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The main objective of the Dutch government withe'egy labelling” is an overall
improvement of the energy efficiency of electriappliances. This should be ac-
complished by stimulating both the demand as tpplgiside of the market; an en-
ergy label willcreate awarenesandinfluence the buying behaviounder cos-

tumers and producers/ manufacturers can distingbeshselves throughnova-

tion and improvement of their image.

Within the framework of the Dutch Climate policydatine national Kyoto target,
both labelling as fiscal incentives should leadat@Q emission reduction of 0.3

Mton in 2010 (VROM, 1999)
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The energy labels for appliances were first intcadlin the Netherlands in 1995
for electric refrigerators and freezers. Since tize several other “large” energy-
consuming appliances were added to the list; wgshiachines and electric tumble
dryers in 1996, washing and drying combination$d@8, dishwashers in 1999,
lightening in 2001. In 2003 also ovens and air-¢hoakers where added to the list.
There are various EU directives that regulate timation of energy labels for
electrical appliances (directives 94/2/EC; 95/12/B&60/EC; 97/17/EC,
98/11/EC; 92/42/EC; 96/57/EEC; 2002/31/E&§>°"8?
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The energy label shows the energy efficiency ofiappes compared with similar
models. “A” energy rated appliances are the mditient and “G” the least effi-
cient. The label also shows the electricity congimnpof the appliance in units
(kwh) under standard test conditions. Further iittams information such as the
capacity of the refrigerator or freezer in litréheg wash and spin performance of
washing machines, and sometimes info about noisesams® (EC, 1992).
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The principle target group are consumers (privatelausinesses). Other target
groups are producers, importers and retailersoffiat the appliances to the market.

To reach the target groups several instrumentseyigrin place to ensure that the
instrument labelling will lead to the targeted effeApplied instruments are:
awareness campaigns, such as the “Postbus 5ligtelgt¥, communication tools
and economic instruments (in the period betwee® B9@ 2002, Environmental
Action Plan and Energy Premium Regulatfpn
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Labelling is part of a mix of National policy ingtnents with the aim to change and
or stabilize the trend of a constantly increasilegteicity use, due to an increasing
penetration of appliances (VROM, 1999).

Energy labels for appliances were first introduitethe Netherlands in 1995. From
the beginning the energy label in the Netherlaradsdstrong relation with the fol-
lowing energy policy instruments: the MAP (Enviroembal Action Plan from 1991
to 2000) and the EPR (Energy Premium Regulatiom 2600 to 2003) (see also
par.2.2). Only a MAP or EPR subsidy could be resgiwhen the appliance had an
“A” label..
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With the Council Directive 92/75/EEC of 22 Septemb292* the European Union
(DG TREN) took the initiative for the introductiaf energy labels for appliances
in the member states. The aim of this directive isarmonize national measures
relating to the publication of information on thenesumption of energy and of other
essential resources by household appliances. 28@2 several directives where
announced each one focusing on different appliafgsalso par.1.3). The mem-
ber states are obliged to translate these direcinte law.

