding technical, financial or legal decisions on behalf of municipalities, and does not engage in procurement, contract award, works supervision or performance guarantees. These safeguards are not presented only as general disclaimers, but are embedded in procedures, communication rules and service design. 
The QAP also introduces a structured monitoring and quality control system through registers, internal documentation, controls and performance indicators. As described in D2.3, the KPI framework is explicitly linked to the relevant service categories and focuses on process- and activity-oriented indicators rather than external outcomes beyond the advisory scope of the OSS. These indicators cover, among others, the completeness of eligibility and pre-feasibility checks, bundling validation, processing of expressions of interest, responsiveness to incoming requests, management of feedback and complaints, execution of internal reviews, staff training and documentation of lessons learnt. Also the plan establishes a structured records and registers environment, including onboarding, feedback, complaints, training and review records, as well as document control principles and role-based access logic for QA-related files. Taken together, these elements provide the OSS with a traceable quality monitoring structure that can support internal accountability, evidence-based review and future reporting.
An equally important dimension of the task is the way in which it links quality assurance with learning and continuous improvement. It has not been conceived as a static compliance document, but as a living framework designed to evolve through operational use. D2.3 explicitly foresees periodic reviews, internal QAP checks, governance summaries, staff training and lessons learned procedures, as well as a later revision of the plan after the accumulation of implementation experience. This is particularly relevant because the RenoInGR OSS is still moving from establishment to pilot operation, and a number of procedures will need to be tested in real conditions through the support provided to municipalities and the operation of WP4 and other service-related activities. The pilot phase will therefore not only use the QAP, but also provide the evidence needed to assess whether the procedures, controls, registers and KPIs are proportionate, workable and sufficiently adapted to the actual needs of the OSS.
The relationship of the QAP with other work packages further underlines its strategic importance. As documented in D2.3, the quality framework is embedded in the broader implementation logic of RenoInGR and is directly linked to WP2, WP3 and WP4. WP2 provides the governance and operational setting within which the QAP is established; WP3 contributes standardised services, templates and digital channels that must operate consistently with the quality framework; and WP4 will provide the real implementation environment through which procedures and controls will be tested and refined. In this sense, it is not an isolated governance document, but a cross-cutting framework that connects OSS establishment, service standardisation, platform-supported delivery and pilot validation. It therefore supports both the present operational phase of the OSS and its future consolidation and replicability.

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	The main cross-cutting issue affecting WP2 during the reporting period was the complexity of finalising the legal and governance structure of the OSS. While the OSS has been able to operate fully under NTUA, the formal establishment of a separate legal entity and the related governance arrangements proved more complex than anticipated, due to legal and institutional considerations linked to the Greek administrative framework and the future provision of services to municipalities. As a pragmatic adjustment, the project continued operating the OSS under NTUA while further legal examination and discussions with the competent authorities continued. This avoided disruption to OSS activities, but delayed the finalisation of the governance framework and the formal establishment of the Governing Board. No major budget deviation is associated with this issue at this stage, although it has affected planning and timing within WP2.

	Milestones and deliverables (outputs/outcomes)

	See Technical Report (Part A).
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	Work Package 3: [OSS Services development]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T3.1 [Co-creation of services – Dialogues with stakeholder groups] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
The objective of this task was to identify the specific requirements of municipalities and to develop tailored services to meet those needs. To achieve this, a co-creation approach was used that gathered insights and needs from all stakeholder groups, namely municipalities, construction companies, ESCOs, and architects and engineers who usually perform building renovation design. This approach was thought to help align with and increase their interest of the groups in the upcoming OSS services.
Task 3.1 constitutes an important milestone in the project, because it moves the OSS concept from an initial project-level vision to a stakeholder-informed service model grounded in actual municipal needs and market realities. Its main contribution lies not only in recording a consultation exercise, but in translating the results of this consultation into a structured proposal for how the OSS should operate, what support it should provide, to whom, and at which stages of the project development process.
The task was led by EUDITI (Partner 10) supported by CRES (Partner 11) in preparing the materials and discussions in the workshops, the questionnaires, and the interviews with the selected stakeholders.  NTUA (Partner 1) reviewed the materials and participated in the workshops.  KEDE (Partner 9) and the two consortium Regions, South Aegean (Partner 2) and West Macedonia (Partner 3) hosted the workshops.  The other consortium members participated in the workshops with interventions and proposals. The role of the consortium municipalities in the workshops was very positive as they facilitated discussions with their interventions, triggering a livelier participation of the non-consortium municipalities.
The co-creation approach was implemented through a dialogue with municipalities and the relevant market actors.  The dialogue was carried out through four workshops and two questionnaires. Three workshops were addressed to municipalities and took place either in hybrid or online format: one in the South Aegean Region, one in Western Macedonia, and one national online workshop addressed to all municipalities of the country. The fourth workshop was addressed to market actors, namely construction companies, ESCOs, and engineers/architects and was held online. 
The workshops had a dual purpose. First, they were used to present the RenoInGR project and a preliminary concept of the OSS services. Second, they created a structured space for participants to discuss the barriers they face and the type of support they consider necessary. 
The scale of participation was significant. The first municipal workshop, held in Syros Island on 10 October 2024, involved municipalities of the South Aegean Region. The second, in Kozani on 17 January 2025, involved municipalities of Western Macedonia. The third, organised nationally online on 5 February 2025 with the support of KEDE, involved around 100 municipalities. 
The fourth workshop, held online on 5 March 2025 and hosted by EUDITI with support from the Association of Greek Contracting Companies, SATE, gathered more than 35 participants from the market side. 
These participation levels indicate a strong interest among both municipalities and companies in the establishment of a support structure such as the OSS.
Task 3.1 delivered the planned deliverable D3.1 “Co-creation of RenoInGR OSS services”.  
Summary of the work performed
The workshops addressed to municipalities were structured as round tables and organised around three main sessions. The first session introduced the RenoInGR project, the OSS rationale, and the preliminary services envisaged. The second focused on the typical project development or maturation process for building renovation works and explained this process through a staged approach (see fig 3.1). The third session dealt with financing instruments and programmes currently available or planned for the energy renovation of municipal buildings. By structuring the discussion around the actual stages of project development, the workshops enabled participants to identify more precisely where they need support and to react to a preliminary service model that matched these stages.  The presentations and discussion materials are available at  (DRIVE) currently restricted to the Project Advisor and the consortium).


[bookmark: _Ref198555203]Figure 3‑1 “Typical project development (or maturity) process for building works”

The staged project development process presented in the workshops covered the full path from initial building selection to project implementation. It included the identification of the building condition and energy improvement targets, the preparation of tender documents, the sequence of approvals and decisions required within the municipality, the publication of tenders, tender execution, and finally project implementation and operation. Additional requirements were highlighted in cases where financing does not rely solely on equity, such as the need to address financing eligibility, grant requirements, or third-party financing conditions through Energy Performance Contracting. This staged approach is important because it forms the backbone of the later service proposal. This means the OSS is not conceived as a general advisory mechanism, but as a stage-based support structure that can intervene at each step of the project development chain.
On the basis of this staged process, the consortium presented a preliminary concept of the OSS services, presented in Table 3.1 below.  For each maturity stage, the preliminary services are presented. 
[bookmark: _Toc200124638]Table 3.1 “Tasks per stage of Project Development to be offered by the OSS”
	Maturity Stage #0 and #1 – "Preparatory Work"

	· Drafting a detailed description of the tasks to be undertaken by the OSS for a set of buildings
· Preparation of an Explanatory Note for the Municipal Council – Drafting of an Agreement between the Municipality and the OSS
· Identification of the buildings’ condition, listing the required documentation, and assisting in their collection (e.g., plans, energy consumption data)
· Support in the final selection of buildings to be renovated (prerequisites: clear ownership status, availability of plans, energy and fuel purchase invoices and consumption data, unless a change of use is planned; commitment to issuing pre-earthquake inspection certificate, Building Sustainable Action Plan (SEAK), Municipal Plan for Emissions Reduction (DHSME)).

	Maturity Stage #2.A – "Preparation of Tender Documents"

	· Definition of the project and setting of energy targets
· Drafting of specifications for the study execution and its announcement by the OSS or its preparation by external engineering consultants
· Issuance/update of the Energy Performance Certificate (EPC) as a result of the energy audit, which is part of the study
· Drafting of tender documents

	Maturity Stage #2.B – "Financing of the Energy Renovation"

	· Development of a financial plan and actions to secure funding, e.g., preparation of grant application
· In the case where the Municipality decides—upon the OSS’s recommendation—to obtain third-party financing (e.g., through ENPC or the Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme), the OSS undertakes the necessary procedures so that the project becomes eligible for funding from a single or combined source

	Maturity Stage #3 – "Proposals for approval – Decisions"

	· Drafting of proposals to the competent municipal bodies for the necessary approvals
· Formation of the Committee for the renovation implementation tender

	Maturity Stage #4 – "Tender Publication"

	· Drafting and publication of the tender notice in accordance with current legislation
· Monitoring, collection of questions, and providing answers on the ESIDIS platform

	Maturity Stage #5 – "Tender Process Execution"

	· If the Municipality wishes, the OSS undertakes, in cooperation with the Municipality, the process of selection, award of the tender, and preparation for contract signing by the Municipality

	Maturity Stage #6 – "Project Implementation"

	· Monitoring of project implementation
· Verifications / certifications
· Handling procedural matters, e.g., drafting progress certificates, extensions, etc.
· Final acceptance
· Project operation
· Guidance to avoid the “rebound effect”
· Maintenance of energy consumption records



A particularly important feature of the proposed model is differentiation according to municipality size. The OSS is expected to offer the most comprehensive direct support to small municipalities, which generally lack technical services and therefore need execution support across nearly all stages. Medium and large municipalities, by contrast, may require a lighter model consisting more of guidance, coaching, templates, and support in more complex financing situations such as EnPC or blended financing. 
The OSS services will be continuously accessible. For mountainous and island municipalities, support requests will be accepted on a first-come, first-served basis, and buildings that complete the first stages of maturation will be bundled in regular time intervals for energy efficiency renovation design tenders. This approach enables economies of scale and makes projects more attractive for financing and implementation. 
Once renovation design studies are completed, the financing plans will be developed for each building or bundle of buildings, with the flexibility to regroup them depending on the funding opportunities available at a given time.
The workshops also clarified the expected role of the digital OSS platform and support materials. The report notes that services will be supported through a virtual office and a set of resources including guidance documents for project development, material on Energy Performance Contracting, a database of low-emission building materials, case studies of zero-emission building renovations, a financing comparison tool, a dynamic question-and-answer section, and further reference material. These resources, clearly welcomed by the municipalities, are intended to improve the quality, speed, and bankability of renovation proposals while also reducing the transaction burden on municipalities. They are currently available to the CINEA and the consortium through the OSS platform at https://oss.renoingr.gr/, and will be publicly available as soon as the final refinements of the platform are complete (pls see Task 3.5). 
The workshops also revealed specific technical and administrative bottlenecks. Municipalities highlighted as major problems the legalisation of buildings, the availability of pre-seismic inspection reports, and the certification of administrative capacity, all of which are prerequisites for receiving public funding. The report notes that the OSS could support municipalities by providing guidance on the steps required for these processes and by informing them about standard templates and updates, especially when the legal framework changes. Another important issue was the difficulty of renovating listed or heritage buildings, due both to technical complexity and to the limited eligibility of associated costs under current subsidy schemes. The deliverable noted that the OSS should, at minimum, provide examples and guidance for such buildings, and possibly extend its support in this area in later phases.
Small mountainous municipalities also emphasised the difficulty of attracting consultants and contractors because projects are small and dispersed. This finding directly reinforced the importance of bundling. 
Municipalities further reported that, especially for schools, energy bills are often incomplete or not clearly matched to the correct building, which undermines the preparation of audits, baselines, and financing cases. It is therefore recommended that OSS should inform in advance the municipalities how to proceed with account keeping for the energy consumption. 
On financing, the workshops showed that municipalities still have little knowledge of blended financing and Energy Performance Contracting. As described in the deliverable, it was recommended that the OSS should prepare explanatory notes, workshops, and template proposals for municipal councils in order to build awareness and enable informed decisions on EnPC. The deliverable also records several policy-relevant observations, such as the need for funding schemes to allow more time for application preparation, the need to take resilience and cost-benefit criteria into account, and the need for grid capacity allocation to municipal photovoltaic projects (D3.1 page 10).
In parallel to the workshops, the consortium conducted questionnaires addressed to all municipalities and, separately, to market actors. The municipal questionnaire sought to identify the main difficulties municipalities face in developing energy renovation projects and to collect their views on the OSS services they would wish to receive. It was prepared by EUDITI and distributed nationwide through KEDE, including to the technical services of all 332 municipalities, and was converted into a Google form to facilitate completion. A total of 54 municipalities responded, most of them small and medium-sized. This constitutes a meaningful evidence base, especially given the territorial diversity of the responses. 
The municipal questionnaire confirms quantitatively the structural weaknesses already identified in the workshops. Municipalities cited lack of specialised staff, limited financial resources, lack of technical infrastructure or capacity to prepare studies, and lack of knowledge regarding legislation and procedures as the main barriers to project development. Most municipalities rely on external consultants rather than neighbouring municipalities or regional authorities for technical support. In terms of readiness, the findings are particularly revealing; among the buildings reported, 
· only 11% have a valid Energy Performance Certificate (EPC), 
· 55% of municipalities have completed or are developing a Plan for Energy Efficiency of Buildings (SEAK), 
· 36% maintain complete records of energy consumption,
· another 25% maintain partial records. 
These figures clearly illustrate the low level of maturity of municipal building portfolios in Greece and validate the need for a structured support mechanism such as the RenoInGR OSS.
The questionnaire also investigated financing practices and barriers. Most municipalities rely on public programmes, such as the NSRF, Recovery Fund, and Green Fund, to finance energy renovations. However, the lack of mature studies was identified as the main obstacle to securing funding, followed by lengthy procedures and insufficient information about funding programmes. Some municipalities additionally pointed to lack of personnel, lack of funding for renovation design studies, and the limited time between publication of funding calls and application deadlines. When asked about alternative sources of financing, many municipalities indicated openness to Energy Performance Contracting, although their knowledge of this mechanism remains limited. 
Geographic location was also reported as a major impediment, especially for mountainous municipalities, because companies often avoid geographically remote, small-scale projects. Municipalities indicated that faster project maturation would require more staffing, more funding programmes, simplification of procedures, and, above all, support throughout the entire process. Several responses explicitly called for a support entity or regional-level service to assist with legal, administrative, and technical procedures and to provide access to information and best practices.
One of the most useful parts of the municipal questionnaire concerns stakeholder reactions to the proposed OSS services by project development stage. The results show strong demand for support at almost all stages: 
· 59% of municipalities explicitly requested support for Stage 1, concerning project definition support, 64% considered the service important for Stage 2, concerning preparation of specifications for energy renovation studies,
· 63% answered positively for Stage 3, concerning development of financial plans,
· 61% requested assistance for Stage 4, concerning tendering support. 
The deliverable interprets these findings as confirming that the greatest demand lies in design study preparation, financing, and tendering, but that smaller municipalities also need support from the very first stage, due to insufficient internal personnel and limited technical capacity. 
As concluded in the deliverable, the RenoInGR OSS can play a critical role in helping municipalities collect documentation, prepare funding dossiers, and accelerate project readiness, provided that it operates efficiently and with sufficient technical credibility.
The consultation with market actors complements the municipal perspective and provides important insight into what will be needed to make the OSS model implementable and attractive to companies. The survey targeted ESCOs and technical companies active in energy efficiency and renewable energy. Although the number of respondents was limited to eight companies, the report notes that this corresponds to around 13% of the registered ESCOs and a substantially higher share of those specialising in the building sector. More than half of respondents were already registered in the ESCO Registry, and the others planned to register. The companies were active in energy audits, energy inspections, building management systems, building envelope interventions, HVAC and lighting systems, renewable energy systems, and CHP. More than half had implemented energy efficiency projects through EnPC, though only a small minority had prior experience working with public bodies. This already points to one of the challenges for RenoInGR, namely, there is interest and experience in the market, but limited familiarity with public-sector building renovation contracts.
The market survey and workshop showed strong support for grouped municipal building projects. Eighty-seven percent of responding companies viewed the central grouping of municipal and regional building energy upgrade projects in a single tender as positive. The most important criteria for making such investments attractive were repayment guarantees, subsidy assurance, geographical proximity of the buildings, and similar building typologies. When asked about the most appropriate implementation mechanisms, the highest preference was for EnPC combined with subsidy, followed by pure EnPC. 
The new national programme addressing aggregated public buildings and their financing through mixed public and private funds (leveraging private financing through Energy Performance Contracting) also received positive interest, while public-private partnerships, the competitive procedure, and the Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme were less preferred. This constitutes an important result because it confirms that the blended financing direction of RenoInGR is aligned with market expectations.
The market actors also provided very practical feedback regarding risk allocation and procurement. Most companies stated that they would be willing to participate in financing with a significant share of the investment budget and that a contract duration of five to eight years would be most appropriate. However, they identified delayed payments, non-compliance with agreed terms, absence of reliable monitoring and verification, and changes in building use as the main risks in public-sector EnPC projects. They also emphasised the need for guarantees such as a mechanism ensuring disbursements, bankable contracts with clear payment schedules, technically realistic specifications, and a clear risk-sharing framework. 
Low interest rates, delayed-payment guarantees, and reduced collateral requirements were highlighted as key characteristics of the financial instruments that would be needed to support ESCO participation. The most important obstacles to implementation in public buildings were lack of appropriate subsidy, lack of standardised tender procedures, and lack of historical energy data. The market actors further expressed strong support for the OSS providing tender specifications for grouped projects and showed preference for mixed contracts and award criteria that combine financial and technical quality rather than focusing only on the lowest price.
Conclusions
The findings have been consolidated into an updated proposal for the OSS services (please see Task 3.2). Overall, municipalities, especially small, mountainous, and island ones, require support throughout the whole project development process and that the preliminary concept presented during the co-creation activities is well aligned with stakeholder expectations. Additionally, some specific adjustments and refinements were suggested by municipalities. These include:
· standardised templates for municipal council agreements, 
· guidance on legalisation and required administrative documentation, 
· support for collecting missing technical data, 
· continued information on administrative capacity certification, and guidance concerning the plans (i) for energy efficiency of buildings (SEAK) and (ii) for Greenhouse gas emissions reduction (DHSME), and seismic inspection reports. 
Importantly, some tasks, pointed out by the municipalities, such as executing certain preparatory processes fully on behalf of municipalities as mentioned above, are not foreseen during the pilot phase of the OSS, although they may be explored in the future. This distinction is valuable because it keeps the proposed service model realistic while still signalling ambition for future scaling.
Overall, D3.1 provides a robust and well-substantiated basis for the design of the RenoInGR OSS. It demonstrates that the project has moved beyond a conceptual understanding of municipal renovation barriers and has developed a stakeholder-informed service architecture grounded in the actual conditions of Greek local authorities and the expectations of the relevant market actors. 
The work performed shows that the main barriers to municipal renovation are not only financial, but also institutional, procedural, technical, and informational. It also shows that there is strong demand for a centralised, technically competent, administratively efficient, and continuously accessible support mechanism. 
At the same time, the market consultation confirms that the proposed use of bundling and blended financing is realistic and attractive, provided that risk allocation, tendering, payment security, and data quality are properly addressed. 
Overall, the project not only implemented stakeholder engagement activities; it generated practical design parameters for the future operation and services of the OSS and provided clear guidance for the next phases of the RenoInGR project.
T3.2 [Development of integrated services and support material] ([Implemented])
Overview
Task 3.2 aims to fully define and standardise the OSS services covering all stages of project development. 
In line with the GA, the task begins with an update of the state of the art, including a closer review of selected projects, renovation solutions, and financing schemes.
The findings from this review and from the co-creation dialogues from Task 3.1 were used to refine the services to fully meet the Greek municipal needs and conditions. As part of the services, the project also investigated how buildings can be bundled, especially considering the challenges of island dispersion.
Materials for standardising the services such as standardised service descriptions, templates of contracts between the OSS and municipalities, criteria for building selection, and procedures to ensure quality control and effectiveness of the services provided were developed.
Standard tender/contract templates were prepared for the (i) renovation design including audits, and (ii) procurement of works, supply and services to include clean energy targets, low embodied carbon materials, and green procurement criteria.
Finally, among the OSS services are financing applications, procurement preparation, and post-renovation guidance to reduce rebound effects through a dedicated “User’s impact module.”
Summary of the work carried out
The project investigated the CORDIS database and the internet to identify completed and ongoing projects relevant to OSS services.  Useful information, however, was achieved from CINEA Project Advisors.
Whilst over 15 recent projects have been identified, the core investigation in this Task focused on six (6) projects, which were selected for a more in-depth investigation.  They are all ongoing projects.  RenoInGR is cooperating with these projects through networking activities.  Key features of the projects are reported in the following table.
Table 3.2
	No
	Project title
	Coordinating Entity
	Short description

	1
	CROSSFIT
	Joule Assets / SCN (B, PT, GR)
	A financially oriented OSS model focused on benchmarking, project aggregation, procurement simplification and centralised tendering, financial engineering and private capital mobilisation. The services are adapted to the legal frameworks of the countries involved. It is a replicated scheme of the Belgian model, VEB

	2
	GASLESS
	Piedmont Region (IT)
	A regionally coordinated public-sector OSS offering services for public buildings including municipal ones: technical assistance on EnPC / ESCO structuring, tender documentation, M&V (measurement and verification) protocols, regional coordination and financial support pathways. It is hosted by the coordinating Entity.

