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VERMONT ENERGY
INVESTMENT CORPORATION

RESUME

REBECCA A. FOSTER
Managing Consultant, Consulting Division
Vermont Energy Investment Corporation
48 West 32" Street, Bayonne, NJ 07002
(802) 658-6060 Ext. 7882 - rfoster@veic.org

Rebecca Foster has over a decade of experience in the energy efficiency field with a focus on advising
program administrators on program design and initiating and leading market transformation initiatives.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

Managing Consultant, Vermont Energy Investment Corporation
Bayonne, New Jersey
2011 — Present

Manages a wide array of efforts to develop, implement, and evaluate energy efficiency programs,
specializing in the residential sector. Representative projects include:

e New Jersey Clean Energy Program: Lead the VEIC team providing program design and
technical support to the program. Programs of focus include Home Performance with ENERGY
STAR, HVAC, lighting, electronics, and clothes dryers.

e Consolidated Edison: Review the residential programs offered by ConEd to identify areas for
improvement and greater impacts. Managed analysis of key residential measures in the New
York State technical reference manual, including recommendations on modifying measures to
better reflect local market and geographic conditions.

e Department of Energy Technical Assistance Program: Author white papers on policy levers to
impact residential energy efficiency (including time of sale energy performance disclosure and
upgrade policies). Research the potential for building energy labeling in Boulder County,
Colorado and present a recommendation to County staff.

e Maryland Office of People’s Counsel: Review the Home Performance with ENERGY STAR and
Quick Home Energy Check program results and future plans of the Maryland utilities working
under the EmMPOWER Maryland umbrella. Provide recommendations to improve the program
outcomes and align with best practices in use throughout the U.S.

e lowa Office of Consumers Advocate: Review the residential programs administered by the
investor owned utilities in lowa, focusing on identifying areas for improvement. File testimony on
behalf of the OCA in EE plan dockets.

e Heating, Air-conditioning, and Refrigeration Distributors International: Author white paper on the
opportunity for residential HVAC efficiency programs to improve results through partnerships
with distributors.
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e National Association of Electrical Distributors: Research and author white paper, magazine
articles, and case studies on how electrical distributors and energy service companies (ESCOS)
can work together more effectively.

Principal Program Manager, Consortium for Energy Efficiency
Boston, Massachusetts
2010 — 2011
e Oversaw all residential sector efforts, including initiatives to increase efficiency in lighting,
appliances, air conditioners, electronics, windows, new homes, and existing homes.

e Led a working group of 110 CEE members, manufacturers, and retailers to develop the Existing
Homes Program Guide, published in June 2010, which identifies the top efficiency opportunities
in homes and sets out a model for program planning.

e Designed and launched the Consumer Electronics Energy Efficiency Program Center, an
information hub for efficiency programs and a platform for partnerships with manufacturers and
retailers.

o Tracked smart grid developments and identified opportunities to integrate it into CEE’s work.

Senior Program Manager, Consortium for Energy Efficiency
Boston, Massachusetts
2005 — 2010
e Initiated partnerships with the Air-Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration Institute and North
American Technician Excellence, resulting in establishment of an online database of high
efficiency air conditioners.

o Established an initiative to capture efficiency gains in consumer electronics, an untapped area
of energy savings in the residential sector.

Program Manager, Consortium for Energy Efficiency
Boston, Massachusetts
2002 - 2005
o Created a design competition in partnership with the American Lighting Association to recognize
manufacturers producing decorative, efficient light fixtures.

Program Associate, Consortium for Energy Efficiency
Boston, Massachusetts
2000 - 2002
¢ Researched and disseminated information on the best approaches to increase energy efficiency
in residential buildings.

EDUCATION & TRAINING

Simmons College: MBA, with high honors, Beta Gamma Sigma, 2010
Boston University: BA Psychology, summa cum laude, Phi Beta Kappa, 1999

HONORS & AWARDS

Simmons School of Management Alumnae Association Principled Leadership Award, 2010
Simmons School of Management Jane Trahey Prize for Marketing, 2010
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PUBLICATIONS

e Foster, R., “Optimizing residential HYAC efficiency programs.” Research conducted for the Heating,
Air-conditioning, and Refrigeration Distributors International and presented at the 2012 American
Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August, 2012 and at the
2013 Association of Energy Service Professionals National Conference, Orlando, CA: January
2013.

o Foster, R., “Friend or Foe? Energy services companies and the electrical distribution industry.”
Research conducted for the National Association of Electrical Distributors. White Paper published in
June 2012 and article in The Electrical Distributor Magazine published in October 2012.

Badger, C., Foster, R, Granda, C., & Wold, C. “Bringing North American clothes dryers into the 21st
century: A case study in moving markets.” Presented at the 2012 American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August, 2012.

e Foster, R., “How to achieve all cost-effective, measurable energy savings in existing homes:
Conclusions of a multi-stakeholder working group.” Presented at the 2010 American Council for an
Energy-Efficient Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August, 2010.

e Foster, R., “Halving residential lighting energy use by 2020: What a multi-stakeholder target and
approach means for efficiency programs.” Presented at the 2008 American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August, 2008.

e Mapp, J., Smith, B., & Foster, R., “Preparing for the sunset of incandescent bulbs.” Presented at the
2008 American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August,
2008.

e Foster, R., Gordon, K., & McGowan, T. “Lighting for Tomorrow: What have we learned and what
about the day after tomorrow?” Presented at the 2004 American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August, 2006.

e Gordon, K., Foster, R., & McGowan, T., “Lighting for Tomorrow: Building on the results of the first
national energy-efficient lighting fixture design competition in the United States.” Presented at the
Right Light Conference, Shanghai, China: May 2005.

¢ Hoffman, M., Gordon, K., McGowan, T., & Foster, R. “Partnering for a national lighting design
competition: The United States experience.” Presented at the International Conference on Energy
Efficiency in Domestic Appliances and Lighting, Turin, Italy: October, 2003.

e Foster, R., Neme, C., South, M., Edgar, G., & Murphy, P. “Residential HVAC quality installation:
New partnership opportunities and approaches.” Presented at the 2002 American Council for an
Energy-Efficient Economy Summer Study, Asilomar, CA: August, 2002.

o Foster, R. “Clothes washer rebate programs: A national success story.” Presented at the 2002
American Water Works Association Sources Conference, Las Vegas, NV: January, 2002.
PRESENTATIONS

The following is a list of presentations made in addition to presentations of papers described above.

¢ ACEEE National Symposium on Market Transformation, Washington DC, April 2012. “Importance
of baselines: Lessons from the energy efficient set top box initiative.”
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e ACI National Conference, Baltimore MD, March 2012. “Building energy labeling: Lessons from the
field.”

e Behavior, Energy, and Climate Change Conference, Washington DC, December 2011. “Leveraging
purchase and rent transactions: Building energy disclosure and upgrade policies.”

e ACEEE National Symposium on Market Transformation, Washington DC, April 2011. “The basics of
building energy rating and disclosure: A national and international view.”

¢ ACEEE National Symposium on Market Transformation, Washington DC, March 2010. “Building the
program and policy infrastructure for broader and deeper savings.”

e ACEEE National Symposium on Market Transformation, Washington DC, March 2009. “Solid state
lighting: State of the technology, products, and programs.”

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS

Member, Association of Energy Services Professionals, 2011 — present
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Can We Get There From Here? Identifying Key Factors in Meeting Aggressive New
State Energy Efficiency Savings Goals

Martin Kushler, American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Washington, D.C.
Patti Witte, Consultant, Dimondale, MI
Dan York, American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Washington D.C.

Abstract

Utility sector energy efficiency programs are entering a new era. A convergence of strong economic
and policy concerns has resulted in many states announcing large and unprecedented goals for energy
savings from their utility-sector energy efficiency programs. Some of these goals are two to three times
savings levels currently being achieved in states with long records of successful, well-funded programs.

This research project focused on two important practical questions: (1) What does current
experience suggest about what magnitude of savings goal is reasonable?; and (2) If much more aggressive
energy savings goals are established, what factors will likely be important in enabling states/utilities to
achieve those goals? The research drew upon various methodologies, including direct surveys and data
collection from leading states; review of recent industry literature; soliciting information from a panel of
prominent experts within the industry; and review of our own extensive files and databases on utility sector
energy efficiency policies and programs.

Introduction

Utility sector' energy efficiency programs of some type have been present in the U.S. since the late
1970s. The focus and magnitude of those efforts has fluctuated over that time period, but overall, a number
of reviews have judged these utility-sector energy efficiency efforts to be generally quite cost-effective (e.g.,
Cowart, 2001; Kushler, York & Witte, 2004; U.S. DOE & U.S. EPA, 2006).

Despite the ample evidence of cost-effectiveness of these programs as demonstrated by rigorous
program evaluations, in most jurisdictions, energy efficiency has been regarded as a fairly minor component
of overall utility resource portfolios - - more of a symbolic placeholder than a core component of the utility
system.

However, this picture has been undergoing dramatic transformation over the last few years. Growing
awareness and concern over the economic and environmental costs associated with the construction and
operation of fossil-fuel electricity generation plants has led to increasing recognition of the value of energy
efficiency programs in deferring or replacing those investments. The role of energy efficiency has evolved
from being largely a token gesture or a “public benefits” set-aside, to being a top-priority utility system
resource. Indeed, several states have established state policies that mandate that energy efficiency is “first”
in the “loading order” of utility resources, and/or that their states should capture all cost-effective energy
efficiency. A related recent policy development is the establishment of specific, aggressive new energy
savings goals for utility-sector energy efficiency programs. In just the last two years, Minnesota has passed

" As used in this paper, “utility-sector” is intended to encompass all energy efficiency programs that are paid for through
utility customer rates or other charges on utility bills. This would include programs administered by utilities as well as
programs where the utilities merely collect the revenue and transfer it to other energy efficiency program administrators (e.g.,
government agencies or other third parties).

2009 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Portland 861
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legislation requiring energy efficiency savings equivalent to 1.5% of'total sales each year; Illinois and Ohio
have passed legislation requiring a ramp-up to 2% per year in the next decade; New York and Maryland are
discussing policies that would require over 2% per year by 2015; and Vermont is heading toward a
commitment of over 2% per year in the next few years. A number of other states are discussing goals in the
1% to 2% range, and an accord was signed by seven Midwestern governors that calls for 2% system savings
within each signatory's state. To put these developments in context, in our last comprehensive review
(Kushler, York & Witte, 2004), the very few top performing states in the nation were only achieving savings

in the area of 0.8% per year.

The apparent gap between past experience and the new policy requirements has led to questions
about whether these goals are reasonable and if so, how they might be accomplished. The research we
describe in this paper was performed to address those questions. Our research had two basic objectives: (1)
to identify the historical top-performing states in terms of utility-sector energy efficiency programs and
explore factors that may have contributed to their high level of performance; and (2) to identify factors that
may enable significant increases in those top levels of performance to meet the aggressive goals being
established in many states. In our research we examined data on energy efficiency programs in leading
states and surveyed leading industry experts.

Methodology

We used a variety of methodologies to gather data for this project, including: direct surveys and data
collection from leading states; collection and analysis of federal Energy Information Administration (EIA)
data on the utility industry; review of recent industry literature; and soliciting information from a panel of
prominent experts within the industry.” We also drew upon our own extensive files and databases on utility-
sector energy efficiency policies and programs.

Our first objective was to identify what could be considered the “top tier” of states in terms of
historical and current utility-sector energy efficiency accomplishments. To accomplish that objective, we
relied upon two methods: (1) we asked a panel of energy efficiency program experts recruited by ACEEE
for this project to identify their “top ten” states in terms of utility-sector energy efficiency; and (2) we
gathered data on actual reported energy efficiency program spending and savings in each state. We initially
intended to examine both electric and natural gas programs, but limited data availability on natural gas
energy efficiency programs caused us to focus our analysis on electric energy efficiency programs only.

Results

To identify a set of leading states we asked our panel of national experts for their listing of the “top
ten” states in terms of their electric utility-sector energy efficiency programs. The expert ratings are
presented in the first four columns of Table 1, ordered by the median rank they received from the experts.
The table also shows the number of our expert raters that included each state in their “top ten”. Overall, the
results demonstrate a fairly high degree of consistency among the experts, with nearly all raters including
the top 7 or 8 states on their lists, and only 14 states being listed at all.

Concurrently with our experts’ nominations of top tier states, we also gathered data on actual
reported energy savings results across all states. For that variable, we used a metric consisting of annual
electric energy efficiency program savings (in MWh), divided by total electric retail sales (in MWh). We
also computed several other indicators of relative energy efficiency program effort and achievement,

? For this project we recruited a panel of nine prominent national experts with extensive experience in the field of utility-
sector energy efficiency programs and policies. This included individuals with experience in research and program
evaluation as well as program design and administration.

2009 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Portland 862
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including total energy efficiency program spending as a percent of total utility revenues and total energy
efficiency program spending per capita for each state. These results are also presented in Table 1.

In looking at the results presented in Table 1, we found that the experts’ rankings of the top states do
not necessarily conform directly to any of the three primary quantitative indicators of energy efficiency
activity (i.e., spending as a percent of revenues; spending per capita; savings as a percent of total sales). We
performed simple regressions of these variables and found no significant correlation (see Kushler et al. 2009
for details of this analysis).

The most likely explanation for this relative lack of correlation between state ranking and the
specific spending/savings data is that factors beyond just numerical output influenced our experts'
perceptions of what constitutes a “leading state.” Indeed, we did not provide the experts with any
background data or information on programs; we simply asked them to name the top ten states based on
their perceptions and experiences. Despite this lack of correlation, it is clearly true that the experts selected
most of the top performing states in the nation in terms of these quantitative indicators. For example, the
states in Table 1 include the top eight states in the nation in terms of energy efficiency savings as a
percentage of electricity sales, and 12 of the top 16 states.” The only top 16 states not included in the
experts’ lists are very small states (New Hampshire, Idaho, Hawaii, and Maine) with very small energy
efficiency programs in absolute terms. Conversely, only two of the experts’ selected states were not in the
top 16 on that energy savings indicator. These were New Jersey (19") and Texas (roughly tied for 21%),
which are very large states with some unique policy approaches that help make them noteworthy. We
decided to go with the list of 14 states nominated by our expert panel as a good representation of “leading
states” in terms of their utility-sector energy efficiency programs.

A key finding relative to the rapid development of aggressive energy savings goals, is that with one
very recent exception (Vermont), none of these “top states™ are really yet near the level of energy efficiency
savings (i.e., 1.5% to 2.0% or more) that will eventually be required under recent policies established in
several states. However, we can report that the trend in the magnitude of savings is up, and that a number of
states now exceed the 0.8% savings level that had been the ceiling in our 2004 research.

Relationship of Energy Efficiency Spending with Energy Efficiency Performance

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the relationship of energy efficiency spending as a percent of revenues
(Figure 1), and energy efficiency spending per capita (Figure 2), with energy savings as a percent of total
utility retail sales, across these 14 leading states.

As the figures illustrate, there is a reasonably strong correlation between the relative level of energy
efficiency spending (both as a percent of utility revenues and per capita) and energy savings results, among
these 14 “top states”. The relationship is obviously not a perfect one. There are some states that spend
proportionately a little less and save proportionately a little more (and vice versa). One important
conclusion to draw from these results is that to achieve high savings levels will require relatively high levels
of funding for energy efficiency programs.