The initiative for future or existing labelling epecific appliances is taken by the
European commission together with a labelling cott@®ai Each member state is
represented in this committee. In the Netherlahdsninistry of Economic Affairs
is taking part in the committee.
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The first market barrier to overcome with labellisg lack of knowledge with the
consumer on the energy consumption of a specifiiaare. By presenting a label
on an appliance a consumer can see (if aware ddlled) the energy consumption.
In this way the energy consumption can influeneetihlying decision. Another
market barrier is a lack of incentives to innova@g.introducing the energy label
the assumption was that producers are more inctmethovate (towards more ef-
ficient appliances) than otherwise.
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By law a producer or manufacturer has to labebity@iances that they offer to the
market. The certification is done by a certificatiirm. For cooling appliances for
example, the Dutch organisation TNO is performimg ¢ertification. CENELEC,
the European Committee for Electro technical Stedidation prescribes the stan-
dard measurement procedure that should be useddtoh association of suppli-
ers of domestic appliances (VLEHAN) is providing thbels. A producer should
apply for a label at the VLEHAN. Control and verdtion is carried out by the
Economische Controle Dienst (ECD).
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The government has a budget for the implementatidhe legislation. It is how-
ever extremely difficult, so not impossible to detae the budget for this. How-
ever, during the reviewed period also two additi@t@anomic policy schemes were
in place; the Environmental Action Plan and thergpd’remium Regulation
(MAP and EPR see also par. 2.1). A subsidy withesé economic schemes could
only be received when buying an “A” label applianicetotal an amount of 25 mil-
lion Euro subsidy is provided within the framewafdMAP. About 159 million
Euro EPR subsidy is provided (Ecofys, 2084Jhe total costs for the government
for the implementation of the MAP and EPR wereniifion Euro for MAP and
34 million Euro for EPR (Ecofys, 2004). As it istrexactly clear how much costs
are made within MAP an estimation is made basetth®@@amount of MAP subsidy
received by consumers.
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In a study published by ECN in 2000, the long teffact of energy labels is esti-
mated at 0.25 Mton CQmission reduction in 2010 (ECN, 2060Dne important
premise is that the EPR (subsidy) is active dutfirgwhole period between 2000
and 2010. In a more recent study published by BCRDD5, the total estimated
CO, emission reduction between 2000 and 2010, duetmdined effect from la-
belling, EPR (until 2003) and energy taxation,g8reated on 0.6 Mton (ECN,
2005)".
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The assumptions of how the energy label for elemitappliances works are de-
scribed by means of cause-impact relations. Fdr eagse-impact relation sugges-
tions are made for indicators. These will be useghdnitor the effect and to find
out the learning experiences.

1. The European Union directive on labelling of apptias is accepted.

2. The national government transposes the EU directteenational legisla-
tion.

3. The national government starts campaigns to protab#dling. The as-
sumption here is that if consumers and retailexdamiliar with the energy
label they will become aware of the energy useppfiances.

4. As aresult of the energy label, producers innogatébring more efficient
appliances on the market. Consequently the avhiijabf high efficient
appliances increases.

5. Retailers will add appliances with a higher enegtiiciency to their range
of products. The assumption here is that if mogiapces with higher ef-
ficiency will be offered by producers, retailerdlaiso offer more of these
appliances to the market. The market share of eeegy efficiency ap-
pliances will consequently increase.

6. Consumer considers buying a new appliance. Thergdgn here is that
the consumer sees or is aware of the energy lablasebeing influenced
by it.

7. The consumer is buying an appliance with a highergy efficiency. The
assumption that due to the information on the l#telconsumer is choos-
ing a more efficient appliance. Consequently anggnsaving will be real-
ised.
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The energy label has a relation with the EPR (BnBrgmium Regulation) and
MAP (Environmental Action Plan). The EPR starte@@90 and aimed to stimu-
late households to take energy saving measuredny energy efficient appli-
ances. Until October 2003, consumers could getRR &ubsidy for appliances
with an “A”-label. For some appliances additionahditions where set to receive
the subsidy.



The MAP started in 1991 and ended in 2000. It aiatesl CQ reduction within
households, governmental and the tertiary sectghiithe framework of MAP
several actions where taken by energy distributmmpanies who where responsi-
ble for the implementation. The most important@gtdiwithin the sector consumers
focussed on a change of behaviour and the purdiasergy efficient appliances
by subsidising them (since 1995 linked to the eptabel). For example, between

1997 and 1998 many commercials on energy effi@pptiances were broadcasted
on television.
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From 1995 to 2002, awareness campaigns were brstadoan television, and pub-
lications were organised in newspapers and magawiitkin the framework of
both MAP as EPR. Monitoring of the results was dop&nergieNetf (CEA,
2001a and Bj*® The results also showed the familiarity of constswith the en-
ergy label. Since the introduction of the label 896 the familiarity increased from
27% to 64% in 2000. Within the same period the amofipeople that didn’t
know the energy label decreased by 73% to 29%. dle mecent information is
available about the familiarity of the energy lafater 2000).
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The assumption is that producers change (innotae&) product line and introduce
appliances with a higher energy efficiency in orgdecomply with the “A” label
standard.

Besides labelling, important drivers are the commaitts made between the Euro-
pean Committee of Domestic Equipment Manufact((@ECED) and the Euro-
pean Commission (ECN, 2000)(CECED, 20634) these commitments the par-
ticipants (producers and importers) commit themesete reduce the energy con-
sumption with a certain percentage before a spdeafget year. A large share of
the producers in Europe is participating in themamitments. The target set in the
commitments is strongly related to the energy létebugh the energy index be-
longing to labelling). Further, to monitor the pregs the CECED is collecting all
data declared on the energy labels by manufacturers
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Since 1997, several commitments were made fogesfaiors, freezers, washing
machines and dishwashers. In the commitment fomdishers for example, pro-
ducers commit themselves to reduce the averaggyeoensumption with 20% be-
tween 2000 and 2002. This target is partly realised phase out of less efficient
dishwashers (no import and not producing lessiefftappliances).

