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Introduction 
This report stems from a group fieldwork project on the closure of the Green 
Deal, conducted at the University of Durham as part of the MSc Energy and 
Society degree course. This report of our findings has been prepared for NEA in 
recognition of their invaluable contribution towards this project.  
 
The Green Deal was a UK government initiative that ran from January 2013 to 
July 2015 that enabled customers to pay for energy-saving improvements for 
their home through a pay-as-you-save scheme. Customers could apply for a 
government loan for home improvements such as insulation, new boilers and 
efficient lighting, which would then be repaid through the customer’s electricity 
bill. These energy efficiency measures meant that customers would be able to 
repay their loan without seeing an increase in their bill, a principle that was 
referred to as the “golden rule”. Loans had a typical interest rate of 7.9-10.3% 
APR and were repaid over a period of 10-25 years. The Green Deal was unique in 
that the loan was attached to the property where the improvements had been 
undertaken, rather than the owners of the property, meaning that responsibility 
for repaying the loan would transfer to the new owners when the property was 
sold. The Green Deal was closed in July 2015, with the government citing low 
uptake, concerns over industry standards and the need to save taxpayers’ money 
as key reasons for the closure. 
 
To understand the end of the Green Deal, we employed a combination of 
literature searching and interviews with participants in the energy savings 
industry. This report gives a brief overview of our results. We found that several 
aspects of the scheme led to its poor uptake and that the picture presented by 
the government to justify its closure was overly simplistic. Findings on the 
impact of this closure on service providers are also presented, as well as initial 
suggestions as to how these findings can be used to inform future schemes.  
 
Our research involved three broad research areas:  
 

A. understanding the closure of the Green Deal; 
B. understanding the impact of this closure; and 
C. understanding how future schemes could be improved. 

 

The End of the Green Deal 
Failures in two broad areas led to the end of the Green Deal: 

 The finance mechanism 
 The communication strategy 

 
The interest rate on Green Deal loans was very unattractive - at around twice the 
cost of its German counterpart as provided by the EnEv Scheme (2006-2010). 
The intention was to have the loan available to people with poor credit ratings 
but this failed to take into account that these people would be unlikely to 
prioritise energy efficient retrofit over other debts. This demonstrated a 



significant misunderstanding of the retrofit market and the complex motivations 
people have for or against investing in retrofit. 
  
As rulings by the Advertising Standards Authority show, the inclusion of the 
golden rule was confusing and misleading, Although this was later removed, it 
caused enormous problems in understanding and communicating the scheme 
early on and the initial message about Green Deal having ‘no upfront cost’ was 
also misleading. 
  
The attempt to induce a market mechanism, in the form of loan finance 
combined with accreditation scheme and a customer process for Green Deal, had 
the effect of rapidly creating a retrofit market removed from other energy supply 
and home improvement services, which was unnecessary and arguably 
counterproductive.  
  
The Green Deal was directly communicated to and widely anticipated among 
energy and environmental sector professionals but not among design 
professionals and domestic tradespeople/ contractors, who would have had the 
appropriate skill levels to deliver it. It was also barely communicated at all to the 
general public, relying on community groups to market the scheme. All of the 
interviews we conducted suggested this played a role. 
  
According to Rebecca Ince’s research in Haringey, the combination of Green Deal 
and ECO subsidies tended to exclude most households or make it very difficult 
for them to engage with the Green Deal, especially the fuel poor or most 
vulnerable households. This was because each of these funding sources was 
conditional in various ways: 
  

1. Firstly upon certain measures such as solid wall insulation, which 
precluded other housing types or households who wanted other 
measures, or 

2. Upon a partial cash contribution from the household, which excluded any 
households who were not in this financial position, and 

3. The Green Deal was unavailable to households who lived in social housing 
as it was assumed they would be covered by ECO but they often were not. 
It also excluded many tenants due to their landlord’s reluctance to engage 
with improvement measures, particularly in the energy inefficient 
housing at the poorer end of the rented sector. 

  
Finally, due to the reduction in funding to the Green Deal scheme, private 
companies were attempting to make money without personal investment, 
causing industry standards to fall. Instead of investing in their businesses to 
ensure standards were met, they compromised on the quality of work which was 
being carried out even to the detriment of their reputation. 
 
Many of our participants reported that the scheme was complicated as it had 
several unusual elements such as: 

 The conflicting interest rate between the market and what could be 
obtained through the Green Deal 



 Repaying the loans through energy bills and the golden rule 
 The loan was attached to the property, rather than the individual 
 It was supposed to be universally available but there were restrictions in 

the rented and social housing sectors 
 

The Impact of the Closure 
The small and medium scale energy providers whose businesses relied solely on 
Green Deal financing were worst hit as many went out of business as soon as the 
scheme ended. This claim however does not solely fault the government for 
closure of businesses because the providers also had a responsibility to ensure 
financial stability within their companies instead of solely relying on government 
subsidies. 
 
On the part of consumers, there were mixed responses. Disappointment, in the 
government's inconsistencies with long term energy schemes for those who saw 
its prospects. And cynicism for those who predicted that it would fail or was a 
scam from the beginning.  
 
The sudden change created regulatory uncertainties which made it difficult for 
companies and property owners to plan ahead. This in turn causes problems of 
compliance within companies who pro-actively try to meet their deadlines. 

What might a future scheme look like?  
The difference in experience between local councils and small businesses 
suggests that for future schemes the government would be advised to 
communicate with small businesses. This way, problems with the structure of 
the Green Deal (such as financing) could have been addressed earlier, leading to 
a sounder scheme that may have had increased uptake. We have also found that 
increased advertising may increase uptake, as well as integrating the scheme 
into local council plans to enable a more tailored local fit.  
 
Our research also indicated that it was important to consider the type of 
improvements offered under such schemes. People were disinterested in taking 
out loans for insulation, preferring to pay for solar panels or new boilers that 
they could show their neighbours. In addition, due to insulation being free under 
past government schemes, there is a suggestion that people are now unwilling to 
pay for it. These factors should be taken into account when allocating funds for 
loans and grants in the future.  
 
The Green Deal would have benefitted from better communication. A future 
scheme could build on and be much more closely entwined with the existing 
home improvements market from designers including architects, construction 
and building services and installers.  
 
A much more simplified process would likely have improved the chances of the 
Green Deal’s success, as due to the complicated nature of the system the vast 



majority of households who had their homes assessed did not take out a Green 
Deal loan.  
 