	3
	CROSS
	REGEA (HR)
	A regional energy agency model providing direct technical support, audits, feasibility, financial models and funding support, legal advice, procurement, QA, feasibility studies and close cooperation with municipalities. Regional agency proximity model.  Hosted by the coordinating Entity

	4
	BAOBAP
	ADEME (FR)
	A modular and pathway-based OSS service architecture focused on modular services, standardisation, and replicability. It provides regional support units, toolbox/methodology, personalised support, help with financing options, replication to other regions

	5
	JINAG / EnU
	South Moravian Agency (CZ)
	A model for small municipalities with limited technical capacity, offering coaching, mentoring, and funding support, savings analysis, grant/legal consultations, technical design, financing options, payback, tender/legal setup, training, supervision. Hosted by the coordinating Entity

	6
	TRESS
	Tipperary Energy Agency (IR)
	A trusted local intermediary, focused on practical implementation support offering bundling, market facilitation, regional facilitation, collaboration, financing solutions, EnPC/ESCO, prioritisation, investment-grade audits, procurement strategy, guidelines, capacity building. Hosted by the coordinating Entity

	7
	FEPC
	KAPE
	An EnPC facilitating structure for public buildings offering support to public bodies, ministries, financial institutions, and Energy Service Companies (ESCOs) in the development and implementation of EnPC projects.  It is hosted by the coordinating entity. Hosted by the coordinating Entity



A more detailed presentation of the investigation results is described in D 7.6, already submitted. The deliverable presents a comparison analysis based on a series of wider criteria such as (i) sustainability and post-project continuity, (ii) iinstitutional and governance insights, (iii) operational models and digital readiness.  The results of this analysis were used in the relevant tasks and workpackages.
What are the takeaways from each project
The OSS governance models of the above projects, with the exception of BAOBAP and CROSSFIT, are centralised and planned to operate under the supervision and responsibility of the coordinating entities.  BAOBAP employs a decentralised model, working with multiple regional partners to deliver services across various territories. CROSSFIT, replicates a Belgian model, Vlaams Energiebedrijf's (VEB) OSS, to the participating countries and foresees a centralised governance in each country, undertaken by the local partners.
The above projects operate at the regional level or cover multiple regions rather than at a national scale, as seen with RenoInGR. This situation presents more complex challenges, as RenoInGR must consider local conditions at the national level, particularly focusing on the needs of small islands and mountainous areas. As mentioned in Task 3.1, municipalities in these regions face urgent demands for both technical infrastructure and human and financial resources.
It is noted that the FEPC project also operates at a national level, but the services provided are focussed on facilitating Energy Performance Contracting. 
The services provided by the OSS
Most of the above projects offer services along the whole project development process for project definition, audits, design of the interventions, technical and economic assessment, financing plan, and implementation.  An important aspect was to understand what type of services are offered per stage of project development.  
The following table shows the results.
It is noted, in this task, the stages of project development (maturity process) have been slightly modified compared to the stages given in Table 3.1 to better accommodate and in greater granularity the services and support to be offered.  Figure 3.2 depicts the more detailed stages of the energy efficiency project development.  These stages are used in the following Table to report the services of the selected 7 projects.
Table 3.3 
	Project 
	Services offered
U= Undertaking the task, A= Advisory, Coo= Coordination, I= Information with support materials

	
	Stage 1
Preparatory investigation
	Stage 2
Project Definition
	Stage 3
Audits, energy renovation 
	Stage 4
Financing plan
	Stage 5
Implemen-tation of renovation
	Stage 6
Operation phase

	CROSSFIT
	A
	A
	U
	U
	U
	U

	GASLESS
	A
	A
	Coo
	Coo
	Coo
	N/A

	CROSS
	A/U
	A/U
	A
	A
	A
	A

	BAOBAP
	I
	I
	A
	A
	A
	I

	JINAG / EnU
	I
	A
	A/U
	A/U
	A/C
	A

	TRESS
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A

	FEPC
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A
	I/A
	--


Based on the investigation across the 15 projects and especially of the seven above, the following lessons learnt were collected which are useful for the RenoInGR service development.  
A review of European One-Stop Shop (OSS) initiatives supporting municipalities and public building renovation shows that the most successful models combine integrated technical, financial, legal, and procurement support across the full renovation cycle.
Specific lessons learnt from the above seven projects were: 
· Financial readiness must be embedded from the earliest stages, rather than treated as a downstream activity (CROSSFIT).  This is particularly relevant for RenoInGR.
· Main success factor appears to be a strong regional governance combined with standardised M&V and EPC frameworks (GASLESS). This is highly transferable to bundled municipal buildings.
· Stronger digitalisation and standardised service templates facilitate scaling of the OSS services (CROSS) 
· standardisation though key for successful services should not reduce flexibility for complex municipal cases (BAOBAP)
· coaching-only models may require stronger in-house engineering support for implementation stages (JINAG)
· local institutional trust significantly improves uptake (TRESS).
Across all initiatives, the most successful OSS services combine:
· technical assistance
· financial structuring
· procurement support
· post-implementation monitoring
· trusted local governance
The strongest lesson from EU experience is that fragmented advisory support is significantly less effective than integrated lifecycle services.

RenoInGR Services
The RenoInGR OSS services were finalised based on the dialogues with municipalities and the market actors, and the conclusions, lessons learned and suggestions from completed and ongoing EU-funded projects that have established or are establishing OSS or similar facilitation structures.  
In line with the preliminary services identified for RenoInGR and presented in D3.1, the support to be provided will extend from the very beginning of the project development process up to the operation phase following renovation works and will integrate three levels of assistance as detailed below.
The services are presented in the following.
Engagement with municipalities:  Two ways are foreseen 
(i) Direct contact with the physical office or through the OSS digital platform, 
(ii) Calls for expression of Interest concurrent with preliminary announcements of the public funding programmes.  Preliminary announcements are usually launched before the official launching of the funding programmes.  These calls will be open, that is the municipalities can apply any time convenient, but deadlines will be given for the bundling of the projects. 
Following the application of the municipality an assessment of “Readiness” will be made.  Readiness criteria include the data necessary for energy audits and administrative data.  These criteria are recorded in an EXCEL file (Doc1[footnoteRef:1]) which will be available on the OSS platform. [1:  This is the label of the documents that support the operation of the OSS and are part of service framework available to municipalities] 

The municipalities receive a service description (Doc 2), which will be available on the platform for downloading detailing the services that can be offered.  
Following an official approval, e.g. from the municipal council of the cooperation with the OSS, an Agreement (Doc 3) is signed between the municipality and the OSS.  The Agreement will be available at the platform for downloading. 
Following these administrative steps, the municipality will start receiving support through the entire project development pathway.
Figure 3.2 depicts the stages of the project development and the main activities to be undertaken.  The first stages and the activities in Fig. 3.2 differ somewhat compared to Fig 3.1 (Task 3.1) because they are divided into two stages for more detailed presentation of the planned services.
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Fig. 3.2 Project development stages

In the following, the services are presented.
Table 3.4
	Stage 1 – "Preliminary building selection – Preparatory Work"

	1.1 Identification of the buildings’ condition, listing the required documentation, and assisting in their collection (e.g., plans, energy consumption data)
· Support in the final selection of buildings to be renovated (prerequisites: clear ownership status, availability of plans, energy and fuel purchase invoices and consumption data, unless a change of use is planned; commitment to issuing pre-earthquake inspection certificate, SEAK, DHSME). 
· To address the problem of lack of ownership or building legalisation, a legalisation roadmap (Doc 4) and support will be offered though these issues are not directly related to energy renovation.  However, without these approvals, the municipality cannot access public funding.  In the near future, the project will investigate whether this task can be carried out by the OSS on behalf of the municipalities needing this service) 
1.2 Building selection and collection of missing technical and administrative documentation support (this support can range from a “to do check list” to executing the task on behalf of the municipality. However, the latter is not foreseen during the pilot phase of the OSS. 
· The OSS will investigate and provide guidance to municipalities concerning the execution of SEAK and DHSME. Concerning the Administrative Capacity Certification (gives eligibility to receive public funds), information on the application to be made to the relevant public bodies will be provided e.g. the steps required for their execution. This information will be available on the OSS platform.

	Stage 2 – "Project definition"

	Finalisation of the selected buildings and definition of energy renovation targets
· Guidelines (Deliverable D3.4) will be offered to support finalisation of building selection and setting of energy and environmental targets in line with EPBD recast and the provisions of the Greek regulations.  The Guidelines are available on the OSS platform as an interactive guidance, under the title “Project Development Guide”. 
· Care must be taken to align targets with requirements usually set in the funding programmes, for funding approval.  Through the guidelines, the OSS give energy and environmental targets aligned with the EPBD and supports the municipalities with examples of renovated municipal buildings with ZEB and nZEB standards (D3.4, available on the platform under the “Support materials” tab. 
Public funding availability
· The OSS supports the municipalities by providing continuous information about the planned and launched funding programmes
· Provides Advisory services to the municipalities for decision making
Decision making whether the municipality will consider ESCO financing through and EnPC from this stage on or will follow the typical path of project development
· The OSS will produce a document (Doc 5) explaining the benefits, obligations, and pros and cons of financing through EnPC to facilitate decision making.  The municipality has also the opportunity to decide again on ENPC at Stage 4 where the financing plan is complete.  

	Stage 3 – "Energy Renovation design"

	3.1 Decision-making regarding the preparation of the energy renovation design study by the Technical Services of the Region or Municipality, or through assignment to an external consultant.
· At this stage the municipality must decide whether the renovation design will be carried out internally or tendered through an open bid.  This decision-making pertains to medium and large sized municipalities.  Concerning the small island and mountainous municipalities, the OSS will prepare and will prepare the tender documents for the bid and launch the bid on their behalf if this is requested by a municipality.
3.2 Execution of the renovation design and preparation of the technical tender documents for renovation works
· The OSS will provide a template (Doc 6) for the renovation tender document, incorporating detailed provisions to meet renovation objectives of zero operational emissions and/or nZEB standards, as well as requirements for low embodied carbon materials.  The template is prepared based on the standard tender document produced by the National Authority of Public Contracts (EADHSY) for tendering design studies and a similar template produced in PRODESA, a completed H2020-funded project.  The alterations made are mainly pertinent to the objectives of the renovation design, the expected outcomes, the qualifications of implementation team, the evaluation criteria, and method of scoring. Regarding the expected outcomes, the implementation team is requested to carry out audits, investigate interventions considering the guidelines included in the template, formulate up to three scenarios and carry out an LCC assessment to rank these scenarios.  Ranking is expected to be made based not only on the LCC results, but on some additional criteria pertinent to building conditions and health.  Additionally, the Implementation Team is asked to prepare the technical tender documents for the construction bid to be launched next, in Stage 5.  Concerning the guidelines of the template they include terms relevant to the heating and cooling systems, especially regarding the heat pump sizing and installation, ventilation with heat recovery, building shell improvement (external insulation, windows, infiltration, shading), hot water, PV and thermal solar systems, building management and control systems, as well as low embodied carbon materials and selection guidance.
DoC 5 has been prepared by EUDITI and reviewed by CRES, the legal Partner Kelemenis &Co, four field architects and engineers outside the consortium with long experience on public building renovation design, and the Consortium municipalities and Regions.
The template is useful in both cases, namely in-house or out-sourced execution of the renovation design.  
3.3 Renovation design approval by the Technical Services or other Appointed Authorities 
· For the small-sized municipalities, support will be offered at check points along with the execution of the study and a review of the outcomes to provide feedback for acceptance or for improvements.
Fo the medium sized and large municipalities, advisory services can be offered during the execution of the renovation study at check points and at the end for reviewing the deliverables and the technical documents for tendering the implementation.

	Stage 4 – "Financing plan of the Energy Renovation"

	4.1 Development of a financial plan and actions to secure funding, e.g., preparation of grant application.  
· As mentioned above, information on financing programmes will be available on the OSS platform so that municipalities can access updated information soon enough to prepare their application/dossier.  
· Moreover, an easy-to-use tool (deliverable D 3.6) enabling comparison between several financing scenarios can assist municipalities in decision making. 
· For small-sized municipalities, the OSS will prepare the application for funding.
4.2 In the case a Municipality decides—directly or upon the OSS’s recommendation—to obtain private financing (e.g., through EnPC or the Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme), the OSS undertakes the necessary procedures so that the project becomes eligible for funding from a single or combined sources.  In this case, the OSS will support all three types of municipalities, large, medium and small.
As municipalities have limited knowledge of EnPC, the OSS will prepare a briefing note (Doc 5) outlining the advantages and disadvantages of Energy Performance Contracting, along with one or two examples. Upon a municipality's request, the OSS can draft the technical section of a proposal to be submitted to the Municipal Council. This proposal will include financial data and comparisons of EnPC against other financing plans, enabling the municipality to decide whether to proceed with an EnPC.  

	Stage 5 – "Implementation of renovation works"

	At this point the municipality is ready to proceed with procuring renovation works.  The OSS can assist small-sized municipalities in drafting the tender documents, launching the tender, responding to any questions from the part of the bidders, and assist with the evaluation of received offers. This will be done whether it concerns a typical contract financed by public funds and equity or involves an EnPC.
If a medium and large sized municipality has decided to proceed with EnPC, then the OSS will provide full support consisting of assisting with the drafting of the tender and contract and evaluating the offers.  
· DoC 7 includes templates of Energy Performance Contracting for the municipalities to consult and/or adapt to their specific project requirements.
OSS will provide support in following up the construction works as well as in assisting with commissioning in the cases of 5.1 and 5.2.  

	Stage 6 – "Operation Phase -Post Renovation"

	The support consists of guidelines on how to ensure the designed operation of energy efficiency and RES interventions e.g. service installations, monitoring of energy consumption and maintain the BMS system and reliable accounts of energy consumption, and how to avoid the “rebound effect”.  The guidelines are included in the “Project Development Guide” delivered by Task 3.4.



At each stage of the project development there are documents (7 in total) supporting the services, tabulated below.
Table 3.5
	Supporting Documents
	Document description

	Doc 1
	This is an EXCEL file recording all necessary documents a municipality must have available for energy auditing and development of energy renovation interventions as well as receiving public funding, debt financing or financing through EnPC.

	Doc 2
	It describes in detail the services that a municipality can expect from the OSS.  From this offer, the municipality can decide the services it would like to receive.  This document will be further elaborated following the completion of Task 6.1 when the sustainability study will pinpoint how the OSS will be funded and the fee required to support operation.  It should be mentioned here again that the OSS operation will not compete with the market at any stage of project development, especially at stage 3.  On the contrary, it will speed up project development and offer through open bids energy renovation studies to be carried out by the relevant market actors, and construction projects at a second step. The OSS services will contribute to speed up renovations and tap the earmarked public funds which otherwise can be used in other economic areas.

	Doc 3
	Template of the Agreement between the OSS and the municipalities.  At this point, of project advancement, the template reflects the services provided to the pilot municipalities.  Following the completion of Rask 6.1 and Workpackage 4, the Agreement template will be reviewed.

	Doc 4
	It contains information about the procedures a municipality should follow to obtain the required “Public Funding Management Adequacy” and the legalisation of municipal buildings as ownership status is not always clear.  Some municipal buildings are still registered with older ownership status.  Establishment of appropriate ownership is crucial for funding and energy performance contracting.

	Doc 5
	This document explains the benefits, obligations, and pros and cons of financing through EnPC to facilitate decision making.

	Doc 6
	A template, that can be used as an example of a renovation tender document, incorporating detailed provisions to meet renovation objectives of zero operational emissions and/or nZEB standards, as well as requirements for low embodied carbon materials. The template is prepared based on the standard tender document produced by the National Authority of Public Contracts (EADHSY) for tendering design studies and a similar template produced in PRODESA, a completed H2020-funded project.  The document is available on the OSS platform and can also be reached through the “Guide for Project Development”, also available on the platform.

	Doc 7
	It presents templates of Energy Performance Contracting for the municipalities to consult and/or adapt to their specific project requirements.  They are drafted based on standard documents of the EADHSY and provide clauses on financing of the works and services, economic and financing adequacy of the municipality, technical and professional qualifications of the ESCO, evaluation criteria including on-off criteria, payment terms and penalties, measurement and verification scheme (M&V) which is suited to most municipal building energy renovations, and risk distribution among the contract parties.  There are two such templates, one suitable for the procurement of supply and services and the other for the procurement of works, supply and services.

	
	



Various materials are planned to support Municipalities and enhance the OSS services.  They include examples of municipal buildings renovated to achieve zero operational emissions, a tool for assessing financing plans, and databases containing information on low embodied carbon materials, as well as on AECs (Architecture, Engineering, and Construction) companies and ESCOs. Additionally, municipalities have access to continuously updated information on public funding programmes, new regulations, and news from municipalities and regions across the EU. This helps them make better-informed decisions.  The support materials have been developed in Tasks 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6 and are described in the related tasks below.

In this task, two templates of contracts and procurement tenders for the design of energy renovation and the implementation, respectively, have been developed in this task.
The first template titled ‘Call for Tender for the Selection of a Contractor to Provide Technical Services’ supports the outsourcing of energy audits and energy renovation design will be standardised to avoid different priorities that may compromise the aim of clean energy transition and low carbon materials and allow fair evaluation of the offers.  The template has been developed by EUDITI and was based on standard tender document produced by the National Authority of Public Contracts (EADHSY) and the templates developed and used in the PRODESA[footnoteRef:2] H2020 project. The technical scope was updated to include (i) new targets for clean energy transition, e.g. zero operational CO2 emissions, (ii) selection of building components for renovations with lower embodied CO2 including reusable, recycled and/or biobased materials, (iii) updated specifications for energy audits and calculation of energy baseline and savings, and (iv) requirements for a technical and economic appraisal based on Life Cycle Analysis.  The template is available on the OSS platform https://oss.renoingr.gr/templates/, under the “Support materials” tab. [2:  https://www.prodesaproject.eu/%ce%bb%ce%ae%cf%88%ce%b5%ce%b9%cf%82/%cf%87%cf%81%ce%ae%cf%83%ce%b9%ce%bc%ce%bf-%cf%85%ce%bb%ce%b9%ce%ba%cf%8c/#22-files-1645555082 ] 

The template has been reviewed by the legal partner “Kelemenis &Co”, CRES, and the other consortium partners.  Additionally, it was reviewed by two PRODESA municipalities, (Municipality of Agii Anargyri Kamatero, and Municipality of Vari Voula Vouliagmeni) and several field architects and engineers.
As mentioned above, the document follows the National standard tender document and intervenes in the following parts/articles of the tender document.
(i) Aim of the tender (introducing the above-mentioned target for decarbonisation and low consumption)
(ii) Qualifications of the tenderers and their team
(iii) Evaluation criteria
(iv) Payment and reimbursement terms
(v) Guarantee letters
(vi) Detailed presentation of the tasks and deliverables (audits, intervention selection, LCC, compilation of the “Energy Performance Certificate”, development of the technical tender documents for the implementation of the energy renovation interventions)
(vii) Technical guidelines for the investigation of energy and environmental efficiency interventions
The second template concerns the implementation of the renovation interventions and particularly through an Energy Performance Contract.  It is noted that two different templates were produced, one for procurement of construction works and services and the other for supply and services and both are Guarantted Savings EnPC contracts. 
As with the template for the energy renovation design tender, a suitable national standard tender document was used in each case.  The templates are available at the same location as above https://oss.renoingr.gr/templates/. 
The template specifies as above the 5 first requirements for a Guaranteed Savings contract and the following ones: 
· Measurement & Verification Programme
· Payment terms and penalties in case savings fall behind the expected annual level
· Provisions governing the assignment of receivables (factoring) or their discounting (forfeiting)
· Independent Third Party, which shall be responsible for the preparation of the Annual Verification Reports (AVRs), on the basis of which the annual payments from the Contracting Authority to the Contractor shall be approved.
The templates were adjusted by CRES (Partner 11) and reviewed by Kelemenis & Co (Partner 12) and EUDITI (Partner 10).