The European directive on labelling and the commaittmesulted for refrigerators
and freezers in an improvement of the average graengsumption of about 4.5% a
year between 1996 and 2003 (CECED, 2083Bgfore this period the improve-
ment was less than 2.5% a year (1992-1997). ltatel0 years the energy effi-
ciency increased with 34% for washing machines, 8&%ishwashers and 40%
for refrigerators and freezers (CECED, 2689)espite the fact that more efficient
technologies are available, it does not alwaysantae the uptake of these appli-
ances by the market. An important example is dry&tanited supply by retailers,
the high price and issues such as the need fos aaymection (for gas dryers) are
reasons for this (ECN, 2068Y(VLEHAN, 2005a§>.
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Table 1 and Figure*2show the market share of appliances with a lah&lIt can
be seen that between 1997 and 2003 the amouniddfAdabel washing ma-
chines, dishwashers, refrigerators and freezekg goasiderably.

There is still a significant broad range in enengg of “A” label refrigerators and
freezers. An issue that arises from this is thasamers can not easily make a
choice for the most efficient appliance, nor camnhtional government influence
the buying behaviour of the consumers. For thisordahe Energy+ label was in-
troduced. The Energy+ label is based on the ereffigyency index as used within
the standard labelling system. Energy+ appliancesideast 13% to 25% more
energy efficient as “A” label appliances (the enegfficiency index is lower than
0.42). Better than class “A” is for refrigeratorsdafreezers presented in

Table 1 as A+ and A++.

In the last years energy efficiency improvemétrftsr washing machines have been
made through a reduction of the water consumptnohtirough intelligent pro-
grams. According to CECED, washing machines aeadiy close to their techno-
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logical limit (CECED, 2005). As can be seen in Fegd, and Table 1, in the Neth-
erlands, almost 100% of the sold washing machindsdsshwashers on the market
are energy class “A” machines. The market sharédnr refrigerators and freezers
increased considerably since 1997. In the year8 288 2004 the market share of
label “A” and better, for both type of appliancdecreased a little. A reason for
this is that since 2003 no EPR subsidy is givenraomg for these appliances
(VLEHAN, 2005). From

Table 1 can also be concluded that hardly any faediryers are sold up till now
(see also par.1.7). It furthermore shows that taekat share of efficient lightening
grows slowly. Currently the market share of enagfficient lightening is 10%, so
still a large part of the potential is unused. @bgly this is also true for dryers.
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About 75% of the consumers are aware of the engggyof an appliance when
purchasing one (CEA, 2001a en b). Being awareeétiergy efficiency is one
thing, being influenced by it in the buying decisis another thing.

An evaluation study of the European energy labaljerin 1997 (ECN, 200%)
showed that more than 70% of the consumers consiaegy efficiency when pur-
chasing an appliance. The same study also givexlamation of the specific influ-
ence of the energy label. It appeared that thetDemasumers are, compared to
other European countries, sensitive for the infaioneon the label. About 45% of
the consumers are influenced by this. This is mealsim a period that the label
was not yet connected to a specific subsidy.

A study from EnergyNed, performed in 2000 withie framework of MAP, says
that about 57% of the Dutch consumers look at tieegy label to determine the
energy use of a specific appliance (EnergieNed) b0

The influence of the energy label is in the Netlalk strongly determined by the

MAP and EPR subsidies for appliances (provided eetw1997 and 2003). A sub-
sidy for an appliance, both within MAP as EPR, ddog received when buying a

label “A” appliance (see also par.2.2).
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In this paragraph the net impact, or realised gngaging for the policy instrument
labelling is determined. The net impact is theattifhce between the energy con-
sumption that would have occurred if labelling gmbcy instrument would not
have been in place (the reference situation) amédkual energy consumption (all
energy savings are expressed in PJ-primary energguenption). To determine the
realised energy saving due to labelling of appkarite following definitions are
made:
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Frozen efficiency

Total energy consumption that would have occurfedthing would
have chanced (in terms of applied technology amdeémented poli-
cies).