? See the recent ACEEE report: The 2008 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard (Eldridge, et. al., 2008) for complete data on all
50 states.

2009 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Portland 863
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Figure 1: Energy Efficiency Spending as a Percentage of Revenues versus Energy Savings as a
Percentage of Energy Sales
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Figure 2: Energy Efficiency Spending per Capita versus Energy Efficiency Savings as a Percentage of
Energy Sales

Energy Efficiency Savings by Sector and Program/End-Use

At the broadest level, we found that energy efficiency spending was relatively evenly split between
the residential and commercial and industrial (C&I) (median across the states of 44% residential and 56%
C&I), but that savings were relatively skewed toward the non-residential sector (median of 63% C&I). This
would seem to conform to the widely held perception that the C&I sector tends to have more cost-effective
energy efficiency opportunities.

We also examined the amount of electric savings being achieved by the type of program or end-use.
For this issue we were only able to obtain data at a sufficient level of detail from a limited number of states.
Nevertheless, some noteworthy patterns did emerge. In particular, we found that overall energy efficiency
savings are heavily dominated by the “lighting” end-use. This is true for both the residential and C&lI
sectors, although much more so for the residential sector. (Across our example states, lighting accounts for
between 63% and 92% of all reported residential savings, and. 55% to 69% of all reported C&I savings.)

2009 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Portland 865
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Refrigeration and HVAC are the other notable residential end-use savings contributors, while
industrial process efficiency, compressed air, motors and refrigeration are the other major contributors in the
C&l sector. Overall, however, these findings reinforce a commonly-heard lament in the industry that energy
efficiency portfolios must increase their focus and achievements in non-lighting areas. This will become a
critically important factor in the residential sector as the new federal lighting standards come into effect in

2012.

Effect of Electricity Prices

The price of electricity in a given state is often posited as a variable that may help explain the
relative prominence of utility-sector energy efficiency programs. The hypothesis is that as consumers face
higher electricity prices, they would presumably increase interest, and participation, in energy efficiency
programs. To test this hypothesis we analyzed the relationship of electricity prices (using an average
statewide retail price derived from Energy Information Administration data) to utility-sector energy
efficiency spending and savings. We found little or no relationship between average electricity rate and the
level of utility sector energy efficiency program spending in a state (R*=.06), and just a slight positive
relationship (R*= .11) between average electricity rate and energy efficiency savings as a % of electricity
sales (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Average Electricity Rates versus Energy Efficiency Savings as a Percentage of Energy Sales

The direction of relationship is intuitively logical (i.e., higher prices would be expected to help
facilitate greater energy efficiency). But the magnitude of the relationship is slight, and dwarfed by the
relationship between energy efficiency savings and the level of energy efficiency program spending per
capita (R* = .63) presented earlier in Figure 2.

One observation is that there are clearly "low-cost" states (i.e., states with relatively low existing
electric rates) that have achieved strong energy efficiency savings. In this group of leading states, similarly
strong energy savings (in the range of 0.6% to 0.8% of sales) were produced in states with electricity rates
that varied by more than a factor of two. While some low-cost states have achieved relatively high program
savings, it also is true that the very highest savings levels thus far have been in a couple states with very
high electric rates.

2009 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Portland 866
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Expert Ratings of Key Factors Associated with Strong Energy Efficiency Performance

As another approach to seeking to identify important elements or conditions that may contribute to
strong success with utility-sector energy efficiency programs, we asked our panel of industry experts to rate
each of 16 key factors we identified, which based on our experience, could plausibly be expected to affect
energy efficiency performance. We also asked our experts to consider two dimensions of this issue: (1)
what has been the importance of each factor up until now; and (2) what is the likely importance of each
factor in achieving future higher energy efficiency goals? These 16 factors and our experts' responses are
shown in Table 2.

Important Factors Up Until Now. The most important factors related to energy efficiency program
performance are those that reflect strong state policy requirements. The leading factor, given the top rating
by a majority of our experts, was “the relative size of the energy efficiency program budget”. Closely
following were the factors: “Having a strong state legislative requirement for energy efficiency” and
“Having a regulatory commission very supportive of energy efficiency”.

The importance of having higher quality programs appeared in the next cluster, along with two
factors relating to utility management motivation: “The personal commitment of utility top management”,
and “Having utility shareholder incentives for energy efficiency results”. Interestingly, the importance of
“having some penalty for poor performance” was rated much lower than having utility shareholder
incentives (4.0 vs. 6.8).

The structural environment within which the energy efficiency programs operate did not appear to be
very important. The “Particular characteristics of state/service territory (e.g., demographics, economy,
climate)”; whether a state is “restructured” or not, and "who administers the energy efficiency programs,"
were all relatively low rated (ranging from 4.4 to 5.1). Even “the price of electricity (gas)” received only a
moderate rating (5.6).

One other interesting observation is that “the perceived cost of carbon” was the lowest ranked factor
(3.4) in the rating of importance up until now, but the projected future importance is quite different, as
discussed in the next section.

Likely Importance in Achieving Future Aggressive Energy Efficiency Goals. In general, the three key
factors focusing on strong policy requirements (i.e., size of budget, having a strong legislative requirement,
and very supportive regulatory commission) remained at the head of a list, although “The personal
commitment of utility top management” did jump up into that top tier.

Moreover, the whole issue of utility motivation appears to be generally regarded as an increasingly
important factor moving forward, as the ratings of both “Having utility shareholder incentives...” and
“Having decoupling in place” each jumped substantially in the ‘future importance’ ratings. Given that
increasingly large energy savings requirements would have increasingly large adverse financial impacts on
utilities under traditional regulation, it’s quite logical that these factors would be taking on a growing
importance.

Another interesting result in the table relates to the old conundrum of whether having had energy
efficiency programs in place for a long time is an advantage or a disadvantage in terms of facing aggressive
new energy savings requirements. Does the advantage of experience and infrastructure outweigh the
possible disadvantage of having harvested all the “low hanging fruit”? In the view of our experts, it appears
that experience wins, as they rated “Increased experience and capability due to history of prior energy
efficiency programs” a 7.7, more than twice the importance rating of “Diminished remaining potential due
to history of prior energy efficiency programs” (3.8).

2009 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Portland 867
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Experts were asked “How important are each of the following factors in enabling a state to achieve large utility energy
efficiency program savings results? [Please rate each factor on a 1-10 scale, with ‘10’ being extremely crucial].”

Importance | Number of Likely Number
Up Until Raters Importance | of Raters
Now Giving In Achieving Giving
(Mean Highest Future Highest
Rating of | Rating Level Higher Rating
Raters) to This Goals Level to
Variable (Mean This
Rating of Variable
Factor Raters)
The relative size of the EE program
budget 8.8 Five 9.4 Four
Having a strong state legislative
requirement for EE 8.3 Three 94 Six
Having a regulatory commission very
supportive of EE 8.0 Three 8.5 Four
Having EE programs that are higher
quality than typical industry practice 71 One 8.0 Three
Having utility shareholder incentives
for EE results 6.8 One 8.3 Three
The personal commitment of utility
top management 6.8 Four 8.9 Five
Increased experience and capability
due to history of prior EE programs 6.4 One 7.7 One
How high the price of electricity (gas)
is 5.6 None 6.8 None
Having decoupling in place 54 One 78 Three
Who administers the EE programs
(utility vs. non utility) 5.1 None 5.1 None
Existing state building codes/
efficiency standards, which affect
“baseline” conditions 4.9 None 5.9 None
Particular characteristics of
state/service territory (e.g.,
demographics, economy, climate) 4.5 None 5.3 None
Whether a state is “restructured” or
not 4.4 One 4.4 One
Having some penalty for poor utility
EE performance 4.0 None 5.0 None
Diminished remaining potential due
to history of prior EE programs 3.8 None 4.1 None
The perceived cost of carbon
emissions 3.4 None 7.9 None
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Finally, the factor with the single biggest jump in importance when looking to the future was “The
perceived cost of carbon emissions”, which more than doubled (3.4 to 7.9) in the rating of likely future
importance. This clearly suggests a strong recognition of the important role that energy efficiency will play

as a strategy for meeting greenhouse gas reduction targets.

State Policies Related to Utility-Sector Energy Efficiency

Another area of examination included in this study was to consider the degree and type of policy
support for utility-sector energy efficiency in each of our 14 selected “leading states”. We gathered
information from the states concerning their status with respect to five key aspects of state energy efficiency
policy:

Type of Cost Recovery for Energy Efficiency Programs. We found that every one of these leading states
has a well-established and substantial funding mechanism for providing the revenues necessary to operate
the energy efficiency programs. We also found a wide variety of funding mechanisms in place across these
leading programs, from statewide “system benefit charges” to specific rate components developed on an
individual utility basis (specific tariff riders for programs or as part of regular utility rate setting and cost
recovery), and found no reason to conclude that the type of funding mechanism per se is a causal factor in
determining savings results.

Shareholder Incentives. Nine of the 14 states in our “top states” group utilize an approach whereby the
utilities are the primary administrators of the utility-sector energy efficiency programs. Of those nine top
states, seven feature some type of “shareholder incentive” tied to utility energy efficiency performance.

The other five states (VT, WI, NY, OR, NJ) in our top states group had their utility-sector energy
efficiency programs primarily administered by a state agency or an independent non-profit organization, so
technically the issue of utility shareholder incentives for good energy efficiency performance did not apply.
However, two of the states with non-utility administration (VT and NJ) have specific economic incentives
tied to energy efficiency savings performance by the entities responsible for delivering the programs. Two
of the other states (WI and NY) have a mostly state-wide public benefits program administered by state
agencies, but also have some separate utility-administered efficiency programs. Wisconsin, is considering
the addition of utility shareholder incentives in conjunction with utility-administered programs. Finally,
some investor-owned utilities in New York have begun to offer programs and there is a shareholder
incentive in place for these programs.

Decoupling. At the time of the energy savings achievements that we have used to characterize our top states
(i.e., 2006 and 2007), of the14 top states only California had decoupling in place for electric utilities, with
Vermont having just adopted it for 2007 for its largest utility. (A few states in the group have implemented
decoupling for natural gas utilities.) Clearly, decoupling had not historically been a major factor in the
energy efficiency success of leading states.

However, consistent with the ratings of our expert panel regarding key factors that will be important
in the future, there is a rapidly growing interest among leading states in the policy of electric decoupling. At
least three key states (Connecticut, Massachusetts and New Y ork) have decided that electric decoupling will
be implemented utility-by-utility in their next rate cases, and one state (Wisconsin) has already approved a
settlement agreement containing decoupling for one utility. Several other states are in various stages of
investigating or proceeding toward implementation of electric decoupling (including Minnesota and New
Jersey).
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In our assessment, the policy of electric decoupling will become increasingly important as states set
energy savings goals that are large enough that total utility sales growth will be flat (or even declining) over
time. Historically, electric utilities have tended to resist decoupling because they perceived that they could
likely “win on the upside” by having total sales exceed forecasted sales levels. As large new energy
efficiency requirements change that perception, decoupling will be much more likely to be embraced as a

policy to mitigate the adverse economic consequences of customer energy efficiency on utilities.

Administrative Approach. There is a good mix of administrative approaches across these top 14 states.
Nine states feature predominantly utility administration (CA, MA, CT, NM, WA, TX, 1A, RI, NV); three
states have administration by an independent non-profit organization selected by the state (VT, OR, WI);
and two states feature administration by a state agency (NY, NJ).* The fact that there is such a variety of
administrative approaches across these “top states” reinforces the conclusion in our prior research: that there
is no single “best” approach to the administration of utility-sector energy efficiency programs. Rather, there
are strong successes using each type of administration, and a decision on administration is best made after
considering the unique characteristics of a particular state, including the characteristics of potential program
administrators and related program implementation infrastructure (e.g., see Kushler, York & Witte, 2004).
We see no reason to change that conclusion, based on the results of this current research.

Moreover, as states explore ways to aggressively increase their total energy efficiency production,
they are increasingly looking at “combined” approaches whereby more than one administrative channel is
involved in energy efficiency program delivery (for example., California has added utility energy efficiency
procurement to their existing “public benefit charge” supported programs and New Y ork is supplementing
their NYSERDA programs with utility-operated energy efficiency efforts.)

Energy Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) Requirement. It is noteworthy that in the opinion of our
expert panel, “having a strong state legislative requirement” for energy efficiency was the second highest
rated factor “up until now” and tied for the highest factor (with size of the energy efficiency budget) for
future importance. Over the past few years, the trend in the industry has been to shift from setting spending
requirements to setting energy savings requirements (most often expressed as a percentage of total utility
sales), which has given rise to the terminology “Energy Efficiency Resource Standard” or "Energy
Efficiency Portfolios Standard" (analogous to a “Renewable Portfolio Standard”). In a 2008 review,
ACEEE had identified a total of at least 18 states with some form of an EERS/EEPS
(http://aceee.org/energy/state/policies/EERS _Summary_5-7-08.pdf).

Among our 14 top states in this project, at least eight could be classified as having an EERS type of
approach. Some of these have been established legislatively (e.g, CT, MN, TX, NV), while others have
been established administratively, including through regulatory orders (e.g., CA, VT, NY). The EERS
approach is a relatively new development in the industry, so it cannot be considered a major factor in the
historical energy efficiency success of these states. However, it seems clear that establishing strong energy
savings requirements will be a leading policy tool used to secure large utility-sector energy efficiency
accomplishments in the future.

Conclusions

In recognition of the significant challenges facing states and utilities in complying with the
aggressive Energy Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) policies that are being increasingly adopted by
state policymakers and regulators, this project sought to identify and explore key factors associated with

* Both New York and Wisconsin have public benefits energy efficiency programs administered by state agencies that serve
most customers in each state. However, each state also has some parallel utility-administered energy efficiency programs.
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success in achieving high levels of energy efficiency savings. We solicited input from acknowledged
experts in the utility-sector energy efficiency field; we identified a core list of 14 “top states” in terms of
utility-sector energy efficiency achievements; we analyzed reports and data from those states and from the
U.S. Energy Information Administration; and we interviewed key representatives from each of those top 14

states. The following highlights some of our observations.

e A number of states are achieving very significant levels of utility-sector energy efficiency savings, and
these savings levels show increases over what was being achieved earlier in this decade.

e However, with one exception (Vermont), no states are yet reporting energy efficiency savings at the
higher levels being called for in a number of recent state policy decisions (i.e., in the range of 1.5% to
2.0% per year or more).

e A number of key factors are associated with high levels of utility-sector energy efficiency achievements,
including having relatively high levels of funding for energy efficiency programs and having strong
legislative and regulatory requirements and support for energy efficiency.

e In meeting future, higher, energy efficiency savings requirements, key additional factors identified
include: having appropriate incentives for utilities to pursue energy efficiency (including both
shareholder incentives and decoupling) and securing the commitment of top utility management; having
high quality energy efficiency programs; and appropriately recognizing the cost of carbon emissions

e Other issues such as who administers the energy efficiency programs (utilities or state government or
independent 31 parties), or whether a state is “restructured”, or particular demographics or climate, are
not regarded as particularly important factors in whether or not a state can achieve high levels of energy
efficiency achievements.

e To date, utility-sector energy efficiency savings achievements have been heavily dominated by savings
in the “lighting” area, and there is a widely-acknowledged need to increase savings in other end-uses
and program areas. The focus is on going deeper and broader when addressing end-use energy
efficiency.

e There is no single ‘magic bullet’ strategy for achieving the aggressive new energy efficiency goals that
are being established in a number of jurisdictions, but the industry has an extensive base of experience in
leading states to draw upon to help meet this challenge.
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Executive Summary

Public and private funding for end-use energy efficiency actions is expected to increase
significantly in the United States over the next decade. Increased funding should result in more
benefits as well as more scrutiny of these results. Therefore, evaluating the effectiveness and
energy saving impacts of energy efficiency programs is likely to become increasingly important
for policymakers and private and public funders of efficiency actions. This report focuses on
evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) issues relating to estimating savings and
impacts of energy efficiency programs and includes:

e A review of the strengths and weaknesses of current EM&V methods and practices;

e EMA&YV issues associated with improving and scaling up EM&YV practices under several
future federal and regional efficiency funding and implementation scenarios; and

e Suggested activities and projects that address these emerging EM&YV issues and support
more consistent and standardized approaches to estimating the savings, impacts, and
effectiveness of energy efficiency programs.