Conclusions
Overall, Task 3.2 has resulted in an updated set of services to be offered to the municipalities. They have been structured considering the results from the co-creation activities with the stakeholder groups and lessons learnt from current state-of the-art OSS and similar facilitation structures operating across the EU member states.  
The services are conceived to be provided by the staff of the RenoInGR OSS. However, at the initial steps, when a municipality seeks information about the support provided by the OSS, the digital platform can provide all the relevant information and reduce effort by the physical office.
The Task yields the deliverable D3.2 which is uploaded in SEP.

T3.3 [Financing solutions] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
ΕΥΔΙΤΗ

Κείμενο από Τράπεζα Ηπείρου 
The Bank of Epirus is in the process of developing a formalised, step-by-step guidance framework addressed to Local Authorities (OTAs) intending to access financing schemes.
It is recognised that the administrative and procedural requirements governing loan origination and approval are complex and may pose significant challenges, particularly for small and mountainous municipalities with limited access to adequately specialised personnel and technical capacity.
In this context, the Bank of Epirus may provide advisory support and technical guidance on a non-binding basis. It is explicitly noted that all decisions regarding participation, structuring, and execution remain under the sole responsibility of the respective Local Authority and are subject to the applicable legal and regulatory approval processes, including authorisation by the competent Ministry.
The Bank is assessing the development of targeted financing instruments, including preferential interest rate arrangements for the coverage of the municipality’s own contribution in co-financed projects (under national and/or European funding frameworks), as well as fully financed structures, subject to the existence of adequate and enforceable guarantees (including, but not limited to, assignment of statutory revenues and/or provision of collateral).
In addition, the Bank is evaluating the feasibility of incorporating contractual assignment mechanisms linked to energy efficiency or performance-based projects (including ESCROW-type structures), where applicable and legally permissible.
All financing solutions shall be designed and implemented in accordance with the principle of proportionality and will be tailored to the specific financial condition, risk profile, and operational needs of each Local Authority, in full alignment with the applicable regulatory and supervisory framework
Task 3.3.1 (Epirus Bank, EUDITI)	Comment by user: Epirus Bank, NTUA, EUDITI, CRES, Kelemenis
This subtask aimed to undertake a comprehensive survey of the various funding instruments and mechanisms that are available both during the project's active phase and for a period of five years following its completion. This survey focused on a range of funding options, encompassing both national and European Union (EU) sources.
The survey examined both national and EU funding options, which included those directly accessible, such as EIB financing, and those available through Greek financial institutions (country-specific operations), including InvestEU, the Just Transition Fund, and the Recovery and Resilience Fund. Additionally, other funding instruments that rely on private financing and can be utilised either directly or in combination with public grants were identified.
Furthermore, the survey also sought to identify additional funding instruments that rely on private financing. These instruments can be utilised independently or in hybrid models that combine private investments with public grants. 
By mapping out these various mechanisms, Subtask 3.3.1 aimed to provide a clearer understanding of the financial landscape available and inform municipalities and the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop on the most relevant financing mechanisms for renovation projects targeting nearly zero-energy building standards and, where possible, zero operational emissions.
The findings were compiled in deliverable D3.3 that is already submitted. A summary is given below.
The deliverable starts with an analysis of a key structural challenge: deep energy renovation in municipal buildings is difficult to finance through a single funding source. In Greece, many municipal buildings, especially schools and administrative buildings, have relatively low and discontinuous energy consumption. As a result, the financial returns generated by energy savings are often insufficient to repay substantial upfront investments within a short time horizon. This affects the attractiveness of projects for commercial lenders, ESCOs and other private investors.
The deliverable also underlines that many municipalities, particularly small, island and mountainous ones, face limited borrowing capacity and insufficient technical and administrative resources for structuring complex investments. In parallel, the Greek market for advanced financing schemes such as Energy Performance Contracting and Public-Private Partnerships remains relatively immature in the field of municipal energy renovation. These factors make it difficult to rely on private capital alone, even where the technical case for renovation is strong.
Due to these conditions, public support remains essential for most municipal renovation projects. Grants and concessional public financing are not only important for reducing the investment burden on municipalities, but also for improving the bankability of projects and enabling the mobilisation of complementary private capital. For this reason, blended financing approaches are recommended, whereby grants, public loans and selected private financing tools are combined in ways that are tailored to the profile and capabilities of each municipality.
A further strategic recommendation is the bundling of buildings within one municipality or across several municipalities. Bundling can create economies of scale, reduce transaction costs, shorten preparation and procurement time, and make projects more attractive to financiers and contractors. This is particularly relevant for smaller municipalities whose individual projects may be too limited in size to attract market interest on a stand-alone basis.
The financing landscape reviewed in Deliverable D3.3 is organised into three broad groups: debt financing, public grants, and private or alternative financing mechanisms. 
Within debt financing, the document examines commercial bank loans, the Consignment Deposits and Loans Fund, and financing linked to the European Investment Bank. The assessment suggests that conventional bank lending is possible only in a limited number of cases, whereas the Consignment Deposits and Loans Fund is especially relevant for municipalities because it offers more favourable terms and is institutionally aligned with local government financing needs.
Regarding public grants, the deliverable reviews the main opportunities of practical relevance to RenoInGR, including ESPA 2021–2027, the National Recovery and Resilience Plan (Greece 2.0), the ELECTRA programme, the forthcoming “Clusters” programme for public buildings through Energy Performance Contracts, the Public Investment Programme, the Green Fund, and the EEA (European Economic Area) and Norway Grants. 
It is noted that obviously, grant-based programmes are generally the most attractive option for municipalities because they reduce or eliminate repayment obligations. At the same time, they are often subject to geographical limits, thematic conditions, specific eligibility rules and restricted call windows, which means that they rarely provide a complete solution on their own.
The private and alternative mechanisms reviewed include Public-Private Partnerships, Energy Performance Contracting, crowdfunding, vendor financing and the Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme. The deliverable recognises the strategic potential of Energy Performance Contracting and PPPs, especially for larger or aggregated projects, but also points out important barriers in the Greek context, such as long payback periods, high preparation complexity, accounting treatment issues, and the difficulty of combining these models with grant support.
Crowdfunding is considered useful only for very small or community-driven energy improvement interventions, while vendor financing may be appropriate for targeted technology packages. 
The Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme is identified as a promising complementary mechanism, particularly for projects with short to medium payback periods and clearly measurable energy savings or electricity and/or heat generation.
The deliverable concludes with a benchmarking that compares the instruments against criteria such as simplicity, setup time, setup cost, cost of financing, maturity in the Greek market, stakeholder experience and likelihood of successful implementation. 
The overall picture that emerges is that public grants, the Consignment Deposits and Loans Fund, and well-structured public programmes such as ELECTRA, which promotes mixed financing are among the most practical and immediately relevant financing routes for municipalities. By contrast, EnPC, PPP and crowdfunding are assessed as either more complex, more selective, or less suitable as primary financing channels for the majority of municipal renovation projects.
In conclusion, Deliverable D3.3 discusses that the successful financing of municipal building renovations in Greece will depend on carefully designed combinations of instruments rather than on any single programme or mechanism. Within this landscape, the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop is expected to play a central role by helping municipalities identify feasible financing mixes, improve project maturity, structure bundled investments, and align technical renovation solutions with realistic financing pathways.
The following table consolidates the programmes, financing tools and complementary mechanisms discussed in Deliverable D3.3. 
Table 3.6
	Category
	Programme / tool /mechanism
	Short description

	Debt financing
	Bank loans
	Conventional commercial lending. Potentially relevant for municipalities with sufficient creditworthiness, but generally constrained by borrowing capacity, project bankability and limited availability of products specifically tailored to municipal energy renovation.

	Debt financing
	Consignment Deposits and Loans Fund (TPD)
	A public-sector financing institution with strong links to municipalities. It can offer relatively favourable loan conditions and is particularly relevant for public infrastructure and energy efficiency investments, including bundled renovation projects.

	Debt financing
	European Investment Bank financing / EIB-supported facilities
	Long-term, low-cost financing for energy efficiency and sustainable infrastructure, also implemented through national intermediaries or public programmes. Most relevant for larger-scale schemes and projects with adequate preparation capacity.

	Public grants
	Partnership Agreement 2021–2027 (ESPA 2021–2027)
	The main framework for EU structural funding in Greece. It includes calls supporting energy upgrades of local authority buildings, subject to regional eligibility rules, technical criteria and call-specific requirements.

	Public grants
	National Recovery and Resilience Plan (Greece 2.0)
	A major national instrument combining grants and loans under the green and digital transition agenda. It can support selected public building renovation actions, although eligibility windows and programme timing may limit relevance for some RenoInGR projects.

	Public grants
	ELECTRA programme
	A flagship programme for improving the energy performance of public buildings. It supports building envelope and technical system upgrades and is one of the most relevant public instruments for municipal renovation projects meeting its eligibility conditions.

	Public grants
	Energy renovation programme for clusters of eligible public buildings through EnPCs
	A programme designed around the aggregation of public buildings into clusters and the use of guaranteed-savings Energy Performance Contracts. It is important for RenoInGR because it combines bundling logic with the possibility of blended public-private financing.

	Public grants
	Public Investment Programme (PDE)
	A national public investment instrument used to fund major public infrastructure and modernisation projects. It may support energy efficiency interventions directly or in combination with EU funds and other public financing sources.

	Public grants
	Green Fund
	A public environmental funding body supporting sustainability, urban regeneration and climate-related actions. It can contribute to renovation, restoration and complementary environmental upgrades in municipal buildings and public spaces.

	Public grants
	EEA and Norway Grants
	Non-repayable international funding aligned with green transition, resilience and social cohesion objectives. Potentially relevant for municipal renovation projects, particularly where broader social or territorial benefits can be demonstrated.

	Private / alternative mechanisms
	Public-Private Partnerships (PPP)
	A structured cooperation model in which a private partner designs, finances and/or operates a public investment project under a long-term arrangement. More suitable for large-scale or strongly aggregated building portfolios than for isolated small renovations.

	Private / alternative mechanisms
	Energy Performance Contracting (EnPC)
	A performance-based contractual model under which an ESCO finances and implements efficiency measures and is repaid through verified savings. Strategically important, but still difficult to deploy widely in Greece without grant support and strong project preparation.

	Private / alternative mechanisms
	Crowdfunding
	A community-based funding mechanism, mainly relevant in Greece in donation form. It may support small, visible and locally supported interventions, but it is not suitable as the primary financing route for deep municipal renovations.

	Private / alternative mechanisms
	Vendor financing
	A financing arrangement in which the technology supplier also provides deferred payment or financing for its own equipment or systems. Best suited to targeted interventions, such as specific HVAC, lighting or energy management packages.

	Private / alternative mechanisms
	Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme (EEOS)
	A regulatory mechanism requiring obligated energy companies to achieve energy savings. It can act as a complementary source of support for municipal renovation projects, especially where savings are measurable and payback periods are not excessively long.



Throughout the project and afterwards, there will be ongoing efforts to update the survey and provide municipalities with clear information on available financing options and mechanisms for energy renovations, to decarbonise the municipal building stock.


Task 3.3.2 (EUDITI, CRES, Epirus Bank Kelemenis)	Comment by user: EUDITI, Epirus Bank Kelemenis
This subtask addresses the funding instruments that may support the 60 pilot projects currently under development, as well as part of the 40 pipeline projects expected to mature to the financing stage during the project implementation period. Blended financing is considered the preferred approach for these projects, while alternative financing schemes will also be explored, depending on the results of the techno-economic appraisal of the building bundles to be carried out under WP4.  It should be mentioned that the renovation design of the 60 pilot buildings is not completed yet.  Therefore, information on building renovation investment and the economic and financial indices is not available. 
A key objective of the RenoInGR OSS is to mobilise private capital through the use of public funding, in particular by facilitating the uptake of Energy Performance Contracting. However, since the ELECTRA programme (presented in Deliverable D3.3 and summarised in Table 3.6 above) is no longer open to new applications, the only funding instrument currently identified that explicitly foresees Energy Performance Contracting as a vehicle for implementation and complementary financing is the “Systades” programme, presented below. According to the information currently available, this programme is expected to be launched in the near future, within a timeframe that could be suitable for supporting the first batch of pilot buildings.
The “Systades” programme is a scheme for the energy renovation of eligible public buildings through Energy Performance Contracts. It is based on the grouping and prioritisation of public buildings into homogeneous clusters (“Systades of Eligible Buildings”) in order to facilitate implementation at scale, mobilise energy service providers, and contribute to national energy efficiency targets. The programme is established under Article 9A of Law 4342/2015 and is intended to support the upgrading of public buildings belonging to General Government entities through a clustered approach.
Public grant programmes that can be available in a suitable timeframe for the 60 pilot buildings are:
The Just Transition Development Programme (DAM), a subsidy programme, is currently available and appears particularly relevant for Partners 6 and 7, i.e. the two small island municipalities of Tilos and Antiparos.
Additional funding calls are expected to be launched during 2026, including:
· the extension of the DAM programme, relevant to other Just Transition areas, such as Central Macedonia, relevant to Partner 8, and possibly Crete, relevant to Partner 4;
· the GReco Islands initiative; and
· other programmes under the NSRF (National Strategic Reference Framework), which constitutes the overall framework for EU co-financed development interventions in Greece and under which both the DAM and the GReco Islands financing routes are implemented.
A brief description of the above programmes is provided in the following sections.
DAM: The Just Transition Development Programme (JTP/DAM) is part of the 2021–2027 NSRF and supports the economic, social and environmental transition of territories most affected by the shift towards climate neutrality. In the field of buildings, it may support energy renovation interventions in public and municipal buildings located in eligible just transition areas, with the aim of improving energy performance, reducing emissions, and supporting the wider green transition of local communities. Depending on the specific call, support may cover building envelope measures, HVAC upgrades, RES-related interventions, automation systems, and associated technical preparation costs.
GR-EcoIslands: 
The GR-eco Islands initiative, established under Article 21 of the Greek National Climate Law (Law 4936/2022), aims to support the integrated transition of Greek islands towards climate-neutral development models. The initiative focuses on key pillars such as renewable energy sources (RES), energy storage, circular economy, and sustainability. Its implementation is expected to be supported through the 2021–2027 NSRF, in particular via the Sectoral Programmes Environment and Climate Change (PEKA) and Just Development Transition (DAM), as well as the Regional Programmes North Aegean, South Aegean, and Ionian Islands.
Furthermore, Ministerial Decision 64227 EX 2025/15.04.2025 (Government Gazette 2119/B/05.05.2025) established the “GReco Islands” Charter, which sets out the conditions for the co-financing of projects under the GReco Islands framework through the 2021–2027 NSRF Programmes, and also introduces the “GRecoISLAND” label.
The initiative covers 39 small islands, with populations ranging from 100 to 3,500 inhabitants, and seeks to support their transformation into greener, smarter, more resilient, and more sustainable communities, while also strengthening entrepreneurship and social cohesion. In relation to municipal and public buildings, a thematic target has been set to ensure that at least 50% of publicly and municipally owned buildings in use achieve a minimum of Energy Class B.
NSRF 2021–2027 is Greece’s main strategic and financial framework for the use of European Union cohesion policy funds. It brings together national and regional programmes that support economic development, social cohesion, environmental sustainability, innovation, employment, and the green and digital transition. Through its different programmes, NSRF finances public and private investments, including infrastructure, energy efficiency, education, social inclusion, and regional development actions across the country. 
Under the NSRF 2021–2027, further calls for the energy renovation of municipal and other public buildings are expected to continue up to 2027. However, these do not appear to follow a single unified national call schedule dedicated exclusively to municipal buildings. Instead, funding opportunities are launched progressively through national, regional and territorial instruments, including Regional Programmes, Just Transition areas, Sustainable Urban Development strategies, Integrated Territorial Investments, and other place-based mechanisms. Recent and ongoing calls for public-sector energy renovation confirm that municipal buildings remain an active area of support within the current programming period.
Services to be offered to the municipalities
In line with Task 3.2 and the GA, two services will be offered to municipalities with respect to financial engineering. For small and medium-sized municipalities, OSS will prepare the application for public grants after preparing a financing plan and reaching agreements with the municipalities. For blended financing, OSS will create tender documents for the procurement of the EnPC based on the procurement template produced in Task 3.2. For large municipalities and regions, OSS will help adapt the EnPC procurement template.  
RenoInGR’s effort to develop a new financing scheme
In addition to its contractual obligations, RenoInGR is developing a plan to utilise public funding to enhance financial opportunities for areas not covered by the DAM and GR ecoIslands. Specifically, this plan aims to combine public funding programs from the National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF) and the "Green Fund" with the Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme (EEOS). Although there are significant challenges in establishing such a scheme, there are also opportunities, particularly because Partner 11 (CRES, the Centre for Renewable Energy Sources and Saving) serves as the supervising entity for the EEOS in Greece. The scheme in mind presented in the following.
Purpose and rationale:
A feasible financing approach for municipal building energy renovations in Greece is to combine a primary public grant programme with a complementary contribution mobilised through the Energy Efficiency Obligation Scheme (EEOS). Depending on the location and eligibility profile of the municipality and the buildings concerned, the core public source may be a Regional Programme (PEP), the Just Transition Development Programme (DAM), or, in the case of eligible small islands, the GReco Islands framework. The EEOS may then be used as an additional source of value linked to verified end-use energy savings. This concept is particularly relevant for municipalities with limited own resources and for portfolios where grants alone may be insufficient, while purely performance-based financing would not be bankable for the full investment cost.
The rationale for such a blended scheme is that municipal buildings, especially schools and administrative buildings, often present a weak stand-alone business case for full private financing. Current energy consumption may already be suppressed, operating hours may be limited, and building envelope thermal improvement measures may generate long payback periods. A mixed model can therefore improve feasibility by assigning the least bankable part of the investment to public support and using EEOS resources to monetise part of the verified energy savings. Such an approach is consistent with the logic of the revised European energy efficiency framework, provided that double funding of the same expenditure and double counting of the same savings are avoided.
Structure of the proposed financing concept:
The proposed model is based on one primary public funding source and one complementary EEOS layer. Under this approach, the public programme would cover the main renovation package, including building envelope measures, replacement of windows, HVAC upgrades, automation and control systems, renewable energy systems for self-consumption, and the required studies and technical preparation, subject to the terms of the relevant call.
The EEOS would then be used to mobilise additional private-sector value for specific measures or savings streams that are easier to quantify and verify. In principle, this could include lighting upgrades, building automation and controls, selected HVAC optimisation measures, and, where admissible, other interventions with robust and measurable savings. The role of the EEOS in this concept is therefore not to replace the public grant, but to reduce the residual financing gap by linking part of the investment to the delivery of eligible energy savings that can be credited to an obligated party.
Alternative programme routes:
Three variants of the concept may be envisaged. The first is a PEP & EEOS model, which is the most broadly applicable option for municipalities outside the territorial scope of the Just Transition Programme and outside the GReco Islands framework. The second is a DAM & EEOS model for municipalities located in eligible just transition areas, where the renovation package can be framed not only as an energy efficiency intervention but also as part of the broader socio-economic transition strategy of the region. The third is a GReco Islands & EEOS model for small eligible islands, where building renovation can be embedded within an integrated island decarbonisation pathway.
The choice among these routes should not be based only on the availability of funding. It should also reflect the strategic narrative of the project, the territorial eligibility conditions, the maturity of the building bundle, and the expected compatibility between the public programme and the EEOS component.
Indicative financial architecture
A realistic financial architecture for such a scheme would typically involve 60–75% public grant funding, 10–20% EEOS-related support, and the remaining 10–25% from municipal own resources, a public loan instrument, or, where viable, a complementary Energy Performance Contracting element. The precise percentages would vary depending on the economics of the buildings, the depth of renovation, and the terms of the applicable call.
The key principle is that the public source should bear the largest share of the capital-intensive and weakly bankable measures, while the EEOS should be directed to measures or savings streams that are measurable, attributable, and attractive to obligated parties. This is especially important in bundled projects where some buildings have stronger savings potential than others.
Suitability for building bundles
For building bundles, which RenoInGR is aimed at, this concept becomes more attractive but also more demanding. Bundling can improve scale, reduce transaction costs per building, and make the opportunity more visible to the market. It can also allow stronger buildings to cross-subsidise weaker ones within the same strategic package. However, it introduces complexity because municipal portfolios are heterogeneous: schools, municipal offices, sports facilities, and social buildings have different occupancy patterns, consumption profiles, technical baselines, and renovation needs.
For this reason, a bundle should not be treated as a single undifferentiated package. It should instead be subdivided into groups of buildings with similar characteristics and financing logic, for example buildings with strong savings performance, buildings with medium performance but high public value, and buildings with weak financial returns but strong social importance. This clustering approach is also compatible with the logic of grouped interventions and public building clusters under Greek energy efficiency legislation.
Key implementation conditions
The main precondition for implementing the concept is a strict separation of eligible costs and attributable savings. This is the core issue from both a funding and a legal perspective. A public grant and the EEOS may coexist only if the same expenditure item is not financed twice and if the same unit of energy savings is not counted twice for different policy purposes.
In practical terms, the municipality should prepare a funding allocation matrix showing, for each intervention measure, which source covers which portion of the cost and which savings, if any, are to be attributed to the EEOS mechanism. The municipality should also verify from the outset that the buildings concerned fall within the territorial and thematic scope of the selected programme route and that the expected savings are measurable and acceptable under the EEOS framework.
Main risks and legal issues
Several implementation risks should be anticipated. First, there is the risk of double funding if expenditure categories are not clearly allocated between the public programme and the EEOS-related arrangement. Second, there is the risk of double counting of savings if the same savings are used both to justify grant support and to generate EEOS credit without a clear accounting framework. Third, there may be State aid considerations, especially where a municipal building is used partly for economic activities. Fourth, there are public procurement challenges, particularly if the municipality seeks to combine works, equipment supply, monitoring and verification, and performance-linked remuneration in one procurement structure.
In addition, the value of the EEOS contribution depends on the credibility of the savings baseline, the calculation method, and the post-renovation verification process. If these are weakly defined, the blended structure may become formally possible but practically unworkable.
Recommended preparation steps
The recommended sequence is as follows. First, the municipality should identify the most suitable primary programme route, namely PEP, DAM, or GReco Islands, based on location, building typology, and current or expected calls. Second, it should establish a shortlist of candidate buildings and group them according to technical and economic characteristics. Third, it should carry out a preliminary technical and economic screening to estimate investment needs, expected savings, and suitability for EEOS participation.
Fourth, it should develop a funding allocation matrix linking each measure to a proposed source of financing and identifying which savings stream may be used for EEOS purposes. Fifth, it should conduct market sounding with potential obligated parties, aggregators, ESCOs, or technical advisers in order to test whether the anticipated savings are of real interest to the market. Finally, it should complete the legal and contractual design before launching any formal procedure.
Concluding remark
Overall, the proposed concept could offer a credible route for financing municipal building renovation programmes in Greece. It is especially suitable where municipalities need to renovate several buildings, where a standard grant is insufficient to close the financing gap, and where some part of the savings can be reliably monetised through the EEOS.
Its success, however, depends on disciplined project preparation, transparent allocation of costs and savings, and early legal and market validation. Under these conditions, a PEP & EEOS, DAM & EEOS, or GReco Islands & EEOS model could become a practical instrument for scaling up municipal renovation investments while reducing the burden on local budgets.