The total energy consumption is determined by dkel humber of
sold appliances in the period 1995 and 2004, migdtdpvith the aver-
age energy consumption of appliances in 1995 (&) (Mi-
lieuCentraal, 2005).

Total savings due to
autonomous effi-
ciency improve-
ments

Total savings due to autonomous efficiency improsets between
1995 and 2004 (increase in energy efficiency par gee to standard
technology improvements).

For each appliance first an estimation is madéefrowth of the
market share of “A” label appliances per year isecaf autonomous
developments (efficient improvements).

For most appliances (washing machines, refrigesatnd freezers) a
growth of 3% per year is assumed. This figure sebdeon the growth
of the market share of these appliances beformthagluction of la-
belling as presented in the ECN study “Energie Mgra000” (ECN,
2000). For refrigerators this would mean for exasrgprowth of the
market share of label “A” appliances of 30% betw&8f5 and 2004.
For dryers no growth of “A” label appliances iswased (currently
only 0.3%). For lightening an estimation is madedubon the figures
presented in the report “BEK cijfers 1994”, preseiiby EnergieNed
(EnergieNed, 19943 According to this report the average amount
energy efficient “lightbulbs” present in Dutch hetslds in 1992 is
1.2 andin 1994 1.4.

Per appliance the total saving is determined byipiyihg the total
amount of sold label “A” appliances in case of asimous growth,
between 1995 and 2004, with a standard averagegsafigure per
appliance.

Reference situation

The total actual energy consumption in casensogy efficiency poli-
cies would have been in place (EPR, MAP and label).

The reference energy consumption is the total gmssgsumption in
the frozen efficiency situation minus the totalisgg due to autono-
mous energy efficiency improvements (referencerggyi
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Total actual energy
savings

The total actual energy savings due to autononmpsovements and
the policy instruments EPR, MAP and labelling.

Per appliance the total actual saving is determixyechultiplying the
total actual amount of sold label “A” appliancestveeen 1995 and
2004, with a standard average savings figure palizaqee.

Actual energy con-
sumption

The total actual energy consumption of sold appkarbetween 1995
and 2004 while the policy instruments EPR, MAP Ewetlling were
in place (Vlehan, 2008)

Total energy consumption minus the savings duetisahdevelop-
ments (actual energy saving).

Net energy savings
due to EPR and
MAP

The net energy savings due to the policy instrusAP and EPR.

The total net savings due to MAP and EPR is baped the total
amount of appliances sold with a MAP and EPR syftsides a stan-
dard energy saving per appliance, times the foer gffect for MAP
and for EPR. The freerider effect per appliancdmsed on the figure
presented in the study “Evaluation of climate politthe built envi-
ronment” (Ecofys, 2004).

[72)

Net energy savings
labelling

The total net energy savings due to labelling begdtal actual energy
savings minus the total reference energy savinggjsrihe total net
savings due to EPR and to MAP.

General assumptions| -

Average efficiency of electricity production (dedned at the con-
sumer) in the Netherlands in 200%: 41.9% (Novem, 200%)
The standard average saving figure is the differdi@tween aver-
age energy consumption of appliances (label C/D)the average
energy consumption of a label “A” appliance (Mili@ntraal,

2005).
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In Table 2 it can be seen that refrigerators agiutdining are responsible for the
largest part of the savings, followed by washingni@es and dishwashers. Dryers
do not add to the savings. The reason is thatyargf energy efficient dryers are
sold in the last year (low supply, expensive, dee par. 3.2). As no information
was available for air-conditioners, no savings ddaé calculated for these appli-
ances. Lightening contributes significantly, desgiitat currently not more than
10% of the light bulbs in households are takenrmrgy efficient lightening. A
large potential is still available here.

In the calculations the uncertainty for the staddarerage saving figure is taken
into account as here we expect the highest unogytais a result, the net savings
as presented in Table.2 (last 3 columns) can Vas/minus 50%.
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The total net savings realised with the policymmstents MAP, EPR and labelling
between 1995 and 2004, is 4.1 PJ primary ener@yR final energy use). This is,
expressed in a G@mission reduction, about 0.27 Mton. A large sliarere than
40%) is realised through labelling of appliancdmwt 1.7 PJ primary energy (0.7
PJ final energy use) or 0.11 Mton €0



(,* e &

In this paragraph the cost-efficiency of the instemt labelling is presented. It is
defined as the ratio between the costs and thditseaklabelling and the amount
of energy saved by it (Ecofys, 2005). The costegdficy is expressed in euro per
final energy use (GJ) and will be viewed from thagéerent perspectives: (1) the
society as a whole, (2) the end-user and (3) thergment.