While EM&YV can be a subject of interest for all types of energy efficiency investments, this
report focuses on EM&YV of efficiency programs (versus projects) funded with ratepayer
monies.

The work underlying this report was conducted to support an EM&V Technical Work Group
formed from the Leadership Group of the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (The
Action Plan). The Action Plan is a private-public initiative established to create a sustainable,
aggressive national commitment to energy efficiency through the collaborative efforts of gas and
electric utilities, utility regulators, and other partner organizations. The EM&V Technical Work
Group, made up of 21 EM&V experts and policy makers from across the country, is researching
possible projects that the Action Plan can undertake to (1) improve the practice of determining
the effectiveness and savings of end-use (non-transportation) energy efficiency activities and (2)
standardize the evaluation methods and terms used to report on gross and net program savings in
different jurisdictions.

As part of this research project, we interviewed over 50 energy efficiency policy experts and
regulatory staff, program administrators, evaluation project managers, and evaluation
practitioners in 14 states and the Pacific Northwest region. These states account for ~80-85% of
current spending on ratepayer-funded energy efficiency. A key objective of this activity was to
catalog the range of evaluation practices and methods used in different jurisdictions and identify
important emerging evaluation issues. We also had discussions with 11 national evaluation
experts, and 21 members of the Action Plan EM&V Technical Work Group.

We found that policymaker, technical experts and stakeholder views on EM&YV issues depend to
some extent on how the energy efficiency market and efforts to develop national savings goals
evolve. Thus, we defined three alternative energy efficiency future scenarios as part of our work
with the EM&V Technical Work Group in order to obtain their input on the relative importance
of different EM&YV issues under each scenario: (1) state policy (Business as Usual), (2) national
policy (National Drivers), or (3) regional initiatives (Regional Drivers).

iX
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Key findings of this study with respect to current EM&YV methods and practices are:

e EM&V uses and users - Respondents identified the three most important current uses of
evaluations of energy efficiency programs as: 1) quantification of level of savings (both
energy and peak demand); 2) assessment of program cost-effectiveness; and 3) future
program planning, design and implementation. Regulatory agencies, energy efficiency
program managers, and third-party implementers were identified as the most important
users of evaluation studies, followed by state energy offices.

e Usefulness of EM&YV studies - Policymakers and regulatory agency staff indicated that
EM&YV studies were useful overall (average rating of 3.8 on a 1-5 scale with 5 being
extremely useful). For those that indicated that the studies were not useful, reasons given
were that they were not timely (i.e. too late) or did not include discussion of factors that
cause uncertainty in the savings results.

e Importance by type of EM&V study - Process, load impact and benefit cost evaluations
of energy efficiency programs were seen by experts to be highly important at present and
in the future. Respondents also indicated that their assessment of the relative importance
of load impact, process and market evaluations was unlikely to change in the future
irrespective of the alternative scenario considered.

e Analysis of net program load impacts - About two-thirds of respondents indicated that
most or all energy efficiency programs evaluations in their jurisdictions include
consideration of free-ridership. About 60% of state respondents reported that
spillover/market effects caused by efficiency programs are analyzed.

e Use of deemed savings - The vast majority of respondents also reported that deemed
savings estimates are frequently used in evaluations of mass market energy efficiency
programs and that these ex-ante savings estimates are usually trued-up based on ex-post
evaluations; with regulatory decisions indicating whether they are updated every year or
less often.

e Allocation of EM&V budgets - The allocation of the total EM&V budget among
process, load impact, and market research studies varies significantly among the
jurisdictions. Impact studies accounted for 75% or more of total EM&V funding in six
states and between 50-60% of total EM&V funding in 4 states and 30% in one state.

e Respondent’s recommendations on useful projects to improve EM&YV practices -
Respondents were also asked what type of activities would help mitigate differences in
the methods and terms used to describe program savings between states in the event a
national energy efficiency resource standard was adopted. Sixty-four percent of the
respondents supported the development of a glossary of program savings terms, while
46% supported the development of a national EM&YV protocol. However, what was
meant by national protocols, how detailed they would be, or whether they should be in
the form of voluntary guidelines or mandatory requirements was not assessed.
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Key EM&YV issues

Based on interviews and our research, we identified six EM&V issue categories that are
important to address in order to improve EM&V practices and methods. It will be important to
address these EM&YV issues because the landscape for energy efficiency is evolving fairly
rapidly. In our view, in the future, energy efficiency savings and impacts are likely to be assessed
in a market and policy environment that includes explicit linkage to greenhouse gas mitigation
policies, innovative mechanisms for rewarding performance of program administrators, and in
which there may be multiple administrators and/or sources of funding for energy efficiency
programs. The six EM&V issue categories are:

1. Consistency in reported savings or load impacts - Differences between jurisdictions in
how program savings are estimated and how they are defined (e.g., net versus gross)
makes it very difficult at present to undertake meaningful comparisons of reported
savings among states.

2. Measurement methods used to estimate net savings - EM&V methods are well
documented and relatively standardized for determining gross (direct) energy savings for
energy efficiency programs or projects. In contrast, there is much less agreement on the
value and methods that should be used to estimate net savings. Key areas where
differences exist on issues relating to net savings include: (1) how, if at all, to address
program attribution; (2) how to define and set standards for rigor and accuracy for net
savings given different policy objectives, and (3) how to assess broader “net” market
effects of energy efficiency programs on future spillover savings in the market and the
demand for energy services.

3. Quality control and accuracy - The quality of program evaluation and review processes
varies widely among states because of differences in the level of independent review of
program saving estimates required by state regulatory commissions and because
relatively few states require that the level of uncertainty associated with program savings
estimates be reported, driven in part by the level of technical expertise (e.g., lack of
understanding on how to or the importance of reporting estimation certainty).

4. Allocation of evaluation resources -. Some states tend to focus on reporting only first
year gross program savings and tend to underfund comparative analysis on the
effectiveness of alternative program designs (e.g., process evaluations) and estimates of
the market changes caused or attributed to energy efficiency programs.

5. Independence of program evaluators — EM&YV has two primary objectives, (1) to
assess the savings resulting from an efficiency program or portfolio and (2) to provide
feedback for program/savings improvement. In a regulatory environment where program
savings levels affect administrator compensation, there is a natural friction between the
need for independence between program administrators and evaluators responsible for
estimating program savings and the need for a close working relationship between these
two entities in order to provide useful feedback on programs. We found that a number of
states have moved away from having program administrators manage and/or oversee load
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impact and cost-effectiveness studies in order to reduce perceived or potential conflicts of
interest or undue influence by program administrators. These solutions can create a
“firewall” between program administrators and evaluation firms, which while addressing
independence issues can cause delays in timely and effective feedback on program design
and modification and may also limit the ability to integrate process and impact
evaluations.

6. Integration of load impact results from energy efficiency programs into utility
planning and forecasting — We found that states have made limited progress in
addressing the analytic challenges associated with aggregating estimates of gross
program savings into load forecasting frameworks. Failure to fully account for and
reconcile program savings estimates with load forecasts may result in under- or over-
counting of savings which may adversely affect major resource planning decisions and/or
estimates of impacts on greenhouse gas emissions (GHG).

Recommendations

We provide a number of specific recommendations for activities that can be undertaken to
address the EM&YV issues identified in this report. The relative priority or importance of these
activities varies to some extent on future energy efficiency policy and market environment (e.g.,
Business as Usual driven by state/local policy, National Drivers, and Regional Drivers).
However, many of the proposed activities appear to be beneficial irrespective of the future
scenario(s) that comes to pass.

The specific activities recommended are:

e Develop new method(s) or enhance existing methods for estimating total program
savings that includes both the near term effects of the installation of high-efficiency
technologies or systems and the longer-term behavioral impacts caused by energy
efficiency programs. This can include user issues, such as changes in behavior and
operations and maintenance practices induced by the program, as well as broader
impacts on best practices in the construction trades that install energy efficiency
measures.

e Develop and share best practices guides and case studies on evaluation methods and
planning through webinars and regional seminar series with state, utility, regulatory
staff, and industry. Possible topic areas include:

1. compendium of methods used to develop forecasts of baseline energy usage and
to integrate reported savings results from energy efficiency programs into future
load forecasts;

2. processes used to verify the load impact results of EE programs;
3. compendium of approaches used to structure EE evaluation planning processes;

4. review of the methods and criteria used to select ex-ante measure specific savings
values (deemed or stipulated savings);

xii
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5. review of different methods used to estimate net savings from efficiency
programs; and

6. review methods used to estimate gross and net GHG impacts.

Develop an accessible national or set of regional databases of standardized ex-ante
savings estimates for energy efficiency measures. These efforts would reduce
evaluation costs in states just starting up energy efficiency programs and help to
standardize savings estimates and methods across regions.

Design and implement a national, searchable data base that provides access to energy
efficiency evaluation plans and studies in various states;

Develop and disseminate best practices guides on processes and techniques used to
improve quality control and accuracy in reported program savings; include
recommendations on data collection, quality control, and analysis;

Develop a short program savings reporting format (i.e. one page) for all states and
regions to use in reporting program savings and seek voluntary adoption by region(s)
via regional workshops or other strategies; and

Develop a glossary of standardized EM&V and measure, program, or portfolio terms
for voluntary use by all states and seek voluntary adoption by region(s) through
regional workshops or other strategies.

Xiii
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1. Introduction

Public and private funding for end-use energy efficiency actions is expected to increase
significantly in the United States over the next decade. For example, Barbose et al (2009)
estimate that spending on ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs in the U.S. could
increase from $3.1 billion in 2008 to $7.5 and 12.4 billion by 2020 under their medium and high
scenarios. This increase in spending could yield annual electric energy savings ranging from
0.58% - 0.93% of total U.S. retail sales in 2020, up from 0.34% of retail sales in 2008. Interest
in and support for energy efficiency has broadened among national and state policymakers.
Prominent examples include ~$18 billion in new funding for energy efficiency programs (e.g.,
State Energy Program, Weatherization, and Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants)
in the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Increased funding for energy
efficiency should result in more benefits as well as more scrutiny of these results.

As energy efficiency becomes a more prominent component of the U.S. national energy strategy
and policies, assessing the effectiveness and energy saving impacts of energy efficiency
programs is likely to become increasingly important for policymakers and private and public
funders of efficiency actions. Thus, it is critical that evaluation, measurement, and verification
(EM&YV) is carried out effectively and efficiently, which implies that:

e Effective program evaluation, measurement, and verification (EM&V) methodologies
and tools are available to key stakeholders (e.g., regulatory agencies, program
administrators, consumers, and evaluation consultants); and

e Capacity (people and infrastructure resources) is available to conduct EM&V
activities and report results in ways that support program improvement and provide
data that reliably compares achieved results against goals and similar programs in
other jurisdictions (benchmarking).

The National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (2007) presented commonly used definitions for
EM&V in the context of energy efficiency programs:

e Evaluation (E) - The performance of studies and activities aimed at determining the
effects and effectiveness of EE programs;

e Measurement and Verification (M&V) — Data collection, monitoring, and analysis
associated with the calculation of gross energy and demand savings from individual
measures, sites or projects. M&V can be a subset of program evaluation; and

e Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification (EM&YV) - This term is frequently seen in
evaluation literature. EM&V is a catchall acronym for determining both the effectiveness
of program designs and estimates of load impacts at the portfolio, program and project
level.
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This report is a scoping study that assesses current practices and methods in the evaluation,
measurement and verification (EM&V) of ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs, with a
focus on methods and practices currently used for determining whether projected (ex-ante)
energy and demand savings have been achieved (ex-post).! M&V practices for privately-funded
energy efficiency projects (e.g., ESCO projects) or programs where the primary focus is
greenhouse gas reductions were not part of the scope of this study.?

1.1 Objectives

We identify and discuss key purposes and uses of current evaluations of end-use energy
efficiency programs, methods used to evaluate these programs, processes used to determine those
methods; and key issues that need to be addressed now and in the future, based on discussions
with regulatory agencies, policymakers, program administrators, and evaluation practitioners in
14 states and national experts in the evaluation field.> We also explore how EM&V may evolve
in a future in which efficiency funding increases significantly, innovative mechanisms for
rewarding program performance are adopted, the role of efficiency in greenhouse gas mitigation
is more closely linked, and programs are increasingly funded from multiple sources often with
multiple program administrators and intended to meet multiple purposes.

1.2 National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (Action Plan)

The work underlying this report was conducted primarily to support an EM&V Task Force
formed from the Leadership Group of the National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency (The
Action Plan). The Action Plan is a private-public initiative established to create a sustainable,
aggressive national commitment to energy efficiency through the collaborative efforts of gas and
electric utilities, utility regulators, and other partner organizations. The Action Plan was
established in 2005 as a private-public initiative for creating a sustainable and aggressive
national commitment to EE. The Department of Energy and Environmental Protection Agency
have acted as facilitators of the Action Plan. The Action Plan’s Leadership Group consists of
representatives from electric and gas utilities, state regulators, and other EE organizations.
Leadership Group members are identifying key barriers limiting greater U.S. investment in

L With the passage of ARRA, state and local governments have about $11 billion in funding to implement large-
scale energy efficiency programs and activities over the next 2-3 years under the State Energy Program,
Weatherization Assistance Program, and Energy Efficiency Conservation Block Grant Program.

2 We focus on EM&V practices in the context of accountability for public funds expended primarily for efficiency’s
energy resource benefits. Work on the role of EM&YV in private sector transactions may be appropriate in the future
if the lack of savings documentation or existing savings documentation practices are seen as a barrier to such
transactions. In addition, if there is national energy legislation that includes energy efficiency resource standards
(EERS), the determination of whether a state meets an EERS requirement may require new “top-down” approaches
and/or consideration of savings achieved with or without public funds. If there is regional or national climate
legislation, the documentation of both energy savings and avoided emissions from activities that have a goal of
climate mitigation, and/or use “climate funds” such as taxes or allowance allocations, will require additional EM&V
considerations.

% Evaluation efforts sometimes include measurement and verification, although project- or measure- level M&V
analysis issues are generally not covered in this report.
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energy efficiency, and developing and documenting sound business practices for removing these

barriers.*

The Action Plan’s EM&YV Task force, made up of 21 EM&YV experts and policy makers from
across the country, is researching possible projects that the Action Plan can undertake to (1)

improve the practice of determining the effectiveness and savings of end-use (non-

transportation) energy efficiency activities and (2) standardize the evaluation methods and terms
used to report on gross and net program savings in different jurisdictions. The EM&V Task
Force is continuing its work while this report has been prepared to document the research
conducted and conclusions reached to date by the report’s authors. The EM&V Task Force may

initiate actions or recommend the same or other actions.