What are the initial steps 
· Prepare a pool of buildings with the renovation design and budget near completion
· Elaborate the concept in more detail, having in mind one or two public funding programmes.
· Investigate the position of the Energy Suppliers participating in the EEOS
· Start the discussions for a possible agreement.

Is there a similar scheme in EU countries?
Similar approaches are already in operation in other EU Member States for public and municipal buildings, although not always in exactly the same form as the concept discussed here. 
In France, local authorities can use the national Energy Savings Certificates scheme (CEE) to support energy-saving works in public buildings, and the ACTEE+ programme—financed through the CEE framework—specifically aims to encourage, prepare and support municipalities and other local authorities in the energy renovation of their public tertiary buildings. In addition, the French administration explicitly states that CEE financing for local authorities can be combined with other co-financing, provided that such public support is properly declared. 
In Italy, public administrations are eligible for the Conto Termico incentive scheme for public building renovation, while the national framework also allows public administrations to benefit from White Certificates for certain high-energy public services, such as public lighting and transport, often with the support of certified ESCOs. These examples show that blended or quasi-blended financing models combining public support with obligation-scheme or white-certificate mechanisms are already part of European practice for public-sector building and infrastructure renovation.

Conclusions
Overall, there are opportunities for financing the first 60 pilot buildings either through public grants or through mixed financing leveraging public funding with private financing through Energy Performance Contracting.  
Municipalities will also have the opportunity to contribute part of the financing through the soft loan that Partner 13 is preparing in Task 3.3.3.
This Task is considered completed.  However, the investigation of the proposed concept will continue until results are produced either positive or negative.


Task 3.3.3 (Epirus Bank, NTUA, EUDITI, CRES, Kelemenis)	Comment by user: Epirus Bank, NTUA, EUDITI, CRES, Kelemenis
The task deals with the development of a financing programme from Epirus Bank (Partner 13).  This task is ongoing as the scheme and the support materials are near completion and are expected to be finalised soon (in M22) as the final elaboration of both the scheme and Guide, and approvals from the bank’s hierarchy are pending.
It should be mentioned that the Bank is investigating two financing programmes, one for the municipalities and one for the ESCOs or construction companies.  The decision about these programmes was taken following the round tables of Task 3.1 and internal meetings between the involved partners, namely, the Task Leader, NTUA, EUDITI, CRES and Kelemenis. 
The schemes are concisely presented in the following.
The Bank is assessing the development of targeted financing instruments, including preferential interest rate arrangements for the coverage of the municipality’s own contribution in co-financed projects (under national and/or European funding frameworks), as well as fully financed structures, subject to the existence of adequate and enforceable guarantees (including, but not limited to, assignment of statutory revenues and/or provision of collateral).
In addition, the Bank is evaluating the feasibility of incorporating contractual assignment mechanisms linked to energy efficiency or performance-based projects (including ESCROW-type structures), where applicable and legally permissible.
All financing solutions shall be designed and implemented in accordance with the principle of proportionality and will be tailored to the specific financial condition, risk profile, and operational needs of each Local Authority, in full alignment with the applicable regulatory and supervisory framework.
Additionally, the Bank is in the process of developing a formalised, step-by-step guidance framework addressed to Local Authorities (OTAs) intending to access financing schemes.  
It is recognised that the administrative and procedural requirements governing loan origination and approval are complex and may pose significant challenges, particularly for small island and mountainous municipalities with limited access to adequately specialised personnel and technical capacity.
In this context, the Bank may provide advisory support and technical guidance on a non-binding basis. It is explicitly noted that all decisions regarding participation, structuring, and execution remain under the sole responsibility of the respective Local Authority and are subject to the applicable legal and regulatory approval processes, including authorisation by the competent Ministry.

T3.4 [Support materials] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
Overview
In this task, a series of support materials have been elaborated. Their purpose is to support the services to be offered throughout the project development process, particularly to large and medium sized municipalities and regions for which the support from OSS is advisory providing guidance and wherever necessary, coaching, as in the case of selecting and proceeding with an energy performance contract.  
In the following, the materials produced are presented.
Summary of the work performed
Guidelines for energy renovation project development
The guidelines have been compiled into a Guide developed as a practical step-by-step tool to support Greek municipalities in preparing and financing energy renovation projects for municipal buildings. It is designed for use by municipal staff and competent authorities involved in project preparation and decision-making, in recognition of the fact that municipalities often face limited administrative capacity and need support on specialised technical, financial, and procedural matters. Its overall aim is to help municipalities move from a general intention to renovate buildings to a mature, finance-ready and procurement-ready project. Throughout the process, the Guide promotes 
· high energy performance, 
· zero on-site emissions, where feasible, and
· use of low-carbon materials and systems when these are technically and economically viable. 
The Guide is structured around five stages of project development/maturation, followed by a sixth stage on post-renovation operation. 
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Fig. 3.3 “Landing Page of the Practical Guide for Energy Renovations of Municipal Buildings”
The first five stages cover the process from the initial selection of buildings up to the publication of the implementation tender. Stage 6 is not formally part of project development, but it is included because the long-term success of the investment depends on proper operation, monitoring, maintenance, and user behaviour after the renovation is completed. 
Stage 1 focuses on the selection of buildings. Its purpose is to define the scope of the renovation, prioritise buildings, form a project bundle, and establish the initial level of administrative and technical readiness needed for financing. The Guide encourages municipalities to organise renovations in bundles of buildings rather than as isolated interventions, since bundling can reduce administrative effort and maturation time, improve economic viability, and facilitate the use of mixed financing schemes or Energy Performance Contracts. At this stage, the Guide helps municipalities identify the criteria for selecting buildings, collect the necessary legal, strategic and energy-related documentation, and create a basic readiness file for each building. By the end of the stage, the municipality should have an approved building bundle and a documented decision to proceed. 
Stage 2 concerns the definition of energy targets. Here, the municipality is guided to translate general intentions into clear, realistic and measurable technical objectives for the selected building bundle. The Guide supports municipalities in reviewing and, if necessary, updating the selected buildings, setting technically feasible targets aligned with municipal planning and funding requirements, and examining options such as electrification of heating, the use of heat pumps, and the integration of renewable energy systems, especially photovoltaics. It also introduces the preliminary investigation of financing options, including public grants, municipal own resources, third-party financing, and Energy Performance Contracts. At this stage, the OSS is presented as a support mechanism that can assist smaller municipalities in carrying out these tasks, as they lack sufficient infrastructure.  For medium- and large- sized municipalities support will be given in deciding whether they will proceed with EnPC financing. 
Stage 3 covers the study of energy interventions and the preparation of the technical tender documents. This stage is particularly important because the quality of the study and specifications largely determines whether the renovation will achieve its intended results, including high performance and zero-emission operation. The Guide provides support on deciding whether the study should be carried out internally or outsourced to an external consultant, and it explains what requirements and specifications should be set in either case. It also offers examples of tender documents (one of them is the prototype developed in Task 3.2) and highlights the need for technical and economic assessment of the interventions, the use of real energy consumption data, and provisions for the verification of achieved energy savings. The Guide further advises municipalities to ensure that the technical documents include minimum energy performance requirements, minimum equipment specifications, performance documentation obligations, as-built documentation, and operation and maintenance provisions. By the end of this stage, the municipality should have a technically documented project, a quantified estimate of expected energy savings and emissions reduction, a life-cycle economic assessment, a monitoring concept, and complete tender documents. 
Stage 4 addresses the selection of the financing scheme.  The objective is to establish a realistic, sustainable and institutionally compatible financing structure that ensures the project’s financial adequacy, long-term affordability for the municipality, and an appropriate allocation of technical and financial risks. The Guide explains the financing challenge of deep renovation measures, specially building shell interventions, which often require high upfront investment and have long payback periods. It supports municipalities in assessing the availability of grants, the possibility of debt financing, the use of own resources, and third-party financing, and strongly promotes mixed financing approaches. Particular emphasis is placed on the combination of public subsidy and Energy Performance Contracting, which can improve project viability and enable broader building bundles to be renovated. The Guide also presents the Excel-based financial assessment tool developed within the current Task (D3.6 submitted and approved), allowing municipalities to compare alternative financing schemes and evaluate viability for both the municipality and the contractor. 
Stage 5 concerns the preparation and publication of the tender for implementation.  At this stage, the municipality turns the technical design and financing structure into a binding procurement procedure and, ultimately, into a contract. The type of tender depends on the selected financing model. If the project relies on grants, own funds, or bank loans, the procurement may follow a standard works or supply contract. If the municipality opts for an Energy Performance Contract, the tender must include specific provisions on the verification of savings, the contractor’s remuneration, and performance monitoring. The Guide provides practical support on the appropriate contractual form, the incorporation of financing provisions, the economic and technical eligibility requirements for bidders, the award criteria, the payment mechanism, penalties in case of underperformance, and the minimum requirements for a Measurement and Verification Plan. It also stresses the importance of explicit risk allocation and legal compliance before publication. By the end of this stage, the municipality should have a ready-to-be published tender with a contract structure aligned with the financing model, and a defined measurement and verification programme. 
Stage 6 concerns the operation of the building after renovation.  Although it is not part of project development in the strict sense, the Guide includes this stage because the expected savings and broader project benefits can only be maintained if the renovated building is operated correctly. The Guide therefore supports municipalities with practical advice on the correct operation of electromechanical systems, the active use of monitoring systems, preventive maintenance, documentation and knowledge continuity, and user awareness and behaviour. It also explains that, where an Energy Performance Contract is used, many of these responsibilities may be taken on by the ESCO under the contract, including maintenance, monitoring, performance guarantee and, in some cases, training of municipal staff. This stage is intended to protect the municipal investment, avoid performance degradation over time, and reduce the risk of rebound effects or unnecessary overconsumption. 
Overall, the Guide is structured as a practical municipal decision-support framework rather than as a purely technical manual. At each stage it combines explanation, decision points, concrete actions, and implementation guidance. Its added value lies in helping municipalities navigate the full pathway from early building selection to implementation and long-term operation, while reducing uncertainty, strengthening financial readiness, and improving the likelihood that renovation projects will deliver measurable and durable results. 
The Guide was developed in .html format because this format supports better its intended use, that is a practical step-by-step support tool rather than a linear text to be read from beginning to end.  Its structure, organised around distinct stages of project maturation, decision points, downloadable resources, examples, and links to supporting material, lends itself naturally to a digital environment that allows users to navigate directly to the section most relevant to their immediate needs. This is especially important for municipal staff, who often consult such material selectively and under time constraints. In addition, the HTML format makes it easier to integrate templates, examples, financial tools, and legislative references in a user-friendly way, while also allowing the Guide to be updated more easily over time as funding programmes, supporting documents, or technical guidance evolve. The HTML version can therefore transform the Guide from a static reference document into a more dynamic and accessible decision-support instrument, better aligned with the practical needs of municipalities.
The Guide can be reached at https://oss.renoingr.gr/project_assistance_guide/. 
Zero or nearly zero energy and nearly-zero emissions building examples
In this subtask, priority was given to the collection and presentation of real renovated buildings, as these are considered more credible and persuasive for municipal technical staff than simulated examples of typical buildings, even though simulated cases may provide more homogeneous data for the comparison of alternative renovation solutions.
The collection of relevant information proved to be particularly time-consuming. This was due both to the still limited number of buildings renovated to nearly zero-energy building (nZEB) or zero operational emissions standards, and to significant delays in obtaining the requested data from municipalities, despite their prior agreement to contribute to the RenoInGR work. In practice, more than 15 months were required in order to compile a sufficiently robust set of examples.
The subtask resulted in a portfolio of 11 building examples/case studies from Greece and Cyprus, covering a variety of building uses, construction periods, and geographic contexts. Particular attention was paid to ensuring geographical representativeness, including examples from all four climatic zones of Greece and from two climatic zones of Cyprus.
An effort was made to present the collected information in as consistent and comparable a manner as possible. However, the available data did not always provide the same level of completeness or technical detail. In particular, information on the actual operational performance of the buildings following renovation, user satisfaction, and measured energy consumption before and after the interventions was often limited.
For this reason, the assessment of energy performance was based primarily on data derived from Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs), which allow for a comparative evaluation of the energy class of the buildings. The examples collected may therefore serve as a useful reference base for municipalities planning energy renovation projects and seeking to upgrade their building stock to higher levels of energy performance.
For each building, the presentation includes general information such as location, use, size, construction characteristics, legal status, photographic material, and climate zone data. It also provides information on the energy classification before and after renovation, the main energy efficiency measures implemented, and the technical characteristics of the upgraded systems, including heating, cooling, ventilation, domestic hot water, lighting, renewable energy systems, and energy management systems. In addition, each building fiche includes key energy performance indicators, such as primary and end-use energy consumption, CO₂ emissions, and the electricity and/or heat generated from renewable energy systems, supported by tables and graphs. Information is also provided on the financing scheme, total project cost, implementation period, and the allocation of costs across the main intervention categories. Finally, where such information was available, the fiches include users’ views regarding the perceived improvement in thermal and visual comfort conditions and the extent to which the expected energy performance targets were achieved.
The buildings are presented in separate fishes (fig. 3.5) , available for download in PDF format through the RenoInGR OSS platform https://oss.renoingr.gr/n-zeb/.
The corresponding landing page (fig. 3.4) is structured around a map of Greece and Cyprus showing the location of the buildings. Users may access each example either through the map interface or through a side list, where the buildings are organised by use typology.
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Figure 3.4 Landing page of nZEB and zero operational emissions buildings
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Figure 3.5 Sample of building presentation
Low embodied carbon materials
In accordance with the DoW, the task was initiated with the identification and mapping of companies and networks engaged in the collection of reusable components and materials, as well as in the recycling of materials originating from demolition activities. The original objective was to investigate the potential for recovering and reusing such materials and components in municipal building renovation projects, with a particular focus on solutions compatible with low-carbon renovation pathways.
The market screening and stakeholder outreach showed that, although certain reusable materials and components are collected and stored in open yards accessible to construction companies, their reuse is not yet supported by a sufficiently mature framework for quality assurance and safe application. In most cases, the recovered materials do not undergo systematic inspection, testing or treatment to verify their technical suitability for reuse. In addition, the operation of the relevant storage and handling sites is not carried out under a certified scheme, which raises concerns regarding traceability, safety, reliability and regulatory compliance.
At the same time, it was observed that part of the demolition waste stream, and in particular concrete, masonry and ceramic waste, is increasingly being valorised by the cement industry as a substitute for virgin raw materials in clinker production. This practice is aligned with the broader transition towards circular and sustainable construction and contributes to the achievement of EU targets on construction and demolition waste (CDW) recovery. It also reduces the demand for primary raw materials and improves the environmental performance of cement production in Greece, with some products already associated with “Zero Waste to Landfill” certification schemes.
In order to assess the current maturity of the Greek market in this field, the project contacted companies active in the alternative management of construction and demolition waste, as well as regional waste management centres, including centres in the Regions of Western Macedonia and Attica. Based on this communication, the task concluded that the large-scale recovery and reuse of secondary materials and other building components from CDW is not yet sufficiently developed in Greece to support systematic implementation in municipal energy renovation projects.
More specifically, the findings indicate that further progress is required in several enabling areas before such practices can be widely adopted. These include:
· the establishment of clear technical specifications and procedures for CE marking, where applicable
· the verification that recovered products have been appropriately tested and comply with the relevant European requirements related to safety, health protection and performance
· the existence of an adequate regulatory and legislative framework and/or specific operating licences, combined with dedicated municipal or regional spaces for the storage and safekeeping of such materials
At present, material separation is carried out mainly in dedicated treatment areas rather than through organised material collection hubs. The production of recycled aggregates and the recovery of metallic elements are generally performed on demand, while certification of recovered materials is in most cases not yet available. Where certification exists or may be developed, the responsibility for demonstrating the suitability of secondary materials lies primarily with the company supplying them. Recovered aggregates are currently used mainly in quarry restoration, backfilling works and road sub-base applications. Furthermore, the operational scope and capacity of the relevant actors vary considerably. Overall, the absence of structured pilot schemes, standardised procedures and certified reuse pathways remains a major barrier, especially when compared with practices already observed in several other European countries.
In view of the above limitations, and particularly the insufficient maturity of the national ecosystem for certified reuse of recovered construction materials, the task was oriented towards an area where immediate practical value could be delivered to municipalities and market actors. More specifically, the emphasis was placed on the development of databases of low-embodied-carbon materials, systems and technologies currently available on the Greek market at local, regional and national level.
These databases are intended to support municipalities, in particular medium-sized and large municipalities, as well as architects, designers and engineers, in the specification and selection of low-embodied-carbon solutions for building renovation projects. They have been conceived as a practical decision-support tool presenting building materials, systems and technologies specifically suited to the low-carbon energy renovation of municipal buildings. Their overall purpose is to facilitate the transition towards more sustainable, technically robust and cost-effective renovation solutions.
The databases were populated with information submitted by responding companies following invitation letters sent to associations of manufacturing companies, chambers of commerce and industry, and the Hellenic Federation of Enterprises. Additional input was collected through the existing professional network of the EUDITI (Partner 10) team, including contacts established with material manufacturing companies during trade fairs and conferences dedicated to sustainable materials and construction. Over 400 companies were contacted.
Data collection remains an ongoing activity. The databases are designed as a dynamic resource that will be continuously updated in order to reflect technological developments in building materials and to incorporate newly certified products. To support this process, an open Call for Expression of Interest is planned to be launched on a quarterly basis.
The databases include certified materials and systems holding an Environmental Product Declaration (EPD) or other equivalent certification. The categories currently covered include:
· thermal insulation materials and systems for the external insulation of the building envelope;
· waterproofing materials and systems
· window frames
· shading materials and systems
· coating materials and adhesives
· dry construction materials and systems
· concrete products suitable for nZEB applications
For each category, the database includes an introductory note describing the main material types available and providing basic guidance on selection criteria and suitability of use. In the case of thermal insulation materials, for example, the introductory note presents the main options currently available on the Greek market, including biobased, natural, fossil-based and other conventional synthetic materials.
The databases are made available through the RenoInGR OSS platform at the following address:
https://oss.renoingr.gr/low-embodied_carbon_materials/
Financing Options Assessment Tool
The financing tool is designed to assess and compare various financing plans for energy efficiency renovations in buildings. It is an easy-to-use tool developed in Excel, ensuring accessibility for users. A preliminary version of this tool was created as part of the PRODESA project, which was funded under Grant Agreement No. 754171.
The RenoInGR project enhances this tool by improving its Excel modules, simplifying input data requirements, and updating the photovoltaic (PV) electricity supply models to align with recent regulatory changes. The tool is designed to be user-friendly, requiring minimal knowledge of economics, building engineering, or performance calculations.
The tool consists of three modules: one focused on energy efficiency measures for buildings, the second one is dedicated to PV electricity supply, and a third one integrates data from the first two and automatically calculates the overall costs and benefits for municipalities. These modules can be used individually for a single building or collectively for multiple buildings.
While the tool is primarily intended for use by municipalities, it is also available to any interested party. However, users will need to adjust certain input data relevant to financing parameters, such as loan interest rates, accordingly.
The financing schemes that can be evaluated using this tool are 
· Debt financing
· Third party financing through Energy Performance Contracting (EnPC)
· Blended financing 
· Mixed financing

