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Utility-sponsored EE subsidies

• A widespread policy tool
– As of 2020: 49 programs in 24 countries (Source: IEA)
– US: Demand-side management, since 1980s
– Europe: (Tradable) White Certificates, since 2000s

• A hybrid mechanism
– EE obligation imposed on utilities (command-and-control)
– They comply by granting end-users EE subsidies (incentive 1)
– Cost recovered through increased energy prices (incentive 2)

• Alleged added value, compared to public subsidies
– Allocative: by leveraging private information, utilities offer better-targeted subsidies, thus

increasing overall cost-effectiveness
– Political: private spending
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Motivation

• The French program in a nutshell (certificats d’économies d’énergie, CEE)
– Running since 2006
– Obligations are tradable -> market price
– 50-80% savings achieved in the residential sector
– Coexisting with residential public subsidies. As of 2024: ~€3 bl each

• What is the added value of the program?
– Did it trigger additional investment?
– Was induced investment more cost-effective?
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Identification: RDD

• Geographical zoning of subsidy amounts
• Despite continuous climate (hence benefit) across the border
• Assumption: No sorting
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Focus on Phase III (2015-2018)

Experimental phase
+ data unavailable

Discontinuity severely
undermined by bonuses
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Low-price period, expected
to be little additional



Data

• CEE measures
– Source: Ministry of the Environment
– Provide measure category, income category, municipality identifier

• Household and dwelling characteristics
– Source: FILOCOM
– Provides income distribution, dwelling characteristics, occupancy status

• Temperature and geographical data: Météo France, data.gouv.fr

→ 132k obs (measures), from 33k municipalities
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Model specifications
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Outcome: Number of measures by municipality
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Implied elasticity: 
1.16

Implied MVPF 
(Hahn et al., 2024): 
1.11

https://www.nber.org/papers/w32728


Heterogeneity by measure
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Cost-effectiveness, compared to CITE’s

10

CITE: main publicy-funded program

Measures
considered
most cost-
effective (DG 
Trésor, 2017)



Free-riding on CITE program?
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€0/kWhLD

€4/kWhLD

Microsimulations using Res-IRF model (Giraudet et al., 2021)

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0301421521000094


Wrap-up

• Takeaways
– Program effective qualitatively: better targeting?
– But hardly quantitatively: overlapping programs allowed obligated parties to fulfill their

obligation at ~zero cost
– Regime changed post-2018, however thanks to a strong public impetus, thus

undermining the ‘targeting hypothesis’
– Advocates for merging publicly and privately-funded programs (but NOT substituting the 

latter for the former…)

• Next steps
– Focus on total kWh, a somewhat intensive margin
– Impact on energy consumption à la Wald and Glachant (2024) – however expected to 

produce non-significant results
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https://www.faee.fr/files/file/aee/seminaires/2023/WALD_GLACHANT_2023.pdf


APPENDIX
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Covariates balance

14



Visual analysis without controls
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Model of subsidies and climate zones
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Coefficients of the RD model
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