1.3 Report Organization

The report is organized as follows:

e In Section 2, we describe the overall approach and methods used in this study,

including the audience targeted for interviews and response rate;

e In Section 3, we discuss respondent’s views on current and future uses of EM&V
studies, key users, and present perspectives of various states on EM&V

approaches;

e In Section 4, we discuss EM&YV practices with respect to planning evaluation
activities, present information on EM&V budgets in various states, summarize
practices and methods used to estimate and report savings from energy efficiency
programs, precision/accuracy requirements, and review of EM&YV studies.

e In Section 5, we summarize key differences in evaluation practices and methods
among the 14 states and NEEA, identify factors that may account for these
differences, and identify current and emerging EM&YV issues pertaining to

evaluating the effectiveness of energy efficiency programs.

e In Section 6, we present a set of recommended activities that can be pursued to
improve the quality and consistency of EM&V practices in estimating load

impacts.

4 http://www.epa.gov/cleanenergy/energy-programs/napee/index.html

3
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2. Approach

In this section, we describe the methods used to collect information on evaluation practices and
issues. Because of time and budget constraints, the project team focused on reviewing
information from 14 selected states and a regional energy efficiency organization (Northwest
Energy Efficiency Alliance or NEEA): California, Connecticut, Florida, l1daho, Illinois, lowa,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New York, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Texas and Wisconsin.
These states vary significantly in the experience with and maturity of ratepayer-funded EE
programs, ranging from 1 to 20 years.’

Table 1. Ratepayer-funded energy efficiency budgets and EM&V expenditures for selected states

e | B | 20T EE | Pougie | e buder | Ecpudge | 2BEMEV
(million $) Capita ($) (million $) (million $) per g)aplta (million $)°
CA 1014.2 28 80.2 1376.7 37 79.3
CT 113.6 32 1.7 107.4 31 1.4
FL 124.3 7 ? 138.9 7 0.1
IA 58.9 20 3 90.5 30 32
ID 19.7 13 0.9 33.1 21 05
IL 41.0 3 13 67.4 5 2.2
MA 148.9 23 5.1 208.5 32 7.8
ME 16.8 13 0.2 20.8 16 0.2
MN 136.5 26 73.7 14 13
NEEA® 97.5 NA 105.2 NA 18
NY 287.9 15 7.7 421.2 22 7.6
OR 76.8 20 1.6 105.4 28 2.210
PA ? ? ? 8.7 1 0.1
TX 106.4 4 01 101.8 4 0.2
wi 140 25 2.4 162.4 29 48

Source: Consortium for Energy Efficiency (2008), Consortium for Energy Efficiency (2009) and U.S. Census
11
Bureau.

® We typically refer to the 14 states and NEEA as ‘jurisdictions.’

® CcEE (2008), sum of electricity and gas program budgets: http://www.ceel.org/ee-pe/2008/us_gas.php,
http://www.ceel.org/ee-pe/2008/us_electric.php. No gas program data reported for PA and TX.

" CEE (2009), figure 26. Data are missing from at least one electric program administrator in MA and MN. At least
one organization did not allow release of gas data at the state level in IL, MN, NY and OR.

8 CEE (2009); total of Electric Program EM&V Budget (Figure 46) and Gas Program EM&V Budget (Figure 48).
No reported gas program EM&V data for FL, ME, OR and TX. Only a small number of utilities reported gas
program EM&V data for IL.

° The energy efficiency program budget of Bonneville Power Authority (BPA) is also included:; includes electricity
programs only.

19 Estimated EM&V spending for Oregon accounts only for Energy Trust of Oregon’s (ETO) expenditures,
including both external contracts (~55%) and internal resources (~45%) committed for EM&V activities (Gordon
2010). Data for utility EM&V expenditures in 2009 was not available.

4
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Energy efficiency budgets for electric and gas utilities are shown for the targeted jurisdictions
and accounted for approximately 70% of the total U.S. budget for ratepayer-funded energy
efficiency in 2007 (see Table 1). Ten of these states have energy efficiency budgets that are
greater than $10 per capita in 2009, except for Pennsylvania, Illinois, Florida, and Texas. These
states and NEEA account also for about 84% of the EM&V budgets for ratepayer-funded energy
efficiency programs in 2008.

An interview protocol was developed for three types of respondents in each jurisdiction (see
Appendix A):
e State regulatory commission staff and policymakers in each of the 14 states;
e Administrators of ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs (e.g., utilities, Energy
Trust of Oregon, NEEA); and
e Practitioners (e.g. program evaluation firms and consultants familiar with EM&V
activities of specific jurisdictions).

Topics that were discussed with each of these groups included: the context, uses, and users of
EM&YV studies; resources devoted for EM&V studies; evaluation planning process and selection
of EM&V methods; methods used to estimate load impacts from energy efficiency programs;
and emerging policy issues (see Appendix A; section A.1). We also collected additional
information from state regulators and policymakers on how they used evaluation studies and
their ideas on how to improve the usefulness of evaluation studies in their state (see Appendix A,
section A.2).

We also contacted and had discussions with national-level EM&V and/or energy efficiency
policy experts to obtain their perspective on evaluation planning processes, methods used to
estimate load impacts, emerging policy issues, and the effectiveness of EM&V studies to
policymakers (see Appendix A, section A.3).

The interview topics and questions were sent via email to 90 people in the first three cohorts
(state regulators/ policy makers, program administrators and local evaluation practitioners) and
17 in the fourth cohort (national EM&YV practitioners). Contacts in each state were recommended
by members of the TWG or the project team. Some respondents chose to complete the
questionnaire electronically, while others discussed their responses during phone conversations
with project team members.

The actual response rate was 57% for policymakers and regulators, 77% for program
administrators, and 43% for local evaluation practitioners (see Table 2). We contacted 17
national experts and 11 responded, seven of whom were evaluation consultants and four of
whom were regulators or policymakers. Overall, we conducted 64 interviews with state or
national experts out of 107 persons contacted.

1 Table 1 includes electric and gas programs; does not include load management.
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Respondents Respondents Respondents | Respondents
Reg_ulz_itory Energy Efficiency Local_ Total Total
State commission and Program Evalygtlon Responses Targe_t
Policymakers Administrators Practitioners population
CA 2 3 1 6 6
CT 1 0 1 2 6
FL 1 1 1 3 6
1A 2 2 0 4 6
ID 1 2 0 3 6
IL 1 1 1 3 6
MA 1 1 1 3 6
ME 1 1 0 2 6
MN 1 2 0 3 6
NEEA 1 4 2 7 6
NY 1 1 0 2 6
OR 1 2 3 6 6
PA 1 0 1 2 6
TX 1 2 1 4 6
Wi 1 1 1 3 6
TOTAL 17 23 13 53 90

Some respondents provided answers only to questions that drew upon their individual expertise
and experience in the field. Phone discussions were likely to lead to more comprehensive
responses compared to those respondents who provided written responses to the informational
questions via email.

The results of these discussions with state and national experts were presented to the Action Plan
TWG in a web-based seminar in September 2009; identification of emerging EM&V issues was

a key outcome of this meeting.
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3. Uses and Users of EM&V Studies

In this section, we present respondent’s views and ranking of key uses and users of evaluation
studies of energy efficiency programs.*?

3.1 Key Users of Evaluation Studies

Respondents indicated the two most important users of and audiences for EM&V studies include
regulators and utility program managers with scores greater than 4 (see Figure 1). Third-party
service providers and implementers and state energy offices are also an important audience for
EM&YV studies with scores greater than three. Consumer groups, environmental agencies, 1SOs,
and Energy Services Companies (ESCOs) received lower rankings between two and three
(somewhat important).
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Figure 1. Most important audiences for EM&YV studies

12 State-level respondents were asked to rate the importance of key uses and users on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1
representing “not important” and 5 representing “most important” (see Questions 2-3 in Appendix A).
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3.2 Key Uses of Evaluation Studies

About 80% of the 53 state experts responded to questions about the use of EM&YV studies; see
Table 3 for their rankings of relative importance of uses of EE program evaluations. Respondents
indicated that quantifying the level of savings (both energy and peak demand), assessing cost-
effectiveness of programs, and planning, designing, and implementing programs were the highest
ranking uses of EM&YV studies (4.2 or higher on a scale of 5). Other uses such as goal setting,
identifying target market segments, cost recovery, and Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) were
ranked in the middle in importance. Meeting environmental goals, obtaining participation
payment from Independent System Operators (ISOs) in wholesale markets, and assessing
environmental permit allocation were ranked lower in importance. There are also a few examples
where the ratings of current uses of evaluation studies were quite different among
policymakers/regulators and program administrators (e.g., rankings of relative importance
differed by more than 1.2 on a scale of 5 for environmental permit allocation and performance
incentives).’?

Table 3. Relative importance of current use of EE program evaluations

Average Rating (N = 43)
Current Uses of EE Program Evaluations Policymakers/ Program
All LS Evaluators
Regulators | Administrators
Quz?mtlfy level of program energy and peak 47 49 38 45
savings
Assessing cost-effectiveness 4.4 45 4.6 4.0
Prqgram planning, budgeting, design, and 42 49 44 43
refinement
Performance incentives, penalties 3.8 4.1 2.9 4.0
Goal setting (EIectri_city or Natural Gas Savings 36 36 34 34
goals, potential studies)
Identifying or Targeting receptive market 35 35 37 33
segments for EE programs
Cost Recovery for Program Expenses 3.3 3.8 35 2.8
Integrated resource planning 3.2 2.9 3.1 3.6
Me_eti_ng enviror_lmental goals (e.g. CO, 27 29 19 30
emission reduction)
Participation payments for EE program results
from I§Os in E)N?l/olesale marketg ’ 18 21 15 14
Environmental permit allocation 1.4 1.3 3.6 1.2

Note: Scale - 1 = Not important; 2 = Somewhat important; 3 = Important; 4 = Very important; 5 = Most important

13 Sample sizes are relatively small; thus ascribing detailed nuances to these results versus broad trends is not
suggested.
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When asked to rate the importance of these evaluation uses in the future, 36% of respondents
indicated that their ratings for current and future importance of evaluation uses would not
change. Among those respondents (64% of sample) that indicated that their ratings would
change for future evaluation applications, the largest change was in their ranking for meeting
environmental goals: average ranking of 4.1 in future compared to a ranking of 2.7 (somewhat
important) currently.

We also asked several additional questions of policymakers and state regulatory agency staff on
how they typically use information from evaluation studies (see Table 4).** Of the 10
policymakers/regulators who responded to this question, 71% indicated that they read, review,
and rely on the results described in EM&V studies during the normal course of their work.*
Almost all responded that they use the findings from program evaluations as a basis for program
funding decisions and guide for improving program designs. Approximately half use these
studies as basis for determining awards/penalties and to resolve disputes (where applicable).

Table 4. How state policymakers and regulators use information obtained from evaluation studies

Uses Number of Respondents
(N =10)

As basis for program funding decisions or policy changes 9

As the basis for determining performance awards or penalties 5

As a guide to developing better program designs 10

To resolve disputes about program impacts and benefits among

different stakeholder groups 6

Used by program administrators or staff to review the reports 4

and make the changes supported by the analysis

We also asked policymakers/regulators to characterize the usefulness of evaluation studies on a
scale of 1 to 5 with 5 representing “extremely useful.” The average rating among
policymakers/regulators was 3.8 on the usefulness of evaluation studies.. Reasons given by
policymakers/regulators that did not find the evaluation studies useful (i.e. ranked them <3)
included timing of the results available from the EM&YV study (i.e. too late), lacked appropriate
discussion of various effects on results (e.g. small sample sizes), and use of inappropriate
methods. This group of respondents offered two main suggestions to improve EM&YV studies:
greater use of non-technical language and a standardized set of “EM&V” terms in program
impact evaluations (see Table 5).

14 see Appendix A, questions 1-5 in section A-2 asked only of state-level policymakers and regulatory agency staff.

> There is potential for significant self-selection bias in the response to this question in that only people who read or
rely on EM&V studies might respond to this type of survey.

9
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Table 5. Suggestions made by policymaker/regulators to improve the usefulness of EM&V studies

Number of Respondents
(N=10)
More quality control and providing context for numbers 5

Greater use of non-technical language in executive summary to
convey key study results

7
Require the reporting of key information in standardized terms 7
4

Ideas for making evaluation studies more useful

Provide more education to policy makers on how program
savings are estimated and why results may be relevant

4. EM&YV Planning Practices, Methods and Protocols

In this section, we review approaches that various states have taken to planning their evaluation
activities, including roles and responsibilities of various entities (e.g., program administrators,
regulatory agency, stakeholders, evaluation consultants). We summarize respondents’ feedback
on processes used to allocate resources among different types of studies (e.g. load impact,
process, and market) and present information on EM&V budgets in various states and how
EM&YV budgets are allocated among different types of EM&YV activities. We then summarize
current practices and methods used in states to estimate savings from energy efficiency programs
(e.g. definition and use of gross and net savings), including development of Technical Reference
Manuals, use of “deemed” savings approach and requirements for the precision and accuracy of
savings estimates. Finally, we summarize current practices for reviewing EM&V studies as well
as public availability of EM&YV study results in our sample of states.

4.1 Evaluation Planning Practices: Management Roles and Responsibilities and
Oversight

In order to obtain a sense of the institutional process used by states to plan and prioritize EM&V
studies and allocate budgets, we defined three alternative processes that the research team has
observed based on our work:®

e Approach 1: Evaluation planning is initiated by evaluation contractor hired to conduct
evaluation studies based on objectives and goals set by the EE Program Administrator
(PA); PA is final decision-maker on evaluation studies

e Approach 2: Evaluation planning is initiated and conducted by the EE Program
Administrator (PA) in a public setting. Process can be collaborative but the PA is the
final decision-maker on evaluation studies;

e Approach 3: PUC staff or an advisory board (e.g., the Connecticut Energy Conservation
Management Board) leads a public evaluation planning process, supported by an
independent evaluation contractor; PUC makes final decisions regarding priorities and
funding.

16 gee Appendix A, Evaluation Planning Process, question 1.

10
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The evaluation planning processes differ with respect to who initiates and manages the planning
process and which entity is responsible for prioritizing EM&YV studies and funding. In the first
two cases, the program administrators manage and lead the evaluation planning process (either
through an internal process that involves their evaluation contractor and utility program staff or
through a public process), typically hire a third party evaluation contractor that provides input to
this process and conducts the studies, and the program administrator prioritizes and makes
decisions about budget allocations among EM&YV studies. In Approach 3, regulatory commission
staff initiate and manage a public evaluation planning process, typically directing independent
evaluation contractors that have been hired to provide input and conduct studies, and the
regulatory commission will make final decisions regarding priorities and budgets for EM&V
studies.!” Survey respondents were then asked to identify which of the three processes were used
in their state and/or comment on ways in which roles and responsibilities differed from our
prototypes (see Table 6) for compilation of responses from state respondents.