The tool is accompanied by an operation manual drafted in Greek and English as part of the deliverable D3.6 that was approved by the Project Advisor.
Assumptions used and presentation of the modules
The assumptions underlying the calculations are provided below, along with instructions for effectively using these tools. Efforts have been made to minimize the involvement of municipalities in calculating the energy and financial benefits of adopting these measures.
The modules are designed to minimise user effort regarding data input and interpretation of results. As their primary focus is on evaluating financing plans, data on building energy consumption before and after any interventions is an essential input for the "Building Module."  This is somewhat demanding effort, but if the tool were to calculate these parameters, it would include comprehensive building codes, such as the KENAK energy performance calculation model, and therefore, necessitate a similarly complex data input module, which is beyond the scope of the RenoInGR project.
On the other hand, the “PV Module” calculates the electrical energy generated by the photovoltaic (PV) plant as well as the energy consumed based on the building's usage, using a representative consumption profile. However, users have the option to input a specific consumption profile for their building, based on hourly values for a typical day, if they prefer.
Assumptions
The assumptions listed below are treated as "input data" in the EXCEL modules and can be easily modified by users. 

Table 3.4 “Assumptions used for the economic assessment”
	
	
	Comments

	Average annual inflation rate
	2%
	

	Discount interest rate for municipalities
	5%
	

	Discount interest rate for ESCOs
	
	

	Interest rate for the Contractor’s loan
	6%
	

	Interest rate for the Municipality’s loan
	3.8%
	

	Cost of electricity 
	€0.157/kWh
	

	Annual electricity tariff increase
	0.4%
	

	Cost of natural gas
	€0.081/kWh
	

	Annual natural gas price increase
	0.4%
	

	Cost of heating oil
	€1200/klt
	

	Annual heating oil price increase
	0.4%
	

	20-year average wholesale electricity price 
	€90/MWh
	This is the average price from various simulation models under different scenarios (e.g. Afry, Aurora, Baringa, University of Thessaloniki). It can be changed as a variable by the user.


The Building Module
The user is presented with three sheets, in addition to the cover page. The first sheet is the "Input-Output" sheet, where the user selects a financing plan from the dropdown menu. The options include debt financing, private financing through Energy Performance Contracting, and mixed financing. Additionally, the user can also select options such as public grants and equity as part of these financing plans.
Next, the user enters energy consumption data and any other parameters highlighted in red. All parameters that require input from the user are marked in red, while parameters that are automatically calculated by Excel are shown in black. The user has the option to change any default values if they are not satisfactory.
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Fig. 3.6 “Screen shot of the input -output work sheet of the Building Module”

The “Input-Output” sheet provides a synopsis of the results for both the Owner/Local Authority and the Contractor/ESCO. The results include economic metrics such as monetary savings, Net Present Value (NPV), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), Profitability Index, and payback period. Additionally, it features environmental and social indicators, including annual CO2 emission reductions and the number of job-years created as a result of the renovation investments.
Further detailed analysis of the results can be found in the subsequent sheets titled “Local Authority/Owner” and “Contractor/ESCO.” Specifically, in the “Local Authority/Owner” sheet, energy consumption per carrier before and after the interventions is reported over a reasonable time period, along with expenditure per carrier, annual debt repayment, net economic benefits, and the economic parameters used to assess the investment. The sheet also tabulates the annual expenditure on loan interest and repayment instalments.
Similar output results are presented in the worksheet for the Contractor/ESCO.
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Fig. 3.7 “Screen shot of the ‘Local Authority’ work sheet of the Building Module – case Debt Financing”
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Fig. 3.8 ““Screen shot of the ‘Contractor’ work sheet of the Building Module – case Debt Financing”


PV Generation – Self Consumption Module 
This Excel file calculates the relevant energy parameters and benefits of adopting self-consumption for all business models permitted under Greek law, including net billing, virtual net billing, and zero feed-in. The photovoltaic (PV) systems may be equipped with battery energy storage systems or operate without them.
The Excel workbook consists of seven worksheets in addition to a "Cover" sheet. The first sheet, entitled “Energeiaka/Energy Data,” contains information about building usage and other data pertinent to calculating the simultaneity of generation and consumption, load profiles, and storage operations (if applicable). It also includes electricity billing data and a summary of the results, as illustrated in the figures below.
The second worksheet, “Input-Output,” provides the input data necessary for the economic evaluation of the PV plant and battery storage. This data is similar to that found in the building's “input-output” worksheet.
The third and fourth worksheets detail the economic evaluation for the “Local Authority/Owner” and the “Contractor/ESCO,” respectively.
The fifth sheet, “Electricity Supplier’s Invoices/Timologia Parohou,” offers a detailed breakdown of charges related to load and consumption, as well as other fees like grid usage. This data is essential for the economic evaluation.
The sixth worksheet, “Power, Flow Data,” focuses on the hourly operation of battery storage. It features a simple operational model that shows the flow of energy between the PV system, battery storage, and the grid. It also calculates the average selling price of excess energy (not consumed in real time) based on a 20-year average hourly Day Ahead Market (DAM) from detailed simulation models.
The seventh worksheet presents typical hourly load profiles for various building types, including (i) office buildings, (ii) schools, and (iii) athletic facilities. Additionally, users can input their preferred load profile in the “Other” column.
The user begins by selecting the business model that will be applied to each building. As mentioned earlier, the options include:
· Net billing
· Virtual net billing
· Zero feed-in 
Next, the user chooses the type of building to be served, such as an office building, school, sports centre, or another type, provided there is a corresponding demand profile for that "other" category. 
The required input data includes:
· the annual electricity consumption of the building,
· the capacity of the photovoltaic system,
· the capacity of the battery storage (if applicable).
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Fig. 3.9 “Screen shot of PV electricity generation input data - net billing model”

Next, the user selects the building's electricity tariff, choosing between commercial low voltage or medium voltage options, as well as the contracted (installed) power capacity. In the "Provider Tariffs" worksheet, the average tariffs over a 20-year period are calculated with and without the photovoltaic system, assuming an average wholesale price of €90/MWh, which can also be adjusted as needed.
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Fig. 3.10 “Screen shot of electricity purchase input data - net billing model”

The Excel performs a series of calculations and presents the results, as shown in the following figure.
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Fig. 3.11 “Screen shot of Energy Consumption results - net billing model

To conduct a financial assessment of the investment, the user begins by using the "Input-Output" worksheet and selecting the appropriate financing method: loan, ESCO, or co-financing. Based on the chosen financing method, the user inputs the necessary data. This information is illustrated in Figure 2-7.
After entering the data, the Excel tool calculates the project's financial performance for both the municipality and the contractor, presenting the results in Figure 2-8.
NOTE: Users should save each file (e.g., “Net-billing_1”) in a dedicated folder (e.g., “Projects”). This process should be repeated for every building where self-consumption will be implemented, resulting in files named “Net-billing_2”, “Net-billing_3”, and so on. This organisation is essential for the “Aggregation” module to read and generate consolidated results from the individual PV plants and building module.
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Fig. 3.12 “Screen shot of the investment input data - net billing model”
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Fig. 3.13 “Screen shot of the investment economic evaluation results - net billing model”
Aggregation Module
The "Aggregation Module" is designed to combine results when multiple cases are involved. This could include scenarios such as interventions on a building's envelope along with the installation of a photovoltaic (PV) system, or instances where multiple buildings are receiving interventions on their envelopes and/or PV systems. 
The aggregation process utilises the results from cases that have already been evaluated using the relevant Excel modules.
NOTE: In order for the “Aggregation Module” to work, the EXCEL files produced must all be in a folder named “Projects” as mentioned earlier, and this folder together with the “Aggregation” must be placed in another folder located anywhere locally but not in a cloud storage.
To begin aggregating the results from the Building and Self-Consumption modules, the user should open the file titled “Aggregation” and click the “Refresh All Queries” button. The key investment indicators of interest will be automatically calculated, and the results will be displayed as shown in the table below. The user can observe a processing sign in the bottom left corner of the worksheet.

Table 3.5 “Aggregated results from the “Building Module” and Self-Consumption Modules”
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Tips for using the tool 
As mentioned earlier, the presented tool is designed to help Local Authorities and Property Owners compare various financing plans and gather essential information such as determining whether a municipality can pursue debt financing and effectively manage loan repayments. By exploring different options, Local Authorities and Owners can identify the most suitable combination of financing sources.
To ensure ease of use, the EXCEL spreadsheet was selected, as most users are familiar with this software. To maintain simplicity, the modules for building interventions and self-consumption are kept separate. However, for users looking to obtain results that involve a combination of building interventions (Building Module) and a photovoltaic (PV) system (Self-Consumption Module), it is vital to use a LOCAL FOLDER that contains the necessary files as follows: 
i. The EXCEL with the Building Module results 
ii. A folder titled “Projects” containing the EXCEL files of Self-Consumption that have been analysed for the PV plants in question
iii. The Aggregator EXCEL
If the local folder does not contain these files, the Aggregator will not function and will fail to produce the overall benefits and economic parameters of the combined interventions.
It is vital for users to retain the results from the Aggregator for each new study, such as ESCO financing or co-financing. This will allow for comparisons of the economic parameters across different scenarios.
Conclusions
The tool has been demonstrated to the municipalities, the regions and the other partners of the consortium.  Various examples of real buildings and PV systems were run during the demonstration.  Some Partners have tested the tool and have appreciated the fact that it runs on EXCEL, the minimum required data and the fast delivery of the results.  The tool will be used by the municipalities and regions in Task 4.2 as part of the financing plan development of the pilot buildings.
EUDITI (Partner 10) will soon update the tool, and more specifically the PV module as the new regulation on PV connection to the Grid might incur changes on the net billing business model.

T3.5 [Development of the RenoInGR platform] ([Implemented])	Comment by user: NTUA, EUDITI
The RenoInGR platform was developed as the digital core of the project’s One-Stop-Shop serving as the virtual office through which municipalities, public authorities and other relevant stakeholders can access information, guidance, tools and support services related to the energy renovation of public buildings. The platform is hosted at oss.renoingr.gr and has been designed as a central digital environment that complements the physical and organisational structure of the OSS. Its purpose is not limited to the online presentation of the project, but extends to the practical support of users in understanding the renovation process, identifying relevant resources, navigating available services and accessing material that facilitates the preparation and maturation of building renovation projects.
In this sense, the platform constitutes a core operational component of the RenoInGR OSS model. It functions as the main digital entry point to the support ecosystem which is developed by the project and is intended to facilitate orientation, information access and user interaction in a structured and user-friendly way. Through the platform, the users can obtain guidance on the renovation development process, explore available tools and support materials, access relevant information on financing and regulation, consult examples and databases, and interact with selected digital functionalities designed to support the early stages of project preparation. The platform therefore translates the broader objectives of the OSS into an accessible digital format and helps create a unified support environment for municipalities and other users.
The development of the platform was led by NTUA, with substantial support from EUDITI, and with smaller but meaningful contributions from other project partners depending on the thematic area concerned. This collaborative approach is reflected in the structure and content of the platform, which integrates outputs, knowledge and support material generated across several work packages of the project. In practice, the platform acts as the main digital repository and operational interface through which the work of the consortium is progressively made available and usable. Supporting documents, guidance materials, tools, examples, structured information and other relevant outputs produced in the framework of deliverables and project activities are incorporated into the platform. That allows the results that are generated by different partners to be transformed into a practical and accessible resource for end users. In this way, the platform does not operate as an isolated digital product, but as a dynamic framework through which the broader work of the consortium is consolidated and structured.
A key feature of the platform is therefore its integrative role. As the project evolves, the platform serves as the place where the technical, administrative, financial, legal and communication-related outputs of the project are brought together and presented in a coherent way. This ensures that the knowledge and material developed are not confined to internal deliverables or stand-alone reports, but are instead translated into a digital support infrastructure with practical value for municipalities and other stakeholders. The platform therefore supports not only the visibility of the project, but also the operationalisation and long-term usability of its results, reinforcing the role of the OSS as a structured support mechanism for municipal building renovation.
The platform was developed as a structured digital environment combining a WordPress-based web infrastructure with additional custom-coded functionalities and interface elements, in order to support the specific operational needs of the project’s virtual office. This approach allowed the consortium to build a platform that is both content-rich and operationally flexible and combine the advantages of a stable web content management environment with tailored features designed specifically for municipal users and the support services of the OSS. The resulting platform was not conceived as a simple project website, but as a functional digital workspace through which users can access services, guidance, support material and selected interactive tools in a coherent and navigable way.
From an architectural point of view, the platform was designed around a clear and structured access logic. The homepage functions as the main user entry point and introduces the role of the OSS in supporting municipalities and regions in all stages of preparation and implementation of public building energy renovation projects. The landing page provides immediate orientation to users through a combination of explanatory text, direct action buttons and thematic navigation options. In particular, it presents a concise explanation of the OSS mission and support scope, while also directing users toward key pathways such as general information, access to the service, and explanatory material on the nature and role of the OSS. In this way, the homepage performs both an informative and an operational role and helps first-time users understand what the platform offers and where they should go next depending on their needs.
The overall user interface was developed with emphasis on clarity, guided navigation and progressive access to information. The platform includes structured navigation menus that allow users to move easily across major content areas such as project maturation guidance, informational material, support material, news and communication-related pages. In addition, search functionality has been incorporated in order to facilitate access to specific topics and content. This is particularly important in a platform that brings together different forms of material, including regulatory information, examples, tools, guidance content and service-related pages. Rather than requiring users to navigate through large volumes of static text, the architecture supports a more directed and user-friendly experience in which content is organised by use case and practical relevance.
A central element of the user interface is the project assistance / guidance functionality, which offers an interactive orientation path for municipalities. Users can access a guided support sequence through a popup-based interaction environment. This guidance interface allows users to move step by step through a short structured pathway in which they provide basic orientation inputs, such as the type or size of the municipality, the maturity stage of their project and whether they are considering an Energy Performance Contracting route. Based on these selections, the system generates a proposed support path and presents tailored next-step guidance regarding what the OSS can offer and how the municipality may proceed. This functionality is particularly important because it transforms the platform from a passive repository of information into an active orientation tool, helping municipalities understand their position and the most relevant form of support available to them.
The interface design of this guidance module also reflects the broader design logic of the platform. The interaction is organised in a way that is visually structured, sequential and easy to follow, with summary panels, short explanatory texts, decision points and progressively refined outputs. Rather than confronting users with a large volume of undifferentiated information, the interface supports a staged decision-support experience. This is especially useful for municipalities with limited experience in energy renovation project preparation, as it lowers the entry barrier and helps them navigate complex issues in a more manageable way. The platform therefore combines standard web navigation with more guided and semi-interactive interface components that support practical user orientation.
There is also incorporated access and account functionality into the architecture. The registration system is already in place, together with municipality login, staff login and role-based access functionality. This means that the platform has not been designed only for anonymous browsing, but also for differentiated use by different categories of users. At the same time, dashboards for municipalities and internal OSS staff have already been introduced, although at this stage they remain relatively simple and are expected to be further refined in the next phase through practical use by the participating municipalities. This staged implementation approach is important. The core access and account architecture is in place, but some features are still expected to mature through real operational testing and iterative improvement. In addition, the manual verification logic for municipal accounts has been discussed and partially framed, although it has not yet been fully finalised.
From the perspective of access control and platform security, secure access features have already been incorporated, particularly for user login and differentiated content access. The platform has been developed with attention to data protection and the need to align with relevant privacy requirements. While some more advanced backend, restricted-content and authentication management features may continue to evolve in later phases, the current architecture already includes the basic functional elements required for controlled access, user registration and differentiated interaction with the platform environment. This is important because the platform is intended not only to display public content, but also to support more structured interaction with municipalities, service requests and future operational workflows.
A central dimension of the RenoInGR platform is its guidance-oriented architecture, which was developed to support municipalities and other relevant users in understanding and navigating the early and intermediate stages of public building renovation project preparation. In line with the broader role of the virtual OSS office, the platform does not merely provide static information, but offers structured support modules intended to facilitate orientation, project maturation and access to relevant support material. This guidance function is particularly important in the RenoInGR context, where many target users, especially small, island and mountainous municipalities, face significant administrative, technical and organisational constraints in moving from initial interest to a sufficiently mature renovation project.
One of the most important components developed under the platform is the step-by-step project development guidance logic. This guidance function titled “Practical Guide for Energy Renovations of Municipal Buildings” has been structured so as to help users better understand where they stand in the project preparation process and what type of support may be most appropriate for their case. The description of the Guide is given in Task 3.4 under the chapter “Guidelines for Energy Renovation Project Development of Municipal Buildings”
Beyond this interactive orientation layer, it also includes broader project development support material designed to accompany municipalities throughout the maturation process. This includes guidance content related to the identification and organisation of basic building information, the understanding of project preparation stages, the interpretation of administrative and technical requirements, and the navigation of possible support routes available through the OSS. The purpose of these modules is not to replace technical studies or formal advisory procedures, but to help users understand what kind of information, documentation and preparatory work is typically needed and what practical steps should follow. In this respect, the platform acts as a structured bridge between general awareness and more operational project preparation.
Financing-related guidance has also been incorporated into the platform as an important support component. Users are provided with access to information and tools that help them understand financing options and relevant scenarios for building renovation projects. This includes a dedicated computational/assessment tool related to financing considerations, as well as explanatory content that supports municipalities in understanding available funding approaches and the broader financial dimension of project maturation. Although the platform does not provide binding financial advice, it offers a useful orientation function by helping users become familiar with the financial logic of renovation planning and by linking financing-related guidance with the wider project development pathway.
The platform further includes support material relevant to renovation design and technical preparation. One particularly important feature in this respect is the integration of detailed examples of nZEB-oriented renovations, presented with substantial analytical content. These examples function as reference cases that help users understand what decarbonisation-oriented renovation design may involve in practice, including technical approaches and broader project logic. In parallel, the platform hosts supporting material that can help municipalities and stakeholders become familiar with the type of design-oriented thinking required for high-performance building renovation. This contributes to the educational and preparatory value of the platform, especially for users with limited prior exposure to such processes.
In addition, it incorporates specialised thematic guidance modules that broaden the quality and depth of support available to users. An important example is the section on low-embodied-carbon materials and components, which includes structured theoretical and practical information, organised thematic content and a related catalogue of companies. This module supports the broader clean energy transition logic of the project by extending guidance beyond operational energy savings and into the material dimension of renovation design. Together with the provider-related information, the financing guidance and the project development support content, this helps the platform function as a more integrated environment for municipal orientation and informed project preparation.
Another major category concerns the regulatory and policy framework. The platform includes a dedicated regulation section providing access to structured information on the legal and procedural context relevant to renovation projects, as well as broader content related to EU policies and initiatives. This is a particularly valuable module for municipalities and public actors that often struggle to identify and navigate the regulatory basis of project preparation. By bringing together this information in a more accessible and curated manner, we reduce one of the most common barriers to early project development, namely the difficulty of locating and interpreting the institutional framework surrounding public building renovation.
Moreover, it incorporates dynamic information modules that support continuous updating and user orientation. These include the news section, where relevant updates and project-related information can be published, and the FAQ function, which helps users access information in a more efficient way.
At the current stage, some support modules are already fully available, while others remain under further development. Construction tender support material is being developed, while more advanced quality-assurance guidance and post-renovation behaviour / rebound-effect guidance have not yet been fully integrated into the platform. This reflects a phased development approach in which the platform already offers a substantial body of guidance and project development support, while some additional modules are expected to be further enriched and operationalised in the next implementation phase. 
A particularly important and innovative component of the RenoInGR platform is the integration of a smart assistant / chatbot function, which strengthens the role of the platform as an active digital support environment rather than a passive information repository. The chatbot was developed as part of the virtual OSS logic in order to provide direct, user-oriented assistance to municipalities and other users navigating the platform and the broader process of public building energy renovation preparation. In practical terms, this functionality supports users in identifying relevant information, understanding the role of the OSS, clarifying what kind of support may be available, and orienting themselves more effectively within the project development pathway.
Technically, the smart assistant was implemented through an OpenAI API-based solution and integrated into the platform as an interactive support layer. This allowed the project to move beyond static content delivery and provide a conversational interface capable of responding to user questions in a more natural and practical way. The chatbot is not limited to fixed scripted answers but operates through a structured AI-supported interaction model that has been configured specifically for the RenoInGR context. It can therefore support users not only by pointing them to content, but also by helping them interpret the platform, understand available pathways and identify the next useful step depending on the issue they raise.
A key strength of this functionality is that it has been specifically adapted and fine-tuned for the needs of the platform. The assistant has been configured to operate in Greek and to respond in a practical, concise and user-oriented way, to avoid the style of a generic or overly formal helpdesk. Its role is to support users in relation to the RenoInGR platform, the OSS services, the project maturation process, and the first practical questions that typically arise when a municipality or public body considers preparing an energy renovation project. This includes, for example, helping users understand where they are in the process, what kind of information or documentation may be needed, what stage-specific support the OSS may provide, and which part of the platform is most relevant to their current need.
The smart assistant is also designed to reflect the operational philosophy of the OSS. It can provide practical orientation on issues such as project maturation, building screening, support materials, financing approaches, bundling logic, examples, FAQs and relevant platform sections. At the same time, it has been intentionally configured to avoid overclaiming the platform’s role. It does not present itself as providing binding legal, financial or technical advice, nor as certifying providers or assigning projects. Instead, it acts as an intelligent first-line guidance tool that helps users move more efficiently through the available support structure and better understand how to engage with the OSS. This is especially important for municipalities with limited internal capacity, which may need immediate but accessible support before moving into more formal or detailed interaction with the project team.
From the user interface perspective, the chatbot is integrated directly into the platform environment and can also be expanded into a full-screen interaction mode, to have more extensive conversational workspace where users may engage in a more detailed exchange. This full-screen functionality strengthens the usability of the assistant by making it possible to support longer or more complex user journeys, especially when a municipality wishes to explore a specific project case, ask procedural questions or understand the sequence of preparation steps in more depth. The ability to move from a lighter embedded interaction to a more extended chat environment increases the practical usefulness of the assistant and reinforces the digital service character of the platform.
An additional strength of the chatbot lies in the fact that it is not treated as a fixed feature but as an evolving support mechanism. Fine-tuning work has already been carried out in order to improve the quality, relevance and tone of the assistant’s responses, and this refinement process is expected to continue in subsequent phases. In this way it is not only an innovative interface element, but also a continuously improvable support tool whose usefulness can increase over time through testing, user interaction and further adaptation to the needs of the platform and its target audiences.
Although the core development of the RenoInGR platform has been completed and the platform is already live and usable by the project partners, some elements remain to be further refined in the next phase of implementation. In particular, further improvements are expected in relation to the broader public operational launch of the platform, the enhancement of role-based functionalities and dashboards, the enrichment of dynamic tools and databases, and the continued refinement of user workflows through practical use by municipalities. In addition, certain modules foreseen in the wider platform concept, such as more advanced construction tender support, fuller quality-assurance guidance, post-renovation support content, expanded mobile optimisation and additional analytics/reporting functionalities, are expected to be further developed in subsequent phases. The platform should therefore be understood as a completed and operational core digital infrastructure that will continue to evolve through use, testing and progressive functional expansion.