In the calculations several assumptions have beglensome of the assumptions
are surrounded by large uncertainties, becausefdark of good monitoring data.
In the calculations the uncertainty for the staddarerage saving figure and the

additional costs are taken into account as herexpect the highest uncertainties.

Cost- efficiency for the society as a whole

The cost-efficiency for the society as a wholeasdsl on the costs experienced by
the society as a whole. These costs are deterrhbinediculating the total addi-
tional costs, compared to reference situation (revgy policy is in place, before
the introduction of labellingf over the period 1995-2004. For each appliance an
estimation is made for the additional costs andiplidd by the total amount of la-
bel “A” sold appliances over the reviewed period.

The cost-effectiveness for the society as a whdecordingly calculated by:

1. Taking the total additional costs and depreciatirege over the economic life-
time of 10 years and using the interest rate ostuiety (4%).

2. The total costs are reduced with the annual cesisgs due to the total elec-
tricity savings. This would be around 480 milliowk (see also Figure 3, total
net savings due to MAP, EPR and labelling of 1.7ifk&l energy use). The
cost savings are calculated using national shadmep(only production costs
of 0.05 €/kwWh) (Ecofys, 2004).

3. The sum of the total additional costs and the ceetings is divided by the to-
tal actual savings (1.7 PJ final energy use).

Cost- efficiency for the end-user

The cost- efficiency for the end-user is basedhercosts as the user experiences
them. In this case the additional costs are detsthby using the same additional
costs as for the society as a whole, reduced Wwitlstibsidies MAP and EPR (nega-
tive costs).

The cost-effectiveness for the end-user is accghgitalculated by:

1. Taking the total additional costs for the end-us@nus the financial support
from MAP and EPR and depreciating these over tha@uic lifetime of 10
years and using the interest rate of the end-88éy. (
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2. The total costs are reduced with the annual cesisgs due to the total actual
electricity savings. This would be around 480 millkWh (see also Figure 3,
total savings due to MAP, EPR and labelling of RJZinal energy use). The
cost savings are calculated using real prices (Jutomh and taxation costs of
0.20 €/kWh) (Ecofys, 2004).

3. The sum of the total additional costs and the ceetings is divided by the to-
tal actual savings (1.7 PJ finale energy use).

Cost- efficiency for the government

Cost-efficiency for the government is based onctbets for the government neces-
sary for the implementation of the instrument. €Ract costs for implementation
of the instrument labelling are difficult to deteéma. However as there is a strong
link of the energy label with the policy instrumemMAP and EPR (specifically for
appliances) one could advocate that the costs AP sind EPR are also the costs
for labelling. These would include the costs for Rland EPR subsidies as well.

Because of the link of labelling with MAP and ERfe tost-efficiency for the gov-

ernment is calculated in two ways; with and withiht effect of labelling.

1. Taking the total governmental expenditure and deare these over the eco-
nomic lifetime of 10 years using a governmentagiiest rate (4%). As said, the
total governmental expendituréiclude the costs for the policy instruments
MAP and EPR (in total about 232 million Euro).

2. The costs are divided by the total savings due A°IVEPR (1 PJ final energy
use).

3. The costs are divided by the total savings due A®’IVEPR and labelling (1.7
PJ final energy use).

Table 4 shows the results. The total cost-effigydioc end-users is negative. This
means that the total benefits for end-users, dwerdviewed period, are higher
than the total costs. For the society as a whaletlae government the costs-
efficiency is positive. In other words, the costs higher than the gained benefits
(costs savings due to energy savings).