Although, the evaluation planning processes were intended to be more or less exclusive, survey
respondents from seven states indicated that more than one evaluation planning process occurs in
their jurisdiction. Some respondents selected multiple processes because they believed that
different program administrators (e.g. investor-owned utilities vs. municipal utilities) in their
state use different types of evaluation planning processes or because planning processes vary
somewhat by program type or evaluation activity (e.g. process vs. impact). Respondents from
Connecticut, Maine, NEEA, Pennsylvania, Texas and Wisconsin selected one option. A number
of respondents indicated that their evaluation planning process was evolving over time, often
with regulatory commission staff taking more responsibility for managing and overseeing the
process.

Y These three approaches represent somewhat stylized prototypes that illustrate roles and responsibilities. In
practice, evaluation planning is a collaborative process in some states with substantial input and involvement by
program administrators, stakeholders, and regulatory staff.

11
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Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by
Evaluation firm hired to conduct Regulatory sta}ff or _over5|ght
. . - . body who will ultimately
State evaluation studies based on the | Program administrator in a
S : D - approve or adopt a research
objectives or goals from the public setting; Final decisions lan & budaet:
program administrator (PA); are made by PA. . plan get,
. . Final decisions made by state
Final decision made by PA PUC
CA X X
Evaluation Planning performed in
CT : .
a collaborative setting
FL X X
1A X X (but not public setting)
ID X X
IL X X X
MA
ME X
MN X X
NEEA X
NY X X X
OR X X
PA X
X X
Wi X

Respondents reported that Program Administrators managed the process and made the final
decision on which evaluation studies and activities to fund 68% of the time (i.e. the first two
approaches) while regulatory agency staff managed and led evaluation processes in 21% of the
cases (see Table 7). In most cases, the regulatory body may set the overall budget for EM&V,
but then give the Program Administrator the discretion to decide the budget and the scope of the
individual EM&YV studies to execute. ‘Other’ was indicated if the respondent did not choose one

of the other methods or indicated another type of planning process is used.

Table 7. Evaluation planning processes: Respondent views

Evaluation Planning Alternatives Percent
Approach 1: Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by evaluation contractor hired to

conduct evaluation studies based on the objectives or goals from the program administrator. 30%
PA is final decision maker

Approach 2: Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by the program administrator 38%
(PA) in a public setting. Process can be collaborative but the PA is final decision maker

Approach 3: PUC staff led a public evaluation planning process, supported by an

independent evaluation contractor; PUC makes final decisions regarding priorities and 21%
budgets for EM&V studies

Other evaluation processes 11%

12
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States with adopted energy savings goals and related incentives or penalties tend to have more
involvement of regulators in both planning and review of load impact studies and portfolio level
evaluation reports (e.g., California, Minnesota, and Massachusetts). Jurisdictions without explicit
savings goals and/or less experience tend to have evaluation planning processes led by the
Program Administrators. Respondents in several states also indicated that they are in the process
of transitioning from evaluation planning process led by evaluation contractors working on
behalf of program administrators to evaluation planning processes managed and led by
regulatory commission staff (or independent evaluation contractors working at their direction).
This may explain why some survey respondents may have selected more than one evaluation
planning alternatives.

In summary, there is a range of evaluation planning processes across different jurisdictions that
have evolved to meet the needs of Program Administrators and policy makers over time. We
believe that the major differences are probably driven by several factors: (1) the size of program
(and evaluation) budgets (e.g. states that spend less on energy efficiency tend to rely on program
administrators to manage evaluation), (2) regulatory or legislative policies such as Energy
Efficiency Resource Standards or performance-based incentives that place more responsibilities
on regulatory commissions to assess and report program impacts, (3) technical expertise on
energy efficiency program evaluation among regulatory agencies, and (4) the degree of trust
between Program Administrators and state regulators.

4.2 Evaluation Planning Practices: Types of EM&YV studies

We also asked respondents a series of questions on the type of evaluation activities and studies
that are being conducted in their state and their assessment of the relative importance of these
studies. EM&V activities were grouped into three broad categories: impact (including benefit
cost analysis), process, and market effects (e.g., market baseline studies, market assessment, and
potential studies).®

About 80% of the state-level respondents rated the importance of different types of evaluation
studies at present and in the future (see Figure 2). Benefit cost analyses are separated out from
the impact evaluation category since they are sometimes considered separately. In aggregate,
respondents rated impact studies and benefit cost analysis as more important than process
evaluation and market effects studies. In terms of projecting into the future, respondents perceive
that the relative importance of process and benefit-cost studies is likely to decrease while market
effects/market transformation studies are likely to become more important in the future.

18 see Appendix A, Evaluation Planning process, questions 11 and 12
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Figure 2. Respondent’s rating of relative importance of different types of evaluation studies

Respondents ranking of the relative importance of various EM&V activities were influenced by
their relative experience level with energy efficiency programs and EM&V. Respondents from
states with less experience tended to believe that implementing impact and benefit-cost analysis
studies may be more important in the near term than approving studies to estimate market
effects. In contrast, respondents from states that have implemented large-scale energy efficiency
programs for many years tended to place a higher level of importance on estimating market
effects from energy efficiency programs, comparable to load impact studies (i.e., 4.2 for market
effects in future vs. 4.3 for load impact studies). This result could be driven by differences in
program mix among less and more experienced states and/or respondents’ views on the relative
importance of assessing long-term market effects of energy efficiency programs.

4.3 Allocation of funding for EM&YV activities

The Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE 2009) compiles data on EM&V budgets and energy
efficiency programs provided by program administrators and reports state-level information. We
asked respondents to provide additional information on EM&V budgets allocated among three
main types of EM&V activities (e.g. process, impact evaluations, and market research) as well as
updatedlgnformation on the total energy efficiency program budget and projected EM&V

budget.

19 gee Appendix A, Section A.1; Resources for EM&YV, questions 5-10
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EM&YV budgets in the 14 states vary from about $45 million in California to $500,000 in Maine
(see Table 8). Based on information provided by respondents, EM&V budgets currently account
for 5% or more of the total ratepayer-funded energy efficiency program budget in two states (CA
and IA) and less than 1% of the total energy efficiency budget in two states (PA and TX). The
budget for EM&V accounts for 2-5% of the total energy efficiency budget in eight states and the
NEEA.

Table 8. EM&V 2008 funding levels and allocation among activities

state | EM&V Funding | EM&V Funding as % of A'('g;Cﬁtr;;’”ag{ Eh&V Budget
(million $) Total EE Funding o Imp 0
% Market Research)

CA 25 to 45* > 506* 75/15/10

CT 2.0 3% NA

FL NA NA NA

IA 8 > 5% 50/30/20

ID NA NA NA

IL 2.6 2-3% 75/15/10

MA 6.3 3-5%* 75/15/10

ME 0.5 2-3% 30/50 /20

MN 0.7 3-5% NA
NEEA NA 3-5% 60/30/10

NY g% 3-5% 80/10/10

OR 2% 2-3%* 50/30/20

PA NA <1% 50/30/20

X 0.8 <1% 75/15/10
wi# 3to4 3-5% 100 /0/0

* Range depicts answers provided by different respondents from California; funding also includes evaluations
activities for codes and standards.
NA = not available

The allocation of EM&V budget among different types of activities also varies substantially
across jurisdictions. Six states currently allocate 75% or more of their EM&V budget for impact
evaluation while three states and NEEA allocate between 50-60% of their EM&V budget to
impact evaluations. Respondents in Maine indicated that process evaluations account for 50% of
their EM&V budget and it appears that many states allocate between 10-20% of their EM&V
budget to market research. Wisconsin does not allocate any budget to either process or market
research studies. Respondents from four states (Connecticut, Florida, 1daho, and Minnesota)
were unable to provide estimates of budget allocations by type of EM&V activity.

Respondents were also asked to rank the relative importance of various factors in selecting the
type of evaluation studies to pursue (load impact, process, and market effects) during the
planning phase and in determining allocation of EM&V budget. The overall budget allocated for
EM&YV and the perceived degree of uncertainty in existing estimates of program savings and
costs were ranked as the most important factors by respondents.

20 Annual funding for the 2009-2013 cycle.

2t Program administrators may conduct some market research during program implementation phase; market
research is not carried out as part of EM&V activities.
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4.4 Evaluation Practices: EM&V protocol and Technical Reference Manual of deemed
savings

Three states (California, New York, and Wisconsin) have developed their own EM&YV protocols
which require the use of specific methods to evaluate the impacts of efficiency programs (see
Table 9).”* Respondents indicated that Florida and lowa rely primarily on the IPMVP protocol,
while Illinois and Pennsylvania are considering developing an EM&YV protocol.

Eight states (CA, CT, MA, ME, MN, NY, TX, and WI) and the Pacific Northwest region
currently have developed a standard energy efficiency measure data base (or Technical
Reference Manual) and several states are planning or considering developing Technical
Reference Manuals (e.g. PA, IL).% Practices differ in terms of whether the use of deemed
savings is mandatory for program administrators or encouraged and whether deemed values are
verified, ex-ante or ex-post, by an independent party. Standard EM&V practice indicates that
when using deemed savings it is crucial to verify a sample of installations to ensure the measures
were actually installed and working per the specifications defined for using the deemed savings
value. Eight states have or are considering an audit requirement to verify a sample of
installations resulting from efficiency programs.

22 The approach and scope of EM&V protocols varies somewhat among states. For example, in some states, EM&V
protocols define the planning and analysis processes to use for EM&V of specific types of energy efficiency
programs. Some protocols offer guidance while others lay out mandatory methods and/or certainty/reliability criteria
for reported results.

2 n Wisconsin, TRM has been developed for half of the programs and is under preparation for the remaining.
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Table 9. EM&YV Protocols and Technical Reference Manual
EM&V
protocols exist
to guide or Is there a
require use of Technical Audit requirement
specific Resource .
State to verify sample of
methods to Manual or . .
. installations?
evaluate Deemed Savings
program or database?
market
savings?
CA Yes Yes Yes
CT No Yes Part of program
No; Rely on
FL IPMVP No Yes
No; Rely on
1A IPMVP No No
ID No No No
IL Not yet, in Not yet Yes
process
MA No Yes; in next two Yes for most
months programs
ME No Yes No
MN Yes for_ custom Yes Yes
projects
NEEA No No No
NY Yes Yes Yes
OR No No No
PA Not yet Planned Under review
X No Yes In practice yes
WI Yes Planned Yes

4.5 Evaluation Methods to estimate Savings and Load Impacts

In this section, we summarize current practices and methods used to estimate savings from

energy efficiency programs.

4.5.1 Guidance on Required Components in Program Savings Report
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Evaluation consultants have chosen to estimate the savings from programs at different levels of
granularity depending on the needs of program administrators and state regulatory policies. We
asked respondents to provide information on current practices in their jurisdiction with respect to
the level of granularity with which savings are reported:

e Average Savings over a population for specific energy efficiency measures;
e Average Savings at the end use level where more than one measure may have been

installed,;
e Average Savings at the program level; or
e Average Savings at the portfolio level.
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The level of detail chosen in each jurisdiction depends in part on regulatory policy and the extent
to which program administrators rely on ex-ante deemed savings values for specific efficiency
measures or systems. Jurisdictions with significant experience in implementing large-scale
energy efficiency programs tend to rely on estimating savings at the measure level because these
inputs are needed to assess program cost-effectiveness and assess differences between planned
and achieved program savings. However, in some states that are ramping up ratepayer-funded
energy efficiency, evaluation efforts tend to focus on reporting savings at the program level
initially and then over time to report savings at the end use and measure level.

4.5.2 Net and Gross Savings

We provided a short glossary of commonly used definitions of net and gross savings from
previous Action Plan documents (Schiller, 2007), as part of the interviews and discussions with
respondents:

e Gross savings - The change in energy consumption and demand that results directly from
program-related actions taken by participants in an efficiency program, regardless of why
they participated.

e Net savings - The total change in energy consumption and demand that is attributable to
an EE program or efficiency standard. This change may include, implicitly or explicitly,
the effects of free-drivers, free-riders, state or federal energy efficiency standards,
changes in the level of energy service and natural change effects, spillover, and market
effects.

During the literature review, it became clear that there is some variation among states in how
gross and net savings are defined and in the relative priority placed on reporting gross and/or net
savings in estimating load impacts from energy efficiency programs. In order to assess current
practices in this area, respondents were asked to identify which savings metrics are reported and
provide definitions used in their states.?

The greatest variation in practices is in the types of market influences and program effects that
are included or required by states in estimating the net load impacts of ratepayer-funded energy
efficiency programs (see Table 10). For example, free-ridership effects are analyzed in
estimating net program savings in ten states, while eight states require estimates of spillover or
market effects in estimating net program savings. California is the only state in our sample that
attempts to account for leakage effects in selected energy efficiency programs, which involves
estimating the fraction of incented products that move across state lines.

In many states the choice of whether to measure free riders or market effects is an ad hoc
decision influenced by the size of the program and available evaluation budgets. For example, in
California free ridership is estimated for all energy efficiency programs but the positive (or
negative) market effects caused by energy efficiency programs are only periodically evaluated on
an ad hoc basis. Market effects and the related load impacts of programs are sometimes

2% See Appendix A; Section A.1 Load Impact Methods, Questions 8 and 9. Some respondents provided definitions
for net and gross savings; many respondents agreed with the definitions that were provided in the glossary.
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measured for large programs although currently, utilities in California are not allowed to include
these market effects estimates in annual reports of program savings.

Table 10. Market influences and program effects included in estimates of net savings from energy
efficiency programs

. . [Spillover/ Market|Leakage to Other
State Free-ridership Effects States?
CA Yes Yes in few cases Yes, but just for
selected programs
CT Yes Yes in some cases NA
FL Yes Yes No
1A No No NA
ID® No No No
IL Yes Yes NA
MA Yes Yes No
ME Yes No No
MN Yes No No
NEEA No No No
NY Yes Yes No
OR Yes Yes No
PA No NA No
X No No No
Wi Yes Yes in few cases No
Total Yes 10 8 1

In assessing the effects of these parameters, an understanding of how they are measured, how
frequently they are measured, and how the results are used are important considerations, and
would be helpful companion questions in any future comparative research on net savings.

Program administrators and evaluators are required to report both gross and net savings in seven
states (CA, FL, IL, IA, MA, ME, TX, and WI) and NEEA (see Table 11). Only gross savings
are required to be reported in Illinois, Minnesota, and Texas, while only net savings are required
to be reported in Connecticut and New York.

Five of seven states that require both gross and net savings to be reported indicated that the net
savings include spillover and/or market effects caused by the program. In Maine, the definition
for gross and net is the same, while in NEEA and California the net savings definition does not
include spillover and/or market effects.

25 |daho PUC staff has notified each of Idaho’s utilities that net-to-gross estimates are necessary for credible reports
of savings and cost-effectiveness and that at least some of the utilities program reports do include net-to-gross
adjustments. However, there is no formal requirement for including estimates of free-ridership, spillover, and
leakage by the PUC.
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Table 11. Reporting and definition of net and gross savings in EM&V studies

Requirement to Do r_1et program

report gross or net Savings include

State program savings or spillover and/or
both? market effects
caused by program?
CA Both No
CT Net NA
FL Both Yes
1A Sometimes both No
ID Net?® No
IL Both Yes
MA Both Yes
Gross and Net are

ME Both defined as the same
MN Gross NA
NEEA Gross No
NY Net Yes
OR Both No
PA Under Review Under Review
X Gross NA
Wi Both Yes?’
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We also asked state respondents for their views on what type of savings should be reported for
ratepayer-funded energy efficiency programs (see Table 12).2% About 57% of respondents
favored reporting both gross and net savings, while 15% favored reporting only gross savings.
Some respondents that favored reporting only gross savings indicated that conducting extensive
net-to-gross type of studies is a waste of resources (i.e. time and money) given the uncertainties
in attributing savings to a single program. About 10% of respondents favored reporting only net
program savings.