T3.6 [Addressing regulatory gaps] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
ΚΕΛΕΜΕΝΗΣ



…

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	Insert text


	Milestones and deliverables (outputs/outcomes)

	See Technical Report (Part A).
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	Work Package 4: [Pilot operation]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T4.1 [Project bundling and renovation design] ([Partially implemented])	Comment by user: Σχόλιο προς ΚΑΠΕ
Παρακαλούμε να ελέγξετε αν συμφωνείτε με το status “Partially implemented” για το T4.1.1 και αν θεωρείτε ότι πρέπει να αναφερθεί κάποια συγκεκριμένη επίδραση της μέχρι τώρα προόδου του task στα επόμενα βήματα του WP4.

[Explain what was done and by whom; explain what was not done and why not; indicate how you intend to handle the situation and new timing; indicate if it was a one-off issue or how you intend to avoid similar issues in the future]
T.4.1.1 [Prefeasibility study and bundling]
The implementation of Task 4.1.1 started with the formalisation of the cooperation framework between NTUA, acting as Project Coordinator, and the participating municipalities and regions, in line with Annex 1. During the reporting period, all written agreements foreseen under Deliverable D4.1 were completed, thus providing the institutional basis for launching the pilot project development process and the related preparatory actions. This step enabled the formal start of the prefeasibility phase and the systematic collection of the information required for the assessment of the pilot building stock.
The pilot preparation phase was supported by a multidisciplinary team involving NTUA, and Specialized Energy Auditors ensuring the availability of technical expertise and operational capacity for the implementation of the planned activities. A structured process was established for the collection of building-related data from the participating municipalities and regions through an electronic template. The requested information covered key administrative and technical aspects, including building condition, ownership status, building use, availability of technical documentation and energy consumption data. This process was essential for the preliminary assessment of the building stock and for the planning of the subsequent on-site verification activities.
Following the consolidation of the building dataset, site visits in close coordination with the engineering teams and the local authorities were organised. During the reporting period, on-site assessments were completed (buildings located in the Regions of Western Macedonia and South Aegean and in the Municipalities of Central Tzoumerka, Anogia/Mylopotamos and Amfipoli), while one final site visit remained pending (Municipality of Tilos). These visits enabled the verification of the available data and the collection of additional technical information required for the preparation of Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs) and Energy Audit Reports. At the end of the reporting period, the EPCs and Energy Audit Reports were still in progress, which confirms that the technical assessment stage had advanced substantially but had not yet been fully completed.
In practical terms, the prefeasibility work was not developed as a standalone output. Instead, its essential elements were integrated into the broader process of technical review, site inspection and preparation of EPCs and Energy Audit Reports. This approach was considered more efficient, as the Energy Audit Reports already cover the core elements needed for the preliminary assessment of renovation potential, such as the identification of suitable energy-saving measures and recommendations for improving building performance. Similarly, a separate public procurement procedure for EPCs and Energy Audit Reports was not launched, since the applicable implementation framework allowed these activities to be undertaken directly and ensured greater flexibility, lower cost and closer control over quality and timing.
The implementation of the task also revealed several practical challenges. A significant number of buildings initially proposed by municipalities and regions did not fully meet the intended criteria for assessment, like ownership by the participating authority, active use of the building and the availability of historical energy consumption data. As a result, were required revisions to the initial building lists and alternative buildings had to be identified within the same participating entities. In some cases, buildings that were not currently in use were retained due to the absence of viable alternatives or because future use was planned. Additional difficulties were identified in relation to the availability and quality of technical documentation. In many cases, essential information such as architectural drawings or technical studies was incomplete or unavailable, requiring the engineering teams to rely on approximate on-site measurements. Moreover, the limited availability of historical energy consumption data made it necessary in some cases to estimate baseline values. These issues affected the pace of implementation and contributed to delays in the preparation of EPCs, Energy Audit Reports and the subsequent technical preparation steps. However, these delays were managed through the mobilisation of experienced technical personnel, close coordination with the participating authorities and adaptation of the workflows to the constraints encountered.
[Placeholder –EUDITI Παρακαλούμε να επιβεβαιώσετε το status του bundling στο πλαίσιο του T4.1.1. Σύμφωνα με το Annex 1, μετά την preliminary prefeasibility προβλέπεται first bundling of projects. Παρακαλούμε να διευκρινιστεί αν το bundling έχει ήδη ξεκινήσει/διαμορφωθεί σε αρχικό επίπεδο ή αν παραμένει εκκρεμές έως την ολοκλήρωση των EPCs / Energy Reports. Εφόσον έχει ξεκινήσει, παρακαλούμε να προστεθεί σύντομη περιγραφή της μέχρι τώρα προσέγγισης.]
Overall, Task 4.1.1 was partially implemented during the reporting period. The institutional basis for implementation was established, the core data collection and site assessment process was largely completed, and the technical groundwork for the prefeasibility stage advanced substantially. At the same time, the task had not yet been fully completed at month 18, mainly because the EPCs and Energy Audit Reports were still under preparation and because certain elements, including the first bundling of projects, required further technical input. The experience gained through this phase also highlighted recurring structural issues which affect the readiness of municipalities to prepare building renovation projects, particularly in relation to data availability, documentation and technical preparedness. These findings will be taken into account in the subsequent phases of implementation and in the development of structured guidance and support under the broader OSS approach.
T. 4.1.2 [Renovation Design]	Comment by user: Σχόλιο προς NTUA (Πέτρος Γαβριήλ) και ΕΥΔΙΤΗ

Αν έχει ξεκινήσει η φάση renovation design για τα pilot buildings / bundles κατά την πρώτη reporting period.
Με ποιον τρόπο προχωρά η εργασία, δηλαδή αν ακολουθείται διαδικασία in-house, outsourcing ή κάποια ενδιάμεση προσέγγιση.
Ποιες βασικές τεχνικές ενέργειες έχουν ήδη πραγματοποιηθεί, π.χ. αρχική επεξεργασία τεχνικών λύσεων, προσδιορισμός renovation interventions, preliminary technical documentation, techno-economic assessment κ.λπ.
Τι δεν έχει ακόμη ολοκληρωθεί και γιατί.
Αν υπήρξαν καθυστερήσεις ή αποκλίσεις από το Annex 1 και ποιες ήταν οι βασικές αιτίες.
Ποια είναι τα επόμενα βήματα μέχρι την ολοκλήρωση του D4.2.
The implementation of Task 4.1.2 is currently underway, with the preparation of tender document constituting the primary activity during the reporting period. The process has been initiated for the building of the Region of Western Macedonia, located in Kozani, which represents the most advanced case in terms of procedural progress. For the remaining pilot buildings, the preparation of the tender document is scheduled in the next stage, in accordance with the overall project timeline.	Comment by user: Το κείμενο έχει γραφτεί από ΕΜΠ (Πέτρο Γαβριήλ)
Given the complexity of the pilot buildings located in the Regions of Western Macedonia and South Aegean, the tender document preparation process has been structured on a differentiated basis. Specifically, the buildings have been outsourced. This decision was justified by the particular technical and regulatory challenges associated with these two cases: the building in Kozani is challenging since it exceeds 11,000 square meters, while the building in Syros is a protected monument, according the Ministry of Culture and Sports, thereby requiring specialised expertise in heritage conservation and compliance with applicable preservation regulations. The tender document for the remaining pilot buildings is planned to be developed in-house, leveraging the internal technical capacity of the project team.
The completion of the tender document for all pilot buildings has not yet been achieved within the originally foreseen timeframe. The delays observed in Task 4.1.2 are linked directly to the challenges encountered in Task 4.1.1, as described in the corresponding section of this report. In particular, the delayed issuance of Energy Performance Certificates (EPCs) and the postponement of Energy Audit Reports (EAR) for a number of buildings have postpone the availability of the technical inputs required for the preparation of complete and compliant tender document. Since Task 4.1.2 is functionally dependent on the outputs of Task 4.1.1, any delays in the preceding task are necessarily carried forward.
It should be noted, however, that no deviations from the quantitative targets set for the task were recorded. On the contrary, the project team succeeded in exceeding the target of 60 buildings, ultimately completing the required assessments for 61 buildings (an increase of 1,7% of buildings and 8,5% in total m2). This outcome reflects the sustained effort and commitment of the team involved, and demonstrates that the delays are procedural in nature rather than indicative of underperformance with respect to scope.
Regarding the current status of the tender document for the Kozani building, the precise stage of advancement is not yet confirmed at the time of this report and will be updated upon receipt of information from the responsible party.
The Deliverable associated with Task 4.1.2 is scheduled for submission in Month 20 (April 2026). In light of the above-mentioned dependencies and the resultant delays, the timely completion of all preparatory activities constitutes a matter of high priority for the project team.
The priorities for the upcoming period are the following three objectives. The first objective is that the project team will focus on completing all on-site visits, with the island of Tilos representing the sole remaining location to be surveyed. The second objective is to confirm that EPCs have been obtained for all pilot buildings, as this is requirement for proceeding to the (EAR) phase. Once the (EAR) have been finalised, the team, as the third objective, will advance to the preparation of the tender document for the remaining buildings and the completing of this deliverable at the earliest possible opportunity.
The project team remains committed to minimising further delays and to ensuring that the quality and completeness of the tender document meet the standards required for the subsequent procurement and renovation phases
T. 4.1.3 [List of Contractors, EnPC companies, Engineering design providers]
During the reporting period, Task 4.1.3 was implemented through the preparation and delivery of D4.3, which established the procedural and operational basis for the RenoInGR List of Contractors and its future updates. In line with Annex 1, the task focused on setting up an open and transparent framework for identifying contractors, EnPC companies and engineering design providers that may participate in future design and implementation tenders related to the pilot building renovations. The overall objective was to strengthen procedural transparency, broaden market participation and reduce the risk of delays or appeals during later procurement stages.
The work was led by NTUA, with contributions from EUDITI, CRES and the project’s legal support team, as reflected in D4.3. During the first nine months of implementation, the consortium carried out a series of preparatory outreach and market consultation actions aimed at informing the design of the Call for Expression of Interest (CEI) mechanism. These included a structured stakeholder roundtable with technical, financial and institutional actors, an online market consultation questionnaire addressed to relevant service providers, direct expressions of interest and qualitative feedback from market participants, and the development of the associated digital infrastructure through the OSS website. These actions provided practical insight into contractor expectations, procurement barriers, financing concerns and the type of support expected from the OSS.
In parallel, the task delivered the first formal design of the CEI framework and the selection logic for the future contractor registry. D4.3 describes the purpose and scope of the registry, the categories of eligible entities, the general eligibility conditions, the selection criteria, the submission requirements and the dissemination strategy. It also establishes the logic of a dynamic, periodically updated registry supported through the OSS platform, with recurring CEIs foreseen approximately every four months throughout the project duration. In this way, the task did not merely produce a static list, but put in place the system through which the list will be progressively built, updated and used as a transparent pre-selection mechanism for future tenders.
At the same time, the deliverable makes clear that this first phase was primarily preparatory. Although preliminary interest from market actors had already been recorded, the report does not present a final or exhaustive registry of eligible providers at this stage. Instead, it establishes the methodological framework, communication channels, participation mechanisms and legal-technical structure required for the formal launch and ongoing operation of the CEI process. This phased approach is consistent with Annex 1, which foresees repeated CEIs and regular updates of the contractor list over the course of the project. Therefore, no major deviation from the planned implementation of the task is identified for the present reporting period.
Overall, Task 4.1.3 was implemented as planned for the current stage of the project. The main result of the reporting period was the establishment of the CEI-based framework and the supporting digital and organisational infrastructure needed for the progressive creation and updating of the contractor registry. The next phase of the task will focus on the continued publication of CEIs, the expansion and updating of the provider database, and the operational use of the list for the design and implementation tenders foreseen under WP4.
T4.2 [Financing of the renovation works] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
Σχόλιο προς ΚΑΠΕ
Παρακαλούμε να συμπληρωθεί λαμβάνοντας υπόψη ότι το task, σύμφωνα με το Annex 1, ακολουθεί το design of each bundle και συνδέεται με το D4.4, το οποίο είναι due στο M28. Παρακαλούμε να διευκρινιστεί αν μέχρι το τέλος της πρώτης reporting period (M18) έχει υπάρξει κάποια ουσιαστική προπαρασκευαστική εργασία για τα financing plans (π.χ. αρχική εξέταση χρηματοδοτικών σχημάτων, χρήση outputs from WP3, preliminary discussions on blended financing), ή αν το task δεν έχει ακόμη ξεκινήσει ουσιαστικά λόγω χρονοπρογραμματισμού. Με βάση αυτό, παρακαλούμε να προταθεί και το κατάλληλο status: [Not implemented] ή [Partially implemented].

Σχόλιο προς Τράπεζα Ηπείρου
Παρακαλούμε να συνεισφέρετε, εφόσον υπάρχει ήδη σχετική πρόοδος, σε ό,τι αφορά την προκαταρκτική διερεύνηση των διαθέσιμων χρηματοδοτικών σχημάτων, του blended financing logic και της πιθανής σύνδεσης του T4.2 με τα outputs των Tasks 3.3 / 3.4. 
T4.3 [Procurement of implementation of renovations] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
Σχόλιο προς ΚΑΠΕ
Παρακαλούμε να συμπληρωθεί, λαμβάνοντας υπόψη ότι το task συνδέεται με το D4.5, το οποίο είναι due στο M37, και ακολουθεί τα στάδια του renovation design και της χρηματοδότησης των έργων. Παρακαλούμε να διευκρινιστεί αν μέχρι το τέλος της πρώτης reporting period (M18) έχει υπάρξει κάποια ουσιαστική προπαρασκευαστική εργασία για τα implementation tenders (π.χ. αρχική επεξεργασία procurement logic, M&V requirements, contract structure, coordination with municipalities), ή αν το task δεν έχει ακόμη ξεκινήσει ουσιαστικά λόγω χρονοπρογραμματισμού. Με βάση αυτό, παρακαλούμε να προταθεί και το κατάλληλο status: [Not implemented] ή [Partially implemented].