&)’ .+ % 100 - 1#2 31" 231 1" 31" G 0 #& #1"$2 1%! +
€/GJ final energy | "+/-" €/GJ final en-

Cost-efficiency per type use ergy use

Society € 20 € 36

End-users -€ 31 €37

Government (including MAP, EPR) €28 €15
Government (including MAP, EPR, Labelling) €17 1€

S % # 0 7'%3!-0-%1)% * 1% 0 " &33' &#-1% 6 7# &# &# T & %)% *2

3" 6 TH &HF
6

(1% 71 &'$ I"#( & -%%0" (3(H4& #+



+, '$1 . D) / 4

I &
The national government realised between 1995 @64 2 total net energy saving
of 1.7 PJ (final energy use), or 0.27 Mton {&ission reduction, with the policy
instrument labelling combined with the policy instrents MAP and EPR. About
40% of the savings are realised through labellingppliances (0.7 PJ or 0.11
Mton CQ).

Refrigerators and lightening are responsible ferléngest part of the energy sav-
ings, followed by washing machines and dishwasiMws/adays, the “A” label can
be seen as, more or less, standard for washinginescldishwashers and refrigera-
tors and freezers. Currently, hardly any energgiefit dryers are sold. The reason
is that hardly any energy efficient dryers are solthe last years. Lightening con-
tributes significantly to the total savings dudabelling, despite that currently not
more than 10% of the light bulbs in householdstaken by energy efficient light-
ening. A large potential is still available here.

The total cost-efficiency of the policy instruméaibelling is negative for end-users
(-31 Euro/GJ final energy use). This means thatdts benefits for end-users,

over the reviewed period, are higher than the taats. This is partly caused by
the subsidies provided by the government (MAP aRR) but also the consider-
able costs savings that can be made with mordezffiappliances. Both for the so-
ciety as a whole and the government the costsi&fity are positive (20 Euro/GJ
and 17 Euro/GJ). In other words, the costs areehititan the gained benefits (costs
savings due to energy savings).
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A large share of the Dutch people is familiar vilie energy label for appliances
(more than 64%). Important reasons for this arerst\awareness campaigns (tv,
newspapers, etc) that where organised within gradmwork of the policy instru-
ments MAP and EPR. Being aware of the energy efiiy is one thing, being in-
fluenced by it in the buying decision is anotheéngh An evaluation study of the
European energy label, made in 1997 (ECN, 28@Bpwed that more than 70% of
the consumers consider energy efficiency when @sioly an appliance. The same
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study also gives an indication of the specificuefice of the energy label. It ap-
peared that the Dutch consumers are, comparethiéo Buropean countries, sensi-
tive for the information on the label. About 45%tlbé consumers are influenced by
this. Again here an important factor for the susagfghe instrument labelling was
the support of the financial instruments MAP andREfhe subsidies where con-
nected the label).

Based on these success factors it can be recomthemdembine awareness, in-
formation campaigns (through tv, newspapers, eiith) financial support instru-
ments (specifically for the targeted appliancesg¢mvimtroducing the instrument of
labelling.

+,( !

A current limitation for further success of theddimg instrument is that for several
appliances (washing machines, freezers, refrigexagtc) the “A” label is, more or
less standard. To overcome this problem, the Ereajyel is introduced. This la-
bel is a voluntary instrument and only availableddew appliances (freezers and
refrigerators). Another fail factor was that theafincial support was not adapted in
time, leading to a high number of free riders.

To overcome these fail factors, it is recommenaded t
introduce new labels (more efficient then the “abél, such as the En-
ergy+ label) and oblige the instrument for the &pyules on the market,
monitor carefully the effect of the financial ingtnents in order to adapt
the financial support in time.
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Vlehan is monitoring the market share of applianbkx all labelled appliances are
structurally monitored (or at least published). Ewample for air-conditioning no
information is available. Also for lightening it éfficult to find recent information.
Regarding the effectiveness, it is difficult toel@ine the specific contribution of
labelling within the package of instruments. A ntoring protocol should be
drawn in which clearly is defined: the baselinddrence per appliance), the target
per appliance, the expected outcome (based onaartee@valuation) and if appli-
cable the subsidy provided (per appliance).
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It can be recommended to combine awareness, infammeampaigns (through
tv, newspapers, etc.) with subsidies (specificfalihthe targeted appliances)
when introducing the instrument of labelling,
It is recommended to introduce “A” labels that egpresenting the “more effi-
cient appliances”, then standard available on theket. By the time the “A”
label becomes the standard, a new label shouladtimeluced,
Structurally monitor the instrument (market shagresappliance, etc.) and
draw up a monitoring protocol,
Link to financial instruments to stimulate the nmetrkn the beginning.
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