Table 12. Respondent views regarding reporting of net and/or gross savings

Should the energy savings from utility

f Responses
programs be reported as net program savings, _
. (N=50)
gross program savings, or both?

Report Net savings only 6%

Report Gross savings only 15%

Report Both 57%

Neither or No response 22%

26 This is not a formal requirement by the PUC, however, PUC staff has notified all the utilities to estimate both net
and gross savings — especially, net savings — since, they are necessary for estimating cost-effectiveness of EE

programs.

%" Often these studies are without quantification.
28 See Appendix A, Section A.1; Load Impact Methods, Questions 10 and Section A.3, Question 11.
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About two-thirds of the state respondents indicated it was definitely (or possibly) a problem if

some states estimated only gross savings while other states estimated and reported only net
savings (see Table 13).%

Table 13. Comparability of EM&YV load impact results among states

From your perspective, is it a problem if utility program R
. ; ; : . . esponses
savings are being reported using gross savings estimates in —
. : ; ; (N=49)
some states and using net savings estimates in others?

Yes 35%

Maybe 33%

No 15%

No answer 17%

About 68% of respondents indicated that inconsistencies in program savings terms would
become a “very important problem” in the event that energy efficiency resource standards were
adopted at the national level (ranking of 3.89 on a scale of 1 to 5 where 1 represented “not
important” and 5 represented “extremely important™).

Respondents were then asked to propose initiatives that could address this consistency problem.
About 60% of the survey respondents indicated that a glossary of program savings terms could
be developed at a national level to ensure that states and program administrators use the same
savings definitions or terms when reporting program savings. For example, precise definitions of
net and gross savings could be used by the Energy Information Agency (EIA) as part of its
annual data collection efforts through forms such as EIA-861.

About 47% of the respondents also supported the development of national EM&YV protocols that
could be made available to states. However, a number of respondents from states that have
implemented large-scale ratepayer funded energy efficiency programs for a long time raised
concerns about developing national EM&V protocols as they felt their existing state-level
protocols on gross and net savings are likely to be better suited to their respective regulatory
frameworks and policies than a national protocol.

4.5.3 Estimating Load Impacts from Energy Efficiency: Dealing with uncertainty

We also asked questions about how precision and accuracy requirements for estimating savings
from energy efficiency were set and by who as part of our effort to understand current evaluation
practices.®® We found that only four states (CA, CT, NY, and MA) require that their EM&V
methodologies incorporate estimates of the uncertainty in program load impact estimates, while
Illinois is considering adding this requirement (see Table 14). These reporting requirements are
usually described in an EM&V protocol or public utility commission decision on ratepayer-
funded energy efficiency programs.

29 See Appendix A, Section A.1 Emerging Policy Issues, Questions 14 and 15 and Section A.3, Questions 15 and
16.

%0 See Appendix A; Section A.1 questions 13 and 14.
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In terms of which entities are involved, respondents indicated that requirements are set on a case
by case basis through a collaborative process involving multiple entities in seven states (see
Table 15). For example, in Illinois and Oregon all three entities (i.e., oversight body, program
administrator and evaluator) are involved in setting the precision and accuracy requirements (see
Table 12). In six states (Connecticut, Massachusetts, Maine, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas,
and Wisconsin), the precision and accuracy requirements are set by only one entity; the entity
varies by state. In California, the accuracy and precision requirements are codified as part of the
adopted evaluation protocols and enforced by the staff of the California Public Utility

Commission.

Table 14. How is certainty defined and addressed

Requirement to
identify range of
uncertainty in EM&V protocols require (or provide guidance) on
program savings | specific methods to use in evaluating and reporting
State estimates? savings uncertainty?
California Yes Yes
Yes; 80/20 for
Connecticut surveys No
Florida No No; rely on IPMVP
Idaho No No
Illinois No, but likely Not yet, in process
lowa No No; rely on IPMVP
Maine No No
Massachusetts Yes No
Minnesota No Yes for custom projects
NEEA No No
New York Yes Yes
Oregon No No
Pennsylvania No Not yet
Texas No No
Wisconsin No Yes
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Table 15. Who sets precision, accuracy, or robustness requirements for savings estimates?

Precision, accuracy, and robustness requirements for savings
estimates are set by:
_ Program Evalqator l_)ased on
State ngryght Body and Administrators on a pr_ofessmna_l judgment,
codified in protocols - prior experience and/or
case by case basis budget constraints
get cons
CA Program & Portfolio Program & Portfolio
cT By evaluator bgt reviewed
by Collaborative Board
FL Program Program
1A Program Program
ID Program & Portfolio Program
IL Program & Portfolio Program & Portfolio Program & Portfolio
MA Program & Portfolio
ME Program
MN Program & Portfolio
NEEA Program & Portfolio Program
NY Program & Portfolio
OR Program Program & Portfolio Program
PA Program & Portfolio
TX Program & Portfolio
WI Program Program & Portfolio Program & Portfolio

4.6 Implementation of EM&YV studies

Respondents in the case study states were also asked to indicate how long it typically took for
program savings results to be available in their state after energy efficiency programs were
implemented.®* About 30% of the respondents indicated that savings estimates were available

between 12-18 months after programs were implemented and another 30% indicated that it took
longer than 18 months for these results to be available (see Table 16). We found that the answers
on typical cycle time for saving estimates varied among respondents from the same state, in part
because respondents had different interpretations of the term savings estimates. Respondents that
interpreted these two words to mean estimates of program savings from the tracking systems
tended to report the cycle time as less than six months while other respondents interpreted
savings estimates to mean the time it took for an independent party to complete an evaluation of
gross program savings. These respondents indicated that it took from 12 to 18 months from
program end date until the verification report was complete.

%1 See Appendix A, Section Al.; Load Impact methods, question 21.
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Table 16. Typical cycle time for savings estimates from energy efficiency programs

Time Period Number of ?llilr\z/eilo)Respondents
Less than 6 months 7
6-12 months 8
12- 18 months 12
More than 18 months 12

The frequency of evaluations for the same (or similar) energy efficiency programs implemented
in consecutive years varies across jurisdictions and program types. Twenty respondents noted
that energy efficiency program evaluations usually take more than a year to complete. Fourteen
respondents indicated that programs are evaluated annually or more frequently.” A number of
respondents indicated that the time spent conducting the load impact evaluation varies by
program and also may change from program cycle-to-cycle as EE programs and policies evolve.

4.7 Review and reporting of EM&V study results

Table 17 summarizes current practices for reporting EM&V study results in these jurisdictions.
In virtually all states (except Idaho), annual reports that summarize program savings are
currently available in the public domain or planned for the future (see Table 17). In most states
(except lowa, Idaho and Texas), program savings are aggregated in order to determine whether
the annual energy efficiency savings goals are met.

In most states (except Florida and Minnesota), a public review is normally conducted of draft

load impact studies. In Connecticut, Illinois, and New York, an advisory group conducts the
review or a third-party is appointed specifically for conducting the review.

24



Table 17. Availability and review process for load impact studies

Do annual

Are annual reports include . .
reports that program savings Is a public review
summarize of draft load
State program savings summe_d to impact studies
available in the determmg If conducted?
public domain? annual savings
goals were met?
CA Yes Yes Yes
CT Yes Yes Boarq appoint; 3"
parties to review
FL Yes Yes Yes
1A Yes No Yes
ID Yes No Sometimes
IL Not yet Planned Yes; Evaluation
group
MA Yes Yes Yes
ME Yes NA Yes
MN Yes Yes No
NEEA Yes Yes Yes
Yes; Evaluation
NY Yes Yes Advisory Group
OR Yes Yes Yes
PA Not yet Will be In process
Yes for some
X Yes No utilities; No for
some utilities
WI Yes Yes Yes
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5. Current and Emerging Issues in EM&YV Practices

In this section we first summarize key differences in evaluation practices and methods among the
14 states and NEEA, discuss key factors that may account for these differences, and identify
EM&YV issues that arise if the policy objective is to move towards more consistency across states
and regions in assessing load impacts of energy efficiency programs. We then identify six
EM&YV issue categories based on discussions with respondents and the Action Plan EM&V
Technical Work Group.

5.1 Emerging issues in evaluation practices and methods: Key drivers

Table 16 summarizes key differences in evaluation practices and methods identified among the
jurisdictions in this study. The project team identified three key factors as having a significant
influence in the evolution of evaluation practices over time among states:

1) Length of Experience - the number of years of experience that a state has in
implementing and evaluating energy efficiency programs or the relative size of a states’
energy efficiency program activity, which is often correlated with where program
administrators and regulatory commissions are in terms of the “learning curve” of
evaluation practices;

2) Regulatory Culture - the degree of regulatory intervention and oversight by regulatory
staff (and involvement by stakeholders) in energy efficiency program planning,
development and evaluation efforts, including the degree of trust and cooperation
between regulators and program administrators; and

3) Incentive Structure - the existence of statewide or utility-specific energy savings goals
with consequences for non-performance (e.g., Energy Efficiency Resource Standard) or
performance incentives offered to program administrators for successfully achieving
program savings or other impact targets.

We identify these factors and list those that have in our judgment the largest impact in
influencing differences among states (see middle column of Table 18). For example, we think
that the fact that states have varying levels of experience implementing energy efficiency
programs is probably the biggest reason that accounts for lack of consistency in reporting
conventions (#2). Conversely, energy efficiency program administrators face varying legislative
requirements (e.g. state EERS vs. requirement to do a DSM plan) or have different financial
incentives/consequences which we think is a key driver that accounts for varying definitions of
program savings (#1) and methods used to measure net savings (#4), and often increased scrutiny
and review of load impact studies (#8).

In the last column of Table 18, we highlight key evaluation issues identified by respondents (and
the project team) that are likely to arise if the policy objective (or legislative requirement) was to
ensure more consistency in reporting of savings and load impacts from energy efficiency
programs across different jurisdictions.
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Table 18. Differences in evaluation practices and methods among states: Potential implications if
move towards regional or national protocols

Differences in Evaluation Planning and
Practices among states

Key Factors Driving
Differences:

1: Length of
Experience

2: Regulatory Culture
3: Incentive Structure

EM&YV lssue

1. Definition of program savings — e.g., are 1,3 Comparability of savings reports among states and
savings reported as gross, narrow net, or impact of EE program savings on load forecasts
wide net?

2. Reporting conventions (e.g., program 1 Comparability of savings reports among states and
Savings = forecast savings, or reported impact of EE program savings on load forecasts
savings (from the Program Administrator)
or verified savings (as reported by
independent evaluator)

3. Existence and Use of Evaluation 1,2 Is there a need for regional or national guidelines?
Guidelines or Protocols Is there a need for mandatory EM&V protocols?

4. Methods used to measure net savings for 1,3 Disagreement on the value, accuracy and ability to
use in program reporting and cost- estimate net savings rather than measuring gross
effectiveness screening savings & stipulating to ex ante net-to-gross (NTG)

values

5. Use of ex ante compared to ex post 1,2 What is the relative priority of measuring total
evaluation approaches to estimate verified savings in markets compared to net program
savings; relative importance of determining savings? What are the potential costs and benefits
program attribution among similar of extensive use of deemed savings to estimate
programs in same market; frequency of program savings?
performing market change or market
effects evaluations

6. Public disclosure requirements for EM&V 1,2 Comparability of savings reports among states;
study results and/or inputs and outputs used potential need to encourage more third party review
in evaluation models of evaluations sponsored by program administrators

7. Varying or ad hoc processes used to 1,3 Over-allocation of resources to load impact studies
allocate evaluation resources between load can crowd out resources for process or market
impact, process, and market evaluations evaluations

8. Level of effort used to review evaluation 1,2,3 Can the savings results from all states be treated as
methods and results from load impact equally reliable or rigorous given the wide range in
studies varies from no third party review to intensity of review processes? Does it matter?
intensive review and public hearings.

9. Responsibility for estimating GHG 1,3 Should EE program administrators be responsible
impacts of EE programs is spread between for reporting GHG impacts? Who should vet GHG
program administrators, air quality calculations and what is desired level of accuracy?
agencies and utility commissions,

10. Integration of EE portfolio savings 1,2,3 In some cases, it is not correct to simply subtract

estimates (gross or net) to modify statewide

or regional load forecasts at nodal levels is
sometimes required, often neglected and
usually executed poorly because of
difference in baseline assumptions between
EE programs and load forecasting models

EE program savings from the load forecast. Better
understanding of forecast of baseline usage and
naturally occurring savings is needed.

Note: Key factors found to drive these practice differences are: 1 = Amount of EE Program Experience; 2 =

Regulatory culture; 3 = Incentive Structure for Program Administrators
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Technical Work Group identified a broad set of issues that need to be addressed to improve the
consistency of EM&V practices, methods, and reporting among states. The project team
consolidated and grouped these emerging issues into six broad categories, in part to provide a
framework for a set of suggested activities and projects that begin to address these key EM&V

issues:

1.

Consistency in Reported Savings or Load Impacts - Differences between jurisdictions
in how program savings are estimated and how they are defined (e.g., net versus gross)
makes comparison of reported savings between jurisdictions and their comparison against
benchmarks very difficult if not impossible.

Measurement Methods Used to Estimate Net Savings — EM&V methods are well
documented and relatively standardized for determining gross (direct) energy savings for
energy efficiency projects. However, there is much less agreement on the value and
methods that should be used to estimate net savings. Key areas where differences exist on
issues relating to net savings include: (1) how, if at all, to address program attribution; (2)
how to define and set standards for rigor and accuracy for net savings given different
policy objectives, and (3) how to assess broader “net” market effects of energy efficiency
programs on future spillover savings in the market and the demand for energy services.

Quality Control and Accuracy — The quality of program evaluation and review
processes varies widely among states because of differences in the level of independent
review of program saving estimates required by state regulatory commissions and
because relatively few states require that the level of uncertainty associated with program
savings estimates be reported, driven in part by the level of technical expertise (e.g., lack
of understanding on how to or the importance of reporting estimation certainty).

Evaluation Resource Allocation - Some states with less experience with energy
efficiency tend to focus on reporting first year gross program savings and tend to
underfund comparative analysis on the effectiveness of alternative program designs (e.g.
process evaluations) and estimates of the market changes caused or attributed to energy
efficiency programs. States with more experience often focus on estimating net savings
attributable to a set of programs offered in various market segments and spend more
dollars on estimating net savings. Making a decision on what type of evaluation planning
process is likely to yield the optimal allocation of evaluation funds and what level of
stakeholder involvement is needed in these funding decisions is an unresolved issue in
this field.
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5. Independence of Program Evaluators — EM&YV has two primary objectives, (1) to
assess the savings resulting from an efficiency program or portfolio and (2) to provide
feedback for program/savings improvement. In a regulatory environment where program
savings levels affect administrator compensation, there is a natural friction between the
need for independence between evaluation consultants responsible for estimating
program savings and program administrators. In contrast, a close working relationship
between program administrators and evaluators facilitates evaluators being able to
provide useful feedback on programs. We found that a number of states have moved
away from having program administrators manage and/or oversee load impact and cost-
effectiveness studies in order to reduce perceived or potential conflicts of interest or
undue influence by program administrators. In some cases, program administrators are
only allowed to manage process evaluations of programs. These institutional solutions
can create additional challenges in sharing evaluation results in a timely fashion and limit
the opportunities for integrating process, market and impact evaluations into existing and
future program improvement efforts.*?