Προαιρετικό σχόλιο προς Kelemenis
Παρακαλούμε να επιβεβαιώσετε αν υπάρχει ήδη κάποια πρόοδος ή προκαταρκτική εργασία που σχετίζεται με τη νομική/διαδικαστική δομή των implementation tenders ή των contract templates για το T4.3 και αν αυτό πρέπει να αναφερθεί στην πρώτη reporting period.
T4.4 [Quality of the services] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
Σχόλιο προς ΚΑΠΕ 
Παρακαλούμε να συμπληρωθεί και να διευκρινιστεί ποια μέρη του task δεν έχουν ακόμη ενεργοποιηθεί, όπως το follow-up of renovation works και το post-renovation support, καθώς αυτά φαίνεται να ανήκουν σε μεταγενέστερο στάδιο. Με βάση αυτό, παρακαλούμε να επιβεβαιωθεί και το κατάλληλο status, πιθανότατα [Partially implemented]

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	Insert text
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	See Technical Report (Part A).
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	Work Package 5: [Capacity building - upscaling]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T5.1 [A mechanism to attract municipalities for the OSS services] ([Partially implemented])
According to Annex 1, Task 5.1 aims at developing a mechanism to attract municipalities to the OSS services through a co-creation approach among the consortium partners, combining campaign actions, capacity-building elements and pipeline development. During the present reporting period, this mechanism was only partially implemented. While the full attraction mechanism had not yet been launched in its complete form, initial preparatory steps were taken in order to support future municipal outreach and onboarding.
In particular, first internal discussions took place within the project regarding the way municipalities could be attracted to the RenoInGR OSS services and how the relevant outreach process could be structured. These discussions did not yet result in a full campaign or in the complete activation of the attraction mechanism described in Annex 1, but they helped shape the initial logic of municipal engagement. Moreover, the OSS platform was prepared to support this function, including an expression-of-interest form through which municipalities may indicate their interest in the services, as well as explanatory material presenting what the OSS offers, how it operates and what kind of support can be provided. The platform also includes structured guidance material intended to facilitate understanding of the OSS approach by potential users.
At the end of the reporting period, the platform was just fully launched for broad public operation, as this was expected to take place after the project progress meeting. For this reason, the task had not yet reached the stage of full outward implementation foreseen in Annex 1, such as a broader campaign, systematic invitations to municipalities or the activation of a large-scale ambassador mechanism. Similarly, the capacity-building component related to the local Energy & Environmental Advocates had not yet been developed in substantive terms during this phase.
So, Task 5.1 was partially implemented during the reporting period. The work carried out so far has laid an initial basis for the future attraction of municipalities, mainly through the conceptual preparation of the mechanism and the creation of supporting platform features and guidance material. However, the broader campaign, the more structured outreach actions and the full operationalisation of the mechanism are expected to take place in the subsequent phases of the project, once the platform becomes fully active and the related support processes are further consolidated.
T5.2 [Building up a pipeline of building renovation projects]  [Not implemented])
According to Annex 1, Task 5.2 is expected to start building the project pipeline once the core OSS services are completed, i.e. from around month 18 onwards. During the present reporting period, the task did not yet reach the stage of full structured implementation as originally envisaged, since no formal announcement for the pipeline had yet been launched, no service agreements had yet been signed for additional pipeline municipalities or buildings, and the detailed operational logic foreseen for this task, including service-depth categorisation, cut-off periods and structured onboarding, had not yet been fully activated. In this sense, the task remained at an early preparatory stage at the end of the reporting period.
At the same time, some initial indications of external interest in the future OSS services have already emerged. During the reporting period, a small number of municipalities outside the pilot group approached the project team through direct contact and email communication, expressing interest in the RenoInGR support approach. Although these expressions of interest were still informal and did not yet lead to a formal onboarding process, they provide an early indication that there is demand for the type of services that the OSS is expected to offer under WP5. This emerging interest can be considered a first signal of future pipeline potential, even though the structured pipeline mechanism has not yet been fully launched.
In addition, broader outreach actions undertaken within the project created a favourable basis for future pipeline development. In particular, the online roundtable organised by KEDE, which involved representatives from 95 municipalities that had expressed interest in the initiative, contributed to increasing visibility and awareness of the RenoInGR support model among local authorities. While this activity does not in itself constitute implementation of the pipeline mechanism, it can be regarded as a useful preparatory step for future mobilisation and engagement of municipalities that may wish to use OSS services in the next project phases.
Epirus Bank has already engaged with its partners regarding the organisation of informational workshops addressed to small and mountainous municipalities in the Region of Epirus. It is estimated that these initiatives can be implemented by the end of the current year, with a preference for scheduling during the summer period.
During this period, mountainous municipalities typically experience increased presence of local visitors and non-resident citizens (heterodimotes), who may be better positioned to understand the importance and added value of the green transition and, where appropriate, contribute to fostering local support and momentum for decision-making processes
T5.3 [Capacity building activities] ([Not implemented])
ΕΥΔΙΤΗ
…

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	Insert text


	Milestones and deliverables (outputs/outcomes)

	See Technical Report (Part A).
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	Work Package 6: [Sustainability, Replication, Exploitation]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T6.1 [Sustainability – 10-year Business Plan of the RenoInGR OSS] ([Partially implemented  - Not implemented])
ΚΑΠΕ
Για το T6.1, επειδή το task αφορά την ανάπτυξη του 10-year Business Plan και στο Annex 1 προβλέπεται ουσιαστική εξέλιξή του από M24 έως M46, παρακαλώ να μας συμπληρώσετε σύντομο κείμενο για το τι έχει γίνει μέχρι στιγμής σε προπαρασκευαστικό επίπεδο, τι δεν έχει ακόμη προχωρήσει λόγω χρονοπρογραμματισμού, και ποια είναι τα επόμενα βήματα. Αν δεν έχει υπάρξει ακόμη ουσιαστική έναρξη του task, παρακαλώ να το σημειώσετε ρητά ώστε να αποτυπωθεί σωστά στο report. 
T6.2 [Replication of the OSS in Cyprus] [Partially implemented])	Comment by user: Σχόλιο προς Λεμεσό
Παρακαλούμε να ελέγξετε αν το παρόν κείμενο αποτυπώνει σωστά τη μέχρι σήμερα πρόοδο του Task 6.2 στην Κύπρο και να επιβεβαιώσετε ή να διορθώσετε, όπου απαιτείται, τις αναφορές σχετικά με τη χαρτογράφηση stakeholders, την επαφή με αρμόδιους φορείς, τη συλλογή πληροφοριών για το θεσμικό/διαδικαστικό πλαίσιο, τα χρηματοδοτικά εργαλεία και την αρχική διερεύνηση του δημοτικού κτηριακού αποθέματος.
Σχόλιο προς ΚΑΠΕ
Παρακαλούμε να ελέγξετε αν η παρούσα περιγραφή είναι πλήρως συνεπής με το Annex 1, ιδίως ως προς το στάδιο υλοποίησης του T6.2 κατά την πρώτη reporting period και τη σύνδεσή του με τα WP2, WP3 και WP4.

During the reporting period, it was carried out  initial work to support the replication of the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop model in Cyprus, in line with Annex 1. The task was led by Limassol, with the involvement and support of NTUA, EUDITI and CRES, as foreseen in the Description of the Action. The work during this first phase focused primarily on building an initial understanding of the Cypriot context and to prepare the basis for a future replication pathway adapted to national conditions. This approach is consistent with the structure of Task 6.2, which combines the identification of current conditions in Cyprus with the later preparation of a dedicated replication plan.
For T6.2.1, Limassol started to investigate the Cypriot framework relevant to a possible future OSS model for public building renovation. According to the information provided by the partner, this work included initial stakeholder mapping, communication with competent authorities and relevant organisations, collection of information on the applicable legal and procedural framework, and a first review of available financing and support mechanisms relevant to public building renovation and Energy Performance Contracting. In parallel was initiated a first investigation of the municipal building stock of Limassol, with the aim of establishing an initial factual basis for understanding local needs and conditions. This early work is considered important for identifying the main institutional, technical and market parameters that would need to be taken into account in any future adaptation of the model to Cyprus.
At the same time, the work which was carried out during the reporting period confirmed that replication in Cyprus will require adaptation to country-specific conditions rather than direct transfer of the Greek model. This is in line with Annex 1, which foresees that the operation and services of the Cypriot OSS will be adjusted to the country’s needs and context, while potentially being hosted by the Municipality of Limassol with a wider national scope. The work completed so far therefore contributed to the preparatory phase of replication by clarifying the need for context-sensitive design and by initiating the evidence-gathering process necessary for later planning.
With regard to T6.2.2 which is the full Replication Plan in Cyprus, had not yet been developed during the present reporting period. This is consistent with the overall timing of WP6 and with the fact that the corresponding deliverable, D6.3, is scheduled for a later stage of the project. In addition, Annex 1 indicates that the replication plan should build not only on the country analysis, but also on insights that will be gained from the development and pilot operation of RenoInGR under WP2, WP3 and WP4. At month 18, these inputs are still maturing and therefore the task has progressed only partially. The consequence is that the Cyprus replication work has advanced mainly at the level of preparatory investigation, while the more detailed planning elements, including the market potential, services to be offered, client engagement, governance, quality assurance and business planning aspects, remain to be elaborated in subsequent phases of implementation.
The task will continue in the next reporting period through the further examination of current conditions in Cyprus, the use of the RenoInGR co-creation methodology where applicable, and the progressive development of the dedicated replication plan foreseen in Annex 1. The project will build on the preliminary work already undertaken by Limassol and on the knowledge gained from the development and pilot implementation of the OSS in Greece. No major deviation from the overall objective of the task is identified at this stage. However, the task is still in a preparatory phase and will require continued coordination among the involved partners in order to reach the planned outputs within the project timeframe.
T6.3 [Other replication activities] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
ΕΥΔΙΤΗ
Για το T6.3 [Other replication activities], επειδή σύμφωνα με το Annex 1 το task αναπτύσσεται από M20 έως M48, παρακαλούμε να δηλωθεί με ακρίβεια αν μέχρι το τέλος της πρώτης reporting period (M18) έχει υπάρξει κάποια ουσιαστική προπαρασκευαστική ενέργεια ή όχι. Αν δεν έχει ξεκινήσει ακόμη, παρακαλούμε να επιλεγεί “Not implemented” και να δοθεί πολύ σύντομη αιτιολόγηση ότι αυτό είναι συμβατό με το προβλεπόμενο χρονοδιάγραμμα του έργου. Αν έχει υπάρξει κάποια πρώιμη διερευνητική προεργασία, παρακαλούμε να περιγραφεί σύντομα και να επιλεγεί “Partially implemented”.
T6.4 [Exploitation plan] ([Not implemented])
ΚΑΠΕ
Για το T6.4 [Exploitation plan], επειδή σύμφωνα με το Annex 1 το task προβλέπεται να αναπτυχθεί από M36 έως M48, παρακαλούμε να αποτυπωθεί με σαφήνεια αν μέχρι το M18 δεν έχει ακόμη ξεκινήσει, λόγω χρονοπρογραμματισμού. Σε αυτή την περίπτωση, προτείνεται η επιλογή “Not implemented”, με σύντομη αναφορά ότι η exploitation strategy προβλέπεται για μεταγενέστερο στάδιο του έργου και παραμένει, στο παρόν στάδιο, όπως περιγράφεται στο Annex 1.
…

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	Insert text


	Milestones and deliverables (outputs/outcomes)

	See Technical Report (Part A).
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	Work Package 7: [Communication, Dissemination]

	Activities 
Explain the work carried out for each work package during the reporting period, giving details of the work carried out by each participant involved. Please summarise in a few sentences what was done in the previous period, when applicable.
Explain the reasons for deviations from Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement, the consequences and the proposed corrective actions.
Include explanations for tasks not fully implemented, critical objectives not fully achieved and/or not being on schedule. Explain also the impact on other tasks, on the available resources and the planning. Where necessary, make reference to the deliverables in the report text. In case of major deviations from on the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
Focus only on the main results as well as important lessons learned. The technical details should be provided in the deliverables.
Additionally, for Operating Grants, report under Work Package 1 on changes in your organisation’s capacity (if any) to become a more efficient stakeholder in the EU’s policy process. Report on the proposed actions and their status to develop the organisation, widen the grassroots or members base, diversify and sustain the organisation's fundraising strategy and the strategy to reduce your dependence on LIFE operating grants.

	T7.1 [Dissemination and Communication Plan] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
ΕΥΔΙΤΗ
T7.2 [Dissemination and communication material] ([Implemented] [Not implemented] [Partially implemented])
ΕΥΔΙΤΗ

T7.3 [Communication to local citizens] ([Partially implemented])
During the reporting period, the participating municipalities, regions and associated local actors initiated actions and preparatory steps to communicate the objectives and expected benefits of RenoInGR to local audiences, in line with Task 7.3 of Annex 1. The overall purpose of this task is to ensure that the local dimension of the project is made visible to citizens and communities, especially in municipalities and regions where the energy renovation of public buildings can generate direct benefits in terms of energy savings, improved public infrastructure, climate resilience and local awareness. At this stage, the implementation of the task has progressed unevenly across partners, with some participating entities already providing concrete information on local communication actions and others still expected to submit further input.
In several cases, communication to local audiences has been linked to the practical progress of the pilot activities. For example, the Municipality of Antiparos reported that, following the site visit carried out in June 2025 by the NTUA team and the collaborating energy expert, the municipality worked with its Technical Service to support the documentation of the buildings included in the project. The buildings identified include the Town Hall/Medical Centre, the Citizens’ Service Centre (KEP), the Gymnasium-Lyceum, the Kindergarten, the Primary School, the Stadium Changing Rooms and the Cave ticket office. According to the municipality, the project is currently at the stage of issuing EPCs and awaiting the corresponding Energy Reports. Although the local input mainly refers to the technical progress of the project, it also reflects the existence of an active local interface through which the RenoInGR activities are being followed and prepared at municipal level.
The Municipality of Tilos highlighted the importance of communication and outreach at local level and demonstrated an active communication presence through its social media channels. In addition to underlining the strategic relevance of RenoInGR for the island’s energy transition, the municipality has already promoted the project publicly, presenting it as an opportunity to improve the energy performance of key public buildings, reduce energy costs and further strengthen Tilos’ profile as a green and innovative island destination. According to the input received, Tilos views communication with local residents and businesses as an important dimension of the project and aims to raise awareness of the benefits of energy upgrading through press releases, informational material and social media dissemination. At the same time, the municipality stressed that, due to its limited staff and administrative capacity, it would particularly benefit from additional support and guidance on how to become more outward-looking, participate more actively in projects and communicate innovative and sustainable solutions to the local community. This contribution is therefore relevant not only as evidence of local dissemination, but also as an indication of the support needs of small island municipalities within the RenoInGR framework..
Input from AKOMM indicates that local communication and dissemination actions have already taken place in support of the project’s visibility in the area. In addition to its participation in the project kick-off meeting and the signing of the cooperation agreements with NTUA and the Municipalities of Anogeia and Mylopotamos, AKOMM implemented communication and dissemination actions in late 2025 and supported the local visibility of RenoInGR through website and social media publications. The material shared shows that the project and its objectives were communicated publicly through AKOMM’s channels, with emphasis on the role of the OSS/ΥΜΣ in supporting municipalities in the energy renovation of public buildings. Further visibility was also achieved through related local publicity involving the Municipalities of Anogeia and Mylopotamos. In January 2026, AKOMM also hosted NTUA representatives for the macro-level inspection of the buildings in the Municipalities of Anogeia and Mylopotamos, linking local communication with the practical progress of the pilot activities.
[Απαιτείται υλικό από τους υπόλοιπους Δήμους και περιφέρειες]

Σχόλιο προς ΕΥΔΙΤΗ – ΚΑΠΕ
Παρακαλώ να προστεθεί οτιδήποτε θεωρείτε σχετικό

Although Limassol is not part of the Greek pilot implementation in the same way as the participating Greek municipalities, its local communication perspective is also relevant to Task 7.3. The information received from Limassol indicates that the municipality is exploring the creation of an info point in a central and visible location in the city, aimed at informing the public about the municipality’s actions towards climate neutrality by 2030. In the longer term, this point could also function as a local OSS-type nucleus for providing basic information and guidance on energy renovation and available support schemes. This perspective is important because it links citizen communication with the broader replication logic of the project and illustrates how local communication functions may gradually connect with future support structures.
At the same time, broader dissemination at municipal level was also supported through project-related communication actions involving KEDE. In particular, the online roundtable organised by KEDE on the energy upgrading of municipal buildings and the support offered through RenoInGR brought together the project consortium, participating municipalities and regions, as well as representatives of 95 municipalities that had expressed interest in the initiative. While this activity is not limited to direct communication with local citizens in the strict sense, it contributed significantly to broadening awareness of the project and increasing visibility of the RenoInGR support approach among local government actors, which is expected to facilitate subsequent local-level communication and uptake.
T7.4 [Participation in Communication and Dissemination events at national and EU level] [Not implemented]
According to Annex 1, this task is planned to be implemented throughout the project lifetime, with particular emphasis on participation in selected national and EU-level events relevant to the project topic, as well as the organisation of two national workshops by KEDE supported by NTUA at a later stage of the project. During the present reporting period, no substantive activities were carried out under Task 7.4 that would qualify as implementation of the planned conference participation and workshop programme. This is consistent with the overall timing of the task and does not constitute a deviation from the planned implementation. The task is expected to progress in the subsequent project phases, when RenoInGR will participate more actively in relevant dissemination events and organise the national workshops foreseen in Annex 1.
T7.5 [Networking with other similar projects at EU level] ([Implemented])
During the reporting period, Task 7.5 was implemented through the establishment of structured networking and knowledge-exchange activities with similar LIFE and ELENA projects at EU level, in line with Annex 1. The task was led by NTUA, with the involvement of EUDITI and CRES, and resulted in the preparation and submission of Deliverable D7.6, which documents the networking activities undertaken, the lessons learnt and the ways in which these insights can support the RenoInGR project. The overall purpose of the task was to exchange ideas, operational experience and strategic insights on the development and functioning of One-Stop-Shop structures for public building renovation, with particular emphasis on governance, services, financing, stakeholder engagement and long-term sustainability.
In practical terms, the networking activities were organised as targeted online exchanges with five selected European projects that were considered relevant to the RenoInGR approach. The selected projects were CROSSFIT (Portugal), GASLESS (Italy), CROSS (Croatia), BAOBAP (France) and JINAG / EnU (Czech Republic). These projects were selected on the basis of thematic relevance, operational maturity, diversity of governance and implementation models, and recommendations received from CINEA combined with an internal screening exercise by the RenoInGR team. The exchanges took place between December 2024 and April 2025 and were facilitated by NTUA. Each meeting typically included a presentation of RenoInGR, a presentation by the invited project, a thematic discussion guided by targeted questions and, where relevant, follow-up exchanges for clarification or additional information.
The task did not treat these meetings as isolated dissemination contacts, but as a structured comparative learning process. As documented in D7.6, the RenoInGR team applied a thematic analytical framework in order to synthesise findings across the selected projects. The analysis was organised around key thematic axes, such as institutional and governance frameworks, OSS operational design and digital readiness, project maturation approaches, stakeholder engagement strategies, financing schemes, sustainability and post-project continuity, and monitoring and evaluation mechanisms. This approach enabled the project to move beyond descriptive exchange and to identify recurring patterns, common barriers, and potentially transferable practices relevant to the Greek context.
The networking activities generated substantial and actionable insights for RenoInGR. The exchanges highlighted the importance of embedding OSS structures within recognised institutional settings, the need to combine physical support services with low-tech and user-oriented digital tools, and the necessity of building municipal readiness and internal capacity in parallel. They also underlined that municipalities often face serious technical and administrative constraints, including fragmented building data, weak project preparation capacity and limited familiarity with complex procurement and financing schemes. The findings further showed that effective engagement strategies are based less on generic open calls and more on trust, proximity, direct support and locally adapted facilitation. In addition, the exchanges provided useful reflections on financing models, including the limits of overly complex ESCO-based approaches in certain legal environments, and the importance of aligning financial support mechanisms with national and local realities.
Importantly, D7.6 does not only summarise lessons learnt. It also formulates explicit recommendations for the RenoInGR project. These include the need to embed the OSS in recognised institutional structures, start with low-tech but high-impact operational tools, build internal capacity and municipal readiness simultaneously, design engagement mechanisms around trust and proximity, align financial tools with Greek realities, and plan early for transition and long-term ownership after the end of the project. The deliverable therefore functions as a strategic input to the wider implementation of RenoInGR and is intended to feed into other work packages, including those related to OSS service design, stakeholder engagement, sustainability and replication. In this sense, Task 7.5 has already produced a concrete and useful result for the project, and no major deviation from Annex 1 is identified for the present reporting period.
In conclusion, Task 7.5 was implemented as planned for the current phase of the project. By a structured series of exchanges with comparable European initiatives, RenoInGR was able to gather, synthesise and operationalise knowledge relevant to its own design and implementation pathway. The activity also created the basis for continued networking and potential future cooperation with similar projects, in line with the broader communication and knowledge-transfer objectives of WP7.