6. Integration of Load Impact Results From Energy Efficiency Programs Into Utility
Planning and Forecasting — — We found that states have made limited progress in
addressing the analytic challenges associated with aggregating and incorporating
estimates of net or gross program savings into load forecasting frameworks.® Failure to
fully account for and reconcile program savings estimates with load forecasts may result
in under- or over-counting of savings which may adversely affect major resource
planning decisions and/or estimates of impacts on greenhouse gas emissions (GHG).

5.2.1 Relative Importance of EM&YV Issues under alternative future scenarios for energy
efficiency

A number of respondents also indicated that the relative priority of addressing these key EM&V
issues depends to some extent on the energy efficiency policy and market environment over the
next three to five years. We defined three scenarios for energy efficiency that characterize future
policy and market drivers (see Table 19):

1. “Business as Usual” where EM&V priorities and practices in the future continue to be
driven primarily by state (and local) policies;

2. “Regional Policy Drivers,” where EM&YV priorities and practices are significantly
influenced by regional transmission organizations or policy initiatives; or

3. “National Policy Drivers” where EM&V priorities and practices are driven by
national energy and/or climate legislation requiring state level reporting of savings
levels.

%2 Some respondents indicated a preference to reintegrate process and impact evaluation into one integrated series of
evaluation reports for the use of program managers.

B n many cases, respondents reported that it was unclear whether a particular type of forecasting model requires
estimates of gross or net savings to be consistent with the implicit forecast of naturally occurring energy efficiency
investments contained in the model’s drivers.
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Table 19. Alternative future scenarios for energy efficiency

Scenario #1 — Energy Efficiency Markets under “Business as Usual’ future

¢ Interest and funding for ratepayer-funded EE programs continues to grow at the state and local level driven by:
- legislative and regulatory requirements
- high cost and environmental impacts of conventional supply-side resources

- growing environmental concerns about climate change,
local economic development (job creation/retention

Scenario #2 — Energy Efficiency Markets driven by Regional Policies

e EMA&YV practices and reporting requirements are driven by the efforts of regional planning and/or reliability
organizations (e.g. 1SO, RTO) to standardize evaluation methods for use in regional transmission planning
processes and wholesale markets (e.g. forward capacity markets).

e Program Administrators begin to recognize and achieve economies of scale in EM&V by working with
regional EE organizations (e.g. NEEP or NEEA) to develop common evaluation methods and data.

Scenario #3 — Energy Efficiency Markets under a national EERS or Climate Change legislation

e Congress enacts some form of a Combined Energy Efficiency and Renewable Electricity Standard (CERES)
that includes energy efficiency as an eligible resource, which may or may not be part of national carbon
legislation.

o A CERES or separate Energy Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) includes requirement for nationwide
reporting of program savings

o A federal agency is given the responsibility of developing consistent EM&V protocols that are used by entities
to comply with the CERES or EERS requirements.

The six EM&YV issue categories are all important issues to address; however, we also provide our
assessment of the relative importance of addressing these EM&V issue areas (e.g. High,
Medium, or Low) under alternative scenarios for energy efficiency, drawing from discussions
with the EM&V Technical Work Group members (see Table 20).

Table 20. Relative importance of addressing emerging EM&V issues*

Decision Evaluation, Measurement and Verification Emerging Issues
Criteria
Cons!stency Measurer_nent Quality Evaluation Timeliness of Integration of
in Issues in Control Resource and Feedback roaram impacts
Reporting | estimating Net & : on Evaluation | P79 P
. Planning into load forecasts
Issues Savings Accuracy Study results
Low to High
EE under “Busines . . . Low to (depending on
as Usual” Future Low High Medium Medium Medium (**) state’s savings
goals)
Regional Low to Very High (due to
Initiatives as Medium High . Low Medium forward capacity
. High
Driver markets)
Low to High
National Policy . . . . . (depending on
as Driver Very High High High Medium Medium adopted savings
goals metrics)

* EM&V issue #5 — This table does not include addressing evaluators’ independent versus cooperative relationship
with program managers, which is a generic issue common to all future scenarios.
** When a range of relative importance is shown that indicates the importance is contingent on multiple factors.
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As Table 20 illustrates, we believe that the relative importance of addressing emerging EM&V
issues depends to some extent on the future policy and market environment for energy
efficiency. For example, addressing EM&YV issues associated with estimating net savings from
energy efficiency program savings is a relatively high priority under any future scenario. In
contrast, developing a consistent approach among states on the definition(s) and reporting of
program energy savings is a very high priority under future scenarios in which there are national
energy efficiency resource standards or carbon markets compared to a future that involves a
continuation of the current policy and market environment for ratepayer-funded energy
efficiency in which state policies play a key role. If regional initiatives (e.g. regional
transmission planning processes or ISO/RTO markets) are a primary driver for energy efficiency
in the future, then greater attention may be focused on issues involved in integrating and
accounting for load impacts of energy efficiency in long-term load forecasts used by regional
organizations to define transmission and generation market needs. If there were a national EERS
or carbon legislation in which energy efficiency was a compliance strategy in a cap and trade
environment, then we believe it would be a high priority to have consistent approaches to
reporting savings and quality control and accuracy protocols that provided increased confidence
that states had procedures for independent (or public) review of program savings estimates and
required reporting of uncertainties associated with savings estimates.
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6. Recommendations

In this section, we provide a number of recommendations for activities that can be undertaken to
address the EM&V issues identified in this report and describe several project concepts.** The
relative priority or importance of these activities varies to some extent on future energy
efficiency policy and market environment (e.g., Business as Usual driven by state/local policy,
National Drivers, Regional Drivers). However, many of the proposed activities appear to be
beneficial irrespective of the future scenario(s) for energy efficiency.

The specific EM&V activities recommended are:

1) Develop new method(s) or enhance existing methods for estimating total program
savings that includes both the near term effects of the installation of energy-efficient
technologies or systems and the longer-term behavioral impacts caused by the energy
efficiency program. This can include user issues, such as changes in behavior and long-
term maintenance induced by the program, as well as broader market messaging and
impacts associated with programs.

2) Develop and share best practices guides and case studies on evaluation methods and
planning through webinars and regional seminar series with state, utility, regulatory staff,
and industry. Possible topic areas include:

= compendium of methods used to develop forecasts of baseline energy usage;
= processes used to verify the load impact results of EE programs;
= compendium of approaches used to structure EE evaluation planning processes;

= review of the methods and criteria used to select ex-ante measure specific savings values
(deemed or stipulated savings) and;

= review of different methods used to estimates net savings from efficiency programs; and
= review methods used to estimate gross and net GHG impacts.

3) Develop an accessible national or set of regional databases of standardized ex-ante
savings estimates for energy efficiency measures.

4) Design and implement a national, searchable data base that provides access to energy
efficiency evaluation plans, tools and reports developed and filed by program
administrators in various states during the past two or three years.

5) Develop and disseminate a best practices guide that reviews the range of processes and
techniques used to improve quality control in savings reports, including
recommendations on data collection, quality control, and analysis.

%% These recommendations are limited in part because the focus of this effort was gathering information for the
Action Plan EM&V Task Force to assess.
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6) Develop a short program savings reporting format (i.e. one page) for all states and
regions to use in reporting program savings and seek voluntary adoption by region(s) via
regional workshops or other strategies.

7) Develop a glossary of standardized EM&V and measure, program, or portfolio terms for
voluntary use by all states and seek voluntary adoption by region(s) through regional
workshops or other strategies.®

See Appendix B for a more detailed description of several of these recommended EM&V
activities. To refine these recommendations further, effort is needed that should include
evaluating the following for any proposed activity:

e What is the near and long term objective of the activity? How is success defined
and assessed?

e Who is the target audience for each activity? What strategies will be used to
effectively reach actors in each of these audiences?

e What strategies will be used to convince these actors to actually use and
incorporate the information provided through these activities in their daily work?

e At what level should the proposed activity be implemented and by whom to
improve the chances of achieving support from key stakeholders at regional or
national levels?

% See P. Horowitz 2009. “Glossary of Evaluation Terms: Version 1.0, NEEP Regional Evaluation, Measurement
and Verification Forum,” March. This glossary prepared for NEEP is a good example of a regional EM&YV glossary.
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7. Conclusion

This report has identified significant differences in the practices and reporting requirements used
to evaluate the load impacts and effectiveness of energy efficiency programs in the United

States. Regional efforts to learn from best practices are just beginning to bear fruit. We hope that
this inventory of EM&YV practices and methods will, at a minimum, provide a foundation for
efforts to share information, foster best-practices, standardize reporting formats and improve
consistency in reporting of savings from energy efficiency programs. The report also highlights
the need to expand or perhaps improve EM&V methods and approaches, particularly for
addressing impacts of efficiency on total capacity and energy requirements, savings attribution
among multiple programs that target similar markets, environmental benefits of efficiency,
and/or the impacts of behavior, operational changes, or information feedback actions.
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Appendix A. Interview and Discussion protocol

Appendix A includes questions used in our interviews and discussions with program managers,
policymakers, regulatory staff, evaluation managers, and evaluation consultants.

A.l. State-level Respondents: Policymakers/regulatory staff, program
administrators/managers, evaluation consultants

Data and Information Questions
Context, Uses, and Users
1. Who currently evaluates the energy savings from or the effectiveness of Energy Efficiency (EE) programs
in your state? (Check one or list alternate)
Utility Internal staff
3rd Party Evaluation contractors (Describe)
State organization staff
Others: Please list here

2. Please rank the importance of the audiences for evaluations of energy efficiency programs (evaluation
studies). (Please use the ranking scale for each group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))
Utility Regulator
Utility Program Managers
Consumer groups
State Energy Offices
Environmental Agencies
Reliability Organizations
Independent System Operators
Market Monitors
Energy Service Companies
Third Party Implementers (hired by program managers)
Other: Please list

3. Please rank the importance of the current uses of Energy Efficiency evaluations. (Please use the ranking
scale for each group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))
Goal setting (Electricity or Natural Gas Savings goals, potential studies)
Cost Recovery for Program Expenses
Performance incentives, penalties
Integrated resource planning
Meeting environmental goals (e.g. CO2 emission reduction)
Participation payments for EE program results from 1SOs in wholesale markets
Environmental permit allocation
Program planning, budgeting, design and refinement
Assessing cost-effectiveness
Quantify level of program energy and peak savings
Identifying or Targeting receptive market segments for EE programs
Other: Please list
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4. Please rank the importance of future uses of Energy Efficiency evaluations. (Please use the ranking scale
for each group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))

NO CHANGE
Goal setting (Electricity or Natural Gas Savings goals, potential studies)
Cost Recovery
Performance incentives, penalties
Integrated resource planning
Meeting environmental goals (e.g. CO2 emission reduction)
Participation payments for EE program results in wholesale markets
Environmental permit allocation
Program planning, budgeting, design and refinement
Assessing cost-effectiveness
Quantify level of program energy and peak savings
Identifying or Targeting receptive market segments for EE programs
Other: Please list

Resources for EM&V
5. What is the source of EM&V funding used to evaluate EE programs in this state? (Check all that apply)
Utility program funding
State agencies or organizations
Other: Please list

6. What is your estimate of the amount of money spent each year to evaluate EE programs in your state?
$ millions

Please provide reference to the budget estimate if available

The budget estimate developed by CEE is one potential reference

7. Does this amount include the cost of evaluating state codes and standards or just utility programs? (Check
one)
Just utility programs
Includes codes and standards and Programs

8. Of the following list of budget allocations, which best represents the $ allocation between impact & process
evaluations:

15% Impact / 75% Process / 10% Market Research

30% Impact / 50% Process / 20% Market Research

50% Impact / 30% Process / 20% Market Research

75% Impact / 15% Process / 10% Market Research

% Impact/ ___ % Process/ __ % Market Research (Provide your own)

Not Sure

9. How does the total budget for EM&YV activities compare to the dollars spent each year designing and
delivering EE programs? (Check one)
less than 1%
1% to 2%
2% to 3%
3% to 5%
Greater than 5%
Please provide a reference for this number if available

10. How frequently is the same or similar utility program design run that has been run over consecutive
program years evaluated? (Check one)
Less than 1-year (specify)
Annually (once a year)
> 1 year (specify)
Please provide reference
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Evaluation Planning Process & Choice of Evaluation Methods
11. Please rank the importance of the following types of evaluations in your job? (Please use the ranking
scale for each group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))
Impact
Process
Benefit/Cost Analysis
Market effects/Market transformation

12. Please rank the importance of the types of evaluations in your job in the future. (Please use the ranking
scale for each group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))
NO CHANGE
Impact
Process
Benefit Cost Analysis
Market effects/Market transformation

13. Who sets the precision, accuracy, or robustness requirements for developing program savings estimates?
(Check all that apply)

Requirements adopted by Oversight Body and codified in protocols
Requirements set by Program Administrators on a case by case basis
Requirements set by the evaluator after winning the contract based on professional judgment, prior
experience and/or budget constraints
Please describe how the requirements are set or if these requirements are required to be disclosed in a
final program savings report

14. Who sets the precision, accuracy, or robustness requirements for developing portfolio savings estimates?
(Check all that apply)
Requirements adopted by Regulator or Oversight Body and codified in EM&V protocols
Requirements set by Program Administrators on a case by case basis
Requirements set by the evaluator after winning the contract based on professional judgment, prior
experience and/or budget constraints
No requirements are explicitly set in my state
Don't Know
Please describe how the requirements are set or if these requirements are required to be disclosed in
portfolio savings reports

Load Impact Methods
15. Please rank the importance to you in your job of reviewing information on the following parameters that
are or can be a part of load impact evaluations of EE programs in your state? (Please use the ranking
scale for each group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))
Ex-ante and Ex-Post Gross Program Savings impacts
Ex-ante and Ex-Post Net Program Savings Impacts (with or without spillover effects)
Market effects (savings or price impacts for non participants caused by utility programs)
Attribution of observed savings to specific programs or causal factors
Impact of new building Codes and appliance standards on savings from utility programs
Impacts of Programs on End User behavior and Energy consumption
Ex-ante and Ex-Post Measure Life and Savings Persistence
Other - Please List:
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16. Please rank the importance of the same parameters in the future. (Please use the ranking scale for each
group or indicate Don’t Know (DK))

NO CHANGE
Ex-ante and Ex-Post Gross Program Savings impacts
Ex-ante and Ex-Post Net Program Savings Impacts (with or without spillover effects)
Market effects (savings or price impacts for non participants caused by utility programs)
Attribution to specific programs or causal factors
Impacts of new building Codes and appliance standards on savings from utility programs
Impacts of Programs on End User behavior
Ex-ante and Ex-Post Measure Life and Savings Persistence
Other - Please List:

17. Is analysis of the level of free-ridership included in most program load impact evaluations?
Yes
No
Don't know
Describe the types of methodologies or techniques used in your state here

18. Is analysis of the potential leakage of program subsidized or is more efficient products across state lines
included in EM&YV studies?
Yes
No
Don't know
Describe methodology

19. Is analysis of spillover or market effects included in some or all program evaluations?
Yes
No
Don't know
Describe methodologies used in your state to estimate these effects

20. Are ex ante program savings estimates at the measure level trued up based on ex post evaluation results
and published?
Yes
No
Don't know
If, yes, describe the process used to perform the true up

21. What is the average or typical time interval observed between the implementing a program and the
availability of program savings results in your state?
Less than 6 months
6-12 months
12- 18 months
More than 18 months

22. Is the time interval or delay between implementing a program and verifying the annual Peak demand
savings achieved by a program be shorter or longer than the time it takes to verify the annual energy
savings from the program?