	Other issues 
Mention and explain unexpected events and adjustments that had to be made. Explain impact on other tasks, available resources and planning/timing. In case of major deviations from the planned budget, please refer to section 4.3.
	Insert text


	Milestones and deliverables (outputs/outcomes)

	See Technical Report (Part A).





[bookmark: _Toc95087016][bookmark: _Toc101694495][bookmark: _Toc101700752][bookmark: _Toc101704269][bookmark: _Toc101704401][bookmark: _Toc101960590][bookmark: _Toc101960720][bookmark: _Toc101961512][bookmark: _Toc101961636][bookmark: _Toc95087017][bookmark: _Toc227846976] Timetable

	ACTIVITY
	YEAR 1
	YEAR 2
	YEAR 3
	YEAR 4
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	WP1 - Project management and coordination
		Comment by user: όπως είναι στο Annex 1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
		Comment by user: μεταβολες
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	T 4.4 - Quality of the services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WP5 - Capacity building – upscaling
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[bookmark: _Toc227846977]3.2 Impact monitoring and reporting
	Impact monitoring, evaluation and reporting strategy
Report on changes to the impact monitoring and evaluation strategy (if any)

	No substantial changes have been made to the project’s impact monitoring, evaluation and reporting strategy during the present reporting period. The strategy established at the beginning of the project remains in place and continues to guide the monitoring of both short- and medium-term project progress and longer-term expected impacts. More specifically, the project continues to apply a two-level monitoring framework consisting of (a) Project Performance Indicators (PPIs), used for the operational monitoring of implementation progress, outreach, stakeholder engagement and short- to medium-term outputs, and (b) Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), used to monitor the project’s broader strategic impacts in line with the LIFE Programme requirements and the LIFE KPI webtool.
The monitoring and evaluation framework has been progressively operationalised through the preparation of the initial and updated versions of Deliverable D1.3, as well as through Deliverable D1.4, which further specifies the KPI framework, the measurement methodology, data sources, assumptions, validation process and linkage to the project’s specific objectives. The relevant KPIs have also been reported in the LIFE KPI webtool in line with the agreed reporting requirements. In this sense, the reporting period did not introduce a change in strategy, but rather a continuation and consolidation of the monitoring system initially established.
As also reflected in the updated PPI reporting, no major methodological revisions were considered necessary during the reporting period. The general structure of the indicators, the interpretation approach and the long-term impact evaluation logic remain unchanged, while only minor updates were made to selected numerical values in order to reflect routine project evolution. At the current stage, several impact-related indicators remain at zero or at early values, which is consistent with the fact that a significant part of the project’s technical, financial and investment-related effects is expected to materialise in later implementation phases. This does not indicate underperformance, but rather reflects the planned sequencing of the project activities.
The current strategy therefore remains appropriate and sufficiently robust for the present phase of the project. It provides a coherent basis for ongoing monitoring, internal management, formal reporting to the granting authority and future impact evaluation, including post-project assessment of longer-term environmental, economic, governance and replication effects.


#§PRJ-MGT-PM§# #@COM-DIS-VIS-CDV@#
[bookmark: _Toc495508579][bookmark: _Toc495592693][bookmark: _Toc227846978]3.3 Communication, dissemination and visibility	Comment by user: EUDITI
	Communication, dissemination and visibility of funding 
Report on the communication and dissemination activities undertaken (to whom, which format, how many, etc.).
Describe how the visibility of EU funding was ensured. 
If you described your project on your website(s) and/or social media accounts, please provide the links.
Report on any important changes to your dissemination and communication strategy.

	ΕΥΔΙΤΗ


See also Technical Report (Part A).


#§COM-DIS-VIS-CDV§# #@CON-SOR-CS@# 
[bookmark: _Toc227846979]4. RESOURCES
[bookmark: _Toc227846980]4.1 Consortium set-up
	Consortium cooperation and division of roles (if applicable)
Report on changes in the consortium composition (including structural, legal or management changes, if any) or its key personnel.
For Operating Grants: Report only on changes to key personnel.

	During the reporting period, no changes have occurred in the composition of the consortium as defined in the Grant Agreement. All project beneficiaries continue to participate in the implementation of the action in accordance with the roles and responsibilities described in the Description of the Action.
No structural, legal or management changes have taken place within the beneficiary organisations that would affect the implementation of the project. Furthermore, no changes have occurred in the key personnel responsible for the coordination and execution of the project activities.
Cooperation among the consortium partners continues to function effectively through regular communication, coordination meetings and ongoing collaboration between the project partners under the coordination of the project coordinator.



#§CON-SOR-CS§# #@PRJ-MGT-PM@# 
[bookmark: _Toc65676187][bookmark: _Toc65674236][bookmark: _Toc63417494][bookmark: _Toc227846981]4.2 Project management
	Project management, quality assurance and monitoring of progress
Report on changes to the overall project management approach (including quality assurance and monitoring). 
Report on important changes in the way the consortium is managed, participants work together (Beneficiaries, Affiliated Entities, Associated Partners, etc.) and interact with key stakeholders, and decisions are taken. (n/a for Operating Grants)
For SIPs/SNAPs: In addition, briefly report on how you manage the interaction with the complementary actions and the public and private funds secured, as well as on how you involve key stakeholders. Highlight any important problem encountered.

	No substantial changes were made to the overall project management approach during the present reporting period. The project continued to be managed under the coordination of NTUA, in line with the management structure and procedures initially established. Overall coordination, quality assurance and monitoring of progress continued to rely on the combined functioning of the Project Coordinator, the Steering Committee, the regular progress meetings, the quality and green management framework, the risk management framework and the project monitoring and impact assessment system. In this sense, the management approach remained stable and appropriate for the needs of the project during the reporting period.
At operational level, the consortium continued to work through regular coordination exchanges, periodic progress meetings and monthly Steering Committee follow-up involving the core partners. Technical and financial progress information was collected centrally by the Coordinator, while quality assurance, risk monitoring and indicator-based progress tracking were carried out through the mechanisms established under WP1. The collaboration among beneficiaries remained active and functional, with closer coordination applied where needed, especially in relation to cross-cutting matters affecting more than one work package. The Advisory Board was also established during the reporting period and added a consultative layer to the broader governance environment of the project.
The main issue affecting project management during the reporting period concerned the complexity of finalising the legal and governance structure of the OSS under WP2. This did not lead to a change in the overall project management approach, but it did require a more gradual and adaptive coordination effort, including closer follow-up with the legal partner and relevant stakeholders, while the OSS continued to operate under NTUA. This issue affected the pace of institutional consolidation of the OSS, but did not disrupt the broader cooperation among partners or the implementation of the project as a whole.


#§PRJ-MGT-PM§#  #@FIN-MGT-FM@#
[bookmark: _Toc495508572][bookmark: _Toc22843495][bookmark: _Toc227846982]4.3 Budget
	Budget implementation — Use of resources (deviations) (n/a for Lump Sum Grants) (n/a for Additional Prefinancing Report)
Explain major deviations from the budget planning (i.e. differences between actual and planned use of resources, especially for personnel). 
Include explanations on major budget transfers between cost categories in the estimated budget (if applicable). Explain unforeseen subcontracting in the ‘Report on the Use of Resources’, not here. If needed, add explanations linked to the report on the use of resources filled in online. Ensure consistency with that report.

	The overall budget implementation remains broadly in line with the financial planning described in the Grant Agreement and the Description of the Action. No major deviations between the planned and actual use of resources have been identified during the reporting period.	Comment by user: Να το δει η Δέσποινα και τον πίνακα με resources και πίνακα
Minor variations in the distribution of costs between partners and cost categories reflect the normal progression of project activities and the timing of task implementation. These variations do not affect the overall financial structure of the project or the achievement of its objectives.
Detailed information on the use of resources is provided in the financial report submitted through the Funding & Tenders Portal, which presents the actual costs incurred by the beneficiaries during the reporting period.
No additional issues related to the project budget implementation have been identified during the reporting period.

	Other issues 
	Insert text


#§FIN-MGT-FM§# #@RSK-MGT-RM@#
[bookmark: _Toc65676188][bookmark: _Toc65674237][bookmark: _Toc63417495][bookmark: _Toc227846983]4.4 Risk management
	Critical risks and risk management strategy
Report on the state of play concerning the risks and risk mitigation measures (if any). 

	The RenoInGR project follows a structured risk management approach as described in Deliverable D1.2 “Risk Management Plan”. The plan identifies potential risks, assesses their probability and impact, and defines mitigation and monitoring measures to ensure the smooth implementation of the project.
A total of 26 risks have been identified and categorised into coordination and management risks, internal risks, external risks and market-related risks. The risk assessment is based on a qualitative probability–impact matrix, allowing the consortium to evaluate and prioritise potential threats to project implementation. 
Overall, the analysis indicates that the majority of identified risks fall within the low or medium risk category. Only one risk has been assessed as high (Risk R10), which concerns possible delays in municipalities’ responses following the signing of cooperation agreements.
During the reporting period, no critical risks have materialised that would significantly affect project implementation. The consortium continues to closely monitor the engagement of municipalities and other stakeholders, as this is a key factor for the effective operation of the One-Stop-Shop services.
Risk monitoring is carried out through regular coordination among the Project Coordinator, the Project Manager and the Work Package Leaders. The risk register is periodically reviewed and updated when necessary, and mitigation measures are applied where relevant to ensure the timely achievement of project objectives.


#§RSK-MGT-RM§#
[bookmark: _Toc63407642][bookmark: _Toc227846984]4.5 Next phase: Changes/adjustments
	Next phase: changes/adjustments  (for SIPs/SNAPs; n/a for Final Report)
Confirm that the planning for the next phase/reporting period remains as foreseen in Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement or, if necessary, present additional details on the work plan, highlighting in particular, for each activity/task, technical, financial or timetable deviations. 
Mention the main targets and goals for next phase, unless already clear in Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement.
Additionally, if deviations are anticipated, please:
· copy an updated table of deliverables and milestones into section 1.2, highlighting the changes (and any deletions) 
· update the timetable in section 1.3. 
Note: If the details for the next phase imply a substantial change to Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement (e.g. non-minor technical, administrative, and financial changes), you must request a formal amendment. You can however already mention them in this report, if agreed with the granting authority and the external monitoring team . In this case, please briefly mention the agreement here.

	The planning for the next reporting period remains consistent with the work plan described in Annex 1 of the Grant Agreement. No significant technical, administrative or financial deviations are currently anticipated that would require amendments to the Description of the Action.
During the next phase of the project, the consortium will continue the implementation of the planned activities focusing on the operational development of the RenoInGR One-Stop-Shop services, the engagement of municipalities and stakeholders, and the preparation and implementation of pilot activities. Additional efforts will also be directed towards capacity building, dissemination activities and further development of the OSS support tools and digital platform.
The consortium will continue to monitor the progress of activities and ensure alignment with the project timeline and objectives. If any adjustments become necessary during the next reporting period, they will be addressed through the established project management procedures and, where required, in consultation with the granting authority. Και οι καθυστερησεις αποσβενονται χωρις να υπαρχει adverse impact


#@FOL-UP-FU@#
[bookmark: _Toc227846985]5. FOLLOW-UP TO EU RECOMMENDATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc227846986]5.1 Follow-up to EU recommendations
	Follow-up to EU recommendations 
Highlight corrective actions taken as a result of EU monitoring activities (including follow-up to EU project reviews or feedback on previous periodic reports, if any). List each recommendation/comment and explain how they have been followed up. 

	During the reporting period, no specific recommendations or corrective actions were issued by the European Commission, CINEA or the external monitoring team that would require follow-up by the consortium. The project consortium remains in regular communication with the granting authority and will address any recommendations that may arise during future monitoring activities, project reviews or reporting cycles.


#§FOL-UP-FU§# #@ETH-ICS-EI@#
[bookmark: _Toc227846987]6. OTHER
[bookmark: _Toc227846988]6.1 Ethics
	Ethics

	Not applicable.
The activities carried out during the reporting period did not raise any specific ethical issues and did not require ethics approvals or ethics-related authorisations. Any personal data processing that may have occurred was limited to standard project implementation, communication and management activities and was handled in accordance with the applicable data protection rules.


#§ETH-ICS-EI§# #@SEC-URI-SU@#                                                                                                                                      
[bookmark: _Toc227846989]6.2 Security
	Security

	Not applicable.
The activities implemented during the reporting period did not involve security-sensitive information, infrastructures or technologies. Therefore, no specific security-related requirements applied.


#§SEC-URI-SU§# #@DEC-LAR-DL@#                                                                                                                                  
[bookmark: _Toc495508582][bookmark: _Toc495592696][bookmark: _Toc227846990]7. DECLARATIONS

	Double funding

	Information concerning other EU grants for this project 
[image: cid:image001.png@01D0B99B.7C10A740] Please note that there is a strict prohibition of double funding from the EU budget (except under EU Synergies actions).
	
YES/NO

	We confirm that to our best knowledge neither the project as a whole nor any parts of it benefit/have benefitted from any other EU grant (including EU funding managed by authorities in EU Member States or other funding bodies (e.g. U Regional Funds, EU Agricultural Funds, etc). If NO, explain and provide details
	YES

	We confirm that to our best knowledge neither the project as a whole nor any parts of it are (nor will be) submitted for any other EU grant (including EU funding managed by authorities in EU Member States or other funding bodies (e.g. EU Regional Funds, EU Agricultural Funds, etc). If NO, explain and provide details.
	YES


[bookmark: _Toc495592699]#§DEC-LAR-DL§#                                                                                                                                                                    ]
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1. Study preparation


2. Preparation of Tender Documents


3. Decisions


Buiding energy condition identification - Audits- Definition of energy improvement targets - Selection of interventions - Technical description of required works (e.g. removals, windows, insulation, heating, cooling, ventilation, lighting, other MEP systems, PV, etc.)


Appointment of supervising authority
Project monitoring - Certifications- Any addenda/extension approvals- Completion - Final acceptance


4. Tender Publication


5. Tender Pro-cess Execution


6. Project Implementation


Posting on the National Public Procurement System (ESIDIS)
Posting in the Official Journal of the EU (for international tenders)


Opening of bids - checking of supporting documents - minutes - management of any objections
Decisions by relevant boards - Contract award - Contract signing


Budget registration (exact timing depends on funding source) - Approval of budget commitment (AAU) -  approval of study and tender document - Appointment of Tender Committee


Bill of quantities- Budget- Technical specifications- Terms of   Reference
Health and Safety Plan (H&S File), Tender notice
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7 100.786 92.997 10.300 204.084 99.252 0 10.300 116.993 226.546 1.534 92.997 0 -116.993  -22.462  -136.890  0,81 0,00

8 101.189 93.369 10.342 204.900 99.649 0 10.342 116.993 226.984 1.540 93.369 0 -116.993  -22.084  -151.837  0,81 0,00

9 101.594 93.743 10.383 205.719 100.047 0 10.383 116.993 227.424 1.546 93.743 0 -116.993  -21.705  -165.828  0,81 0,00

10 102.000 94.118 10.425 206.542 100.448 0 10.425 116.993 227.866 1.553 94.118 0 -116.993  -21.323  -178.919  0,82 0,00

11 102.408 94.494 10.466 207.369 100.849 0 10.466 0 111.316 1.559 94.494 0 0 96.053 -122.759    0,00

12 102.818 94.872 10.508 208.198 101.253 0 10.508 0 111.761 1.565 94.872 0 0 96.437 -69.059    12,39

13 103.229 95.252 10.550 209.031 101.658 0 10.550 0 112.208 1.571 95.252 0 0 96.823 -17.712    0,00

14 103.642 95.633 10.592 209.867 102.064 0 10.592 0 112.657 1.577 95.633 0 0 97.210 31.386   0,00

15 104.057 96.015 10.635 210.706 102.473 0 10.635 0 113.107 1.584 96.015 0 0 97.599 78.333   0,00

16 104.473 96.399 10.677 211.549 102.883 0 10.677 0 113.560 1.590 96.399 0 0 97.989 123.223   0,00

17 104.891 96.785 10.720 212.395 103.294 0 10.720 0 114.014 1.597 96.785 0 0 98.381 166.146   0,00

18 105.310 97.172 10.763 213.245 103.707 0 10.763 0 114.470 1.603 97.172 0 0 98.775 207.189   0,00

19 105.731 97.561 10.806 214.098 104.122 0 10.806 0 114.928 1.609 97.561 0 0 99.170 246.434   0,00

20 106.154 97.951 10.849 214.954 104.539 0 10.849 0 115.388 1.616 97.951 0 0 99.567 283.959   0,00

Ικανοποιητικός min DSCR

2.044.6211.886.612 208.9634.140.1972.013.501 0 208.9631.169.9343.392.398 31.120 1.886.612 0 -1.169.934  747.798 283.959 - 0,30 0,79 12,39

Before energy upgrading After energy upgrading Benefit
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Year

Inflows-

cost

Loan Total flows NPV IRR

Profitability 

Index

0 -63.960  -63.960  -63.960 

1 76.752 -15.599  61.153 -5.541 

2 76.752 -15.599  61.153 50.266

3 76.752 -15.599  61.153 103.578

4 76.752 -15.599  61.153 154.506

5 76.752 -15.599  61.153 203.158

6 0 0 0 203.158

7 0 0 0 203.158

8 0 0 0 203.158

9 0 0 0 203.158

10 0 0 0 203.158

11 0 0 0 203.158

12 0 0 0 203.158

13 0 0 0 203.158

14 0 0 0 203.158

15 0 0 0 203.158

Very Satisfactory

319.800 -77.996  241.804 91,9% 0,32
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SELF-CONSUMPTION

Type of self-consumptiom (choose)

Type of building - consumption profile (choose)

Annual energy consumption 25.000kWh

PV system noninal capacity 15,00kWp

Battery capacity 0,00kWh

Annual PV yield 1.500kWh/kWp

Annual energy production (1st year) 22.500kWh

Annual reduction of yield 0,45%

200

Net-billing

In the case of school define the number of operational days (default = 200)

BASIC ASSUMPTIONS



Office building
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ELECTRICITY BILL

Type of electricity bill (choose)

Agreed power 35kVA

Chargable Demand 0kW

Average Day-Ahead Market (DAM) proce

90

€/MWh

Commercial LV
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ENERGY RESULTS

Self-consumed energy 13.922KWh/year



Fed to the grid 8.578KWh/year



Consumption from the grid 11.078KWh/year



Self-consumption rate 61,9%

Retail price 14,75eurocents/kWh

Self-consumption benefit 9,40eurocents/kWh
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LOAN

16.740

0%

0,0%

1,5%

5,0%

0,0%

0,0%

3,78%

10

10

100%

10

5,5%

100%

10

5,0%

20,0%

10

5,0%

VAT 24,0%

Tenor for ESCO (years)

Tenor for the contractor (years)

SELF-CONSUMPTION

Input

The project will be financed by loan, ESCO or PPP? (select)

Average annual inflation

Discount rate for Local Authority

O&M undertaking period by contractor (years)

Tenor (years)

Tendered budget including installation (€)

Discount offered by contractor

Annual increase of electricity tariffs

Local Authority equity share

Subsidy

Debt interest rate

Assumptions for contractor's debt

Initial disbursment of the contracted value (the balance is paid in annual installments until the end of the contract)

Interest rate for the contractor

Assumptions for ESCO

ESCO debt share

Tenor for the contractor (years)

ESCO interest rate 

Assumptions for the contractor in the case of PPP

Public share

Contractor's interest rate
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19.090

9.193

-

High

0,99

9,84

12,1

0,2

0

1.987

0,0%

Satisfactory

Profitability Index for Local Authority

Results

LOCAL AUTHORITY

Earnings for Local Authority (€)

NPV for Local Authority (€)

IRR for Local Authority

Contractor's Profitability Index 

Simple Payback Period  (years)

Minimum coverage ratio of debt service (min DSCR)

CONTRACTOR

Earnings for contractor (€)

NPV for contractor (€)

Contractor's IRR 

Annual CO

2

 emission reduction (tn/y)

Job-years created (direct, indirect and induced)
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Municipality Contractor

Total cost (€) 1.168.672 690.000

Loan (€) 976.140 103.560

Interest (€) 214.208 25.720

Total benefit (€) 933.219 257.026

Net Present Value (NPV) 315.208 216.100

0,27 0,31

Satisfactory

Very satisfactory

Simple payback period (years) 12,30

Aggregated results

Profitability Index