It takes a longer amount of time to develop and verify estimates of peak savings compared to energy
savings

It takes a shorter amount of time to develop and verify estimates of peak savings compared to energy
savings

The time it takes to develop and verify energy and peak savings estimates is about the same
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Discussion Questions
Evaluation Planning Process & Choice of Evaluation Methods
1. Which of the following best describes the process that is used to select the types of evaluation research to
be carried out on EE programs or EE portfolios for the next year or multiple years in this region? (Check
all that apply)
Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by evaluator or firm hired to conduct evaluation studies
based on the objectives or goals from the program administrator
Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by the program administrator in a public setting
Evaluation planning is initiated and operated by the regulatory or oversight body who will ultimately
approve or adopt a research plan & budget for the research
List other ideas:

2. Please rate the relative importance of the following factors in selecting which types of evaluation studies
(process, impact, or market research) will receive the highest priority and or budget? (Check all that apply
or add new issues)

Overall Budget

Time to complete studies or regulatory deadlines

Regulatory policies

Quality of the Program Tracking Systems

High degree of uncertainty in existing estimates of program savings or costs
Interveners have raised concerns about a program's or measure's cost effectiveness
Please provide additional answers or your rationale.

3. Please rate the relative importance of the following factors in selecting EM&V methods for evaluating
gross or net program savings?
Overall Available Budget
Time to complete studies to meet management or regulatory deadlines
Regulatory policies
Quality of the Existing Program Tracking Systems
Availability of Evaluation Firms to complete the work on time
Please provide additional answers or your rationale here

4. Are the precision or accuracy requirements the same or very similar for all ex post (or after the fact ) load
impact studies in your region or do they vary based upon characteristics of the market and confidence in
existing estimates of measure or program savings?

Same or similar precision requirements for each program
Vary by program and market

5. Please rank the relative importance of the following drivers of the decision to either use deemed savings
estimates for measures promoted by a program or to measure or verify the savings using some form of field
visit or billing analysis

Quality and or age of the deemed savings estimates

Extent that program design has changed from year to year

Cost of performing some form of ex post analysis of savings

Regulatory policies or guidelines with respect to how often a given program type must be evaluated
Availability of Quality Evaluation Firms to perform the ex post load impact studies

Other drivers that are important

6. How frequently is a baseline study conducted to estimate average energy use for key end uses targeted by
programs and used in deemed savings estimates?
Please specify (in years)
Don't Know
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7. Who decides when such a study is needed?
Utility or Program Administrator
Regulatory Body or State Agency
Master Evaluation firm or Technical Advisory Group
Don't know or is not relevant to my state
Other- List here

Load Impact Methods
8. What is the accepted definition of Gross Program Savings in this jurisdiction? Do evaluators need to use
some form of control group to estimate changes in naturally occurring or baseline usage for non
participants?
Please provide definition of gross savings

9. What is the accepted definition of Net Program Savings in this jurisdiction? Does it include Corrections
for free riders only or does it also include participant and non participant spillover?
Please provide definition of net savings

10. Should the energy savings from utility programs be reported as net program savings, gross program
savings, or both?
Report Net savings only
Report Gross savings only
Report Both
Neither

11. Please identify the EM&V methods currently being used to estimate market effects or market
transformation induced by energy efficiency programs? ( Check all that apply)
Surveys of Key Market Agents to determine what would have happened in absence of program
Market assessments that document changes in market structure (prices, number of firms buying and selling
efficient measures, etc)
Analysis of sales or shipment data of more efficient products
List other methods (e.g., conjoint analysis)

12. Does your state or utility add any incremental energy savings associated with market effects or changes
in the market structure induced by the program to the traditional estimates of net savings from
participants in the same program? (Check one and provide reasons)

Yes and describe why
No and describe why
Not sure, it depends on quality of the market effects study

Emerging Policy Issues
13. What are the principal issues or uncertainties related to the use of evaluation results in making energy
policy or resource decisions? ( check all that apply)
Use of inappropriate EM&V methods to measure program savings
Lack of information about the uncertainties underlying program savings estimates
Lack of quality control to ensure sampling procedures and data collection was unbiased
Lack of understanding of the meaning or policy relevance of the savings results
Lack of explanation of what was actually done in the evaluation
Other thoughts or ideast:

14. From your perspective, is it a problem if utility program savings are being reported using gross savings
estimates in some states and using net savings estimates in others?
Yes
Maybe
No
Please describe
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15. If it is a problem, what steps should be taken, if any, to encourage more consistent usage of program
"'savings'' terms?
Develop national EM&YV protocols and make them easily available to all states
Develop a glossary of program savings terms and make sure states or utilities use these same terms when
program savings are reported to EIA or other national agencies
Other thoughts or ideas:

16. To what extent will the use of inconsistent definitions for estimating program savings at the state level
become a bigger problem if a National Energy Efficiency Resource Standard (EERS) is developed?
Other thoughts or ideas about this question

17. Are you aware of any existing organizations working to resolve some of the problems mentioned above
related to the use of consistent terminology and methods?
Yes- Please list the organization and the problems they are working on in next blue cell
No

18. What other actions, if any, should NAPEE technical working group consider taking to increase the
quality or usefulness of EM&YV studies at the state or national level?
Please list actions and describe their potential benefits here
Or indicate that no actions are recommended

A.2  Questions for State Regulators and Policymakers only

1. Do you read, review, or rely on the results of program savings estimates in the course of your work?
Yes
No
If no, please skip to question 12

2. If yes, how would you characterize the usefulness of these studies?

3. If your ranking was less than 3 (useful) - Why are some or all the studies not useful?
Please provide reasons

4. How do you typically make use of information gathered from the review of an evaluation study that
estimates program savings or cost effectiveness? (Check all that apply)
I use the EM&YV results as basis for program funding decisions or policy changes
I use the EM&YV results as the basis for determining performance awards or penalties
I use the EM&YV results as a guide to developing better program designs
I use EM&V results to resolve disputes about program impacts and benefits that arise between different
stakeholder groups.
| don't use the EM&YV results directly, | expect program administrators or staff to review the reports and
make the changes supported by the analysis
Please List other uses

5. In your opinion, what could be done to make these studies more useful to you in making decisions?
More quality control and providing context for numbers
Greater use of non-technical language in executive summary to convey key study results
Require the reporting of key information in standardized terms
Provide more education to policy makers on how program savings are estimated and why results may be
relevant
Other thoughts or ideas - Please List:
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6. If you do not read/review/rely on results of program savings estimates, is there someone on your staff or
organization who is in charge of reading these results and deciding what is relevant for you?
Yes
No

7. If yes, ask for a referral to this person and we will attempt to interview them.
Please provide name(s) and contact information

8. How frequently have estimates of program savings from evaluation studies been disputed by stakeholders
in a regulatory context?
Never
Some times
Many times
Every time
Don't know

9. If there are disputes, what is the process for reviewing those disputes and who ultimately decides on the
final savings number?
Process is driven by regulatory rules and the Regulatory Commission makes the final decision
Process is driven by utility project managers and they make the final call
Process of review of program savings estimates only happens on rare occasions when a third party disputes
a savings estimate because it has financial consequences to ratepayers
Program Savings estimates are not disputed
Don't know
Describe Other Processes

A.3  National-level Experts

Evaluation Planning Process & Choice of Evaluation Methods
1. Which of the following options represents the best process that you would recommend be used to select the
types of evaluation research to be carried out on EE programs or EE portfolios in a given state or region ?
(Check all that apply)
Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by the evaluator or evaluation firm hired to conduct
evaluation studies based on the objectives or goals of the program administrator
Evaluation planning is initiated and completed by the program administrator in a public setting
Evaluation planning is initiated and operated by the regulatory or oversight body who will ultimately
approve or adopt a research plan & budget for the research
There is no best practice or method, depends on the circumstances
No need for uniform evaluation process across all states

2. Please rate the relative importance of the following factors in selecting which types of evaluation studies
(process, impact, or market research) should receive the highest priority and/ or budget to evaluate the
impacts and effectiveness of a given portfolio of efficiency programs? (Check all that apply or add new
issues)

Overall EM&V Budget

Time needed to complete studies or regulatory deadlines

Regulatory policies

Quality of the Program Tracking Systems

High degree of uncertainty in existing estimates of program savings or costs
Interveners have raised concerns about a program's or measure's cost effectiveness

43



OCA Exhibit __ (RAF-1)
Schedule E

Page 57 of 62
EEP-2013-0001

3. Please rate the relative importance of the following factors in selecting EM&V methods for evaluating
program savings for an existing energy efficiency program?
Overall Available EMV Budget
Time to complete studies to meet management or regulatory deadlines
Regulatory policies
Quality of the Existing Program Tracking Systems
Availability of Evaluation Firms to complete the work on time
No answer

4. Is uncertainty reported in the load impact studies you have reviewed recently? Should precision or
accuracy be reported?
Requirements adopted by Oversight Body and codified in protocols
Requirements set by Program Administrators on a case by case basis
Requirements set by the evaluator after winning the contract based on professional judgment, prior
experience and/or budget constraints
Generally there are no accuracy or precision requirements set before the work begins

5. Are the precision or accuracy requirements the same or very similar for all ex post (or after the fact ) load
impact studies in the states you have worked in or do the requirements vary based upon the
characteristics of the market and level of confidence in existing estimates of measure or program savings?

Please provide answer and probe rationale

6. Please rank the relative importance of the following drivers of the decision to either use deemed savings
estimates for measures promoted by a program to report program savings or to measure or verify the
Program savings achieved using some form of field visit or billing analysis after the program has been
implemented

Quality and or age of the deemed savings estimates

Extent that program design has changed from year to year

Cost of performing some form of ex post analysis of savings

Regulatory policies or guidelines with respect to how often a given program type must be evaluated
Availability of Quality Evaluation Firms to perform the ex post load impact studies

Deemed savings makes sense for most programs. Lots of uncertainty in field measurements, states should
have latitude to decide when to use deemed savings

7. In your experience how frequently are baseline studies conducted to estimate the average energy use for
key end uses for customer segments targeted by programs as the basis for estimating program savings and
or developing a deemed savings database?

Possibilities - Once a year, once every five years, once every decade, etc.
Don't Know
Too much variation among states to estimate an average frequency

8. Ideally, Who should decide when such a baseline study is needed?
Possible answers include
Regulatory Body or State Agency
Master Evaluation firm or Technical Advisory Group
Program administrators
Probably the regulatory body but in some cases the utility administrator

Load Impact Methods
9. What definition of Gross Program Savings should be used at the national level in the event a minimum
energy efficiency resource standard is set for all states? Do evaluators need to use some form of control
group to estimate changes in naturally occurring or baseline usage for non participants?
Please answer the question here and provide a citation or reference to definition of gross savings you prefer
if you do not want to type it out here
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10. What definition of Net Program Savings should be used at the national level in the event energy
efficiency resource standards are set for all states via national legislation? Should it include adjustments
or methods to separate out free riders only or does the definition also need to include the possibility of
savings from participant and non participant spillover?

Please answer the question and provide a citation or reference to definition of net savings you prefer

11. Should the energy savings from utility programs be reported as net program savings, gross program
savings, or both?

12. Please identify the EM&V methods currently being used to estimate market effects or market
transformation induced by energy efficiency programs? Are these methods adequate to develop reasonable
estimates of net program savings?

Surveys of Key Market Agents to determine what would have happened in absence of program

Market assessments that document changes in market structure (prices, number of firms buying and selling
efficient measures, etc)

Analysis of sales or shipment data of more efficient products

List other methods (e.g., conjoint analysis)

No answer

13. Should states or utilities add any incremental energy savings estimated to occur as a result of market
effects or changes in the market structure induced by EE programs, to the more traditional estimates of net
savings from participants in the same program?

Yes and describe why
No and describe why
Not sure, it depends on quality of the market effects study

Emerging Policy Issues
14. What are the principal issues or uncertainties related to the use of evaluation results in making energy
policy or resource decisions? ( check all that apply)
Use of inappropriate EM&V methods to measure program savings
Lack of information about the uncertainties underlying point estimates of program savings
Lack of quality control to ensure sampling procedures and data collection was unbiased
Lack of understanding of the meaning or policy relevance of the program savings results
Lack of explanation of what was actually done in the evaluation
Little discussion of Sampling Bias and or Measurement Error
No opinions

15. From your perspective, is it likely to be a problem in the future if utility program savings are being
reported using gross savings definitions in some states and using net savings definitions in others?
Yes and why
Maybe and why
No and why
Probe rationale

16. If it is a problem, what steps should be taken, if any, to encourage more consistent usage of program
"'savings'' terms?

17. To what extent do evaluation approaches and processes need to change or evolve to meet the changing

needs of new EM&V users, the increasing level of program maturity, and the current emphasis on
estimating the GHG impacts of energy efficiency programs?
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Usefulness of Current Evaluation Studies that support Energy Efficiency Programs
18. In your opinion, what should be done to make Energy Efficiency evaluation studies more useful to
decision makers or policy makers?
More quality control and providing context for numbers
Greater use of non-technical language in executive summary to convey key study results
Require the reporting of key information in standardized terms
Provide more education to policy makers on how program savings are estimated and why results may be
relevant
no answer-

19. How frequently have estimates of program savings from evaluation studies been disputed by stakeholders
in a regulatory context where you were working?
Never
Some times
Many times
Every time
Don't know

20. If there are disputes, what is the best or recommended process for reviewing those disputes and who
ultimately decides on the final program savings number(s)?

21. Are you aware of any existing organizations working to resolve some of the problems mentioned above
related to the use of consistent terminology and methods in evaluating the load impacts of Energy
Efficiency programs?

Yes- Please list the organization and the problems they are working on

22. What other actions, if any, should EM&V technical work group consider taking to increase the quality,

effectiveness, or usefulness of EM&YV studies at the state or national level?
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Appendix B. Description of recommended EM&V activities

Appendix B includes a more detailed description for several of the recommended EM&V
activities and includes initial responses to several key questions.

e What is the near and long term objective of the activity? How is success defined and
assessed?

e Who is the target audience for each activity? What strategies will be used to effectively
reach actors in each of these audiences?

e What strategies will be used to convince these actors to actually use and incorporate the
information provided through these EM&V activities in their work?
EM&V Activity area: Improving methods used to estimate energy efficiency program
savings

Project 1: New Methods of estimating program savings including behavioral dimensions and
long-term impacts

Obijective: Support efforts to improve evaluation methods used for estimating long-term energy
savings by integrating the physical and human behavior impacts of programs on long term
energy use

Brief Description: Develop a new method or set of methods for estimating total program savings
that includes both the near term effects of the installation of EE technologies or systems and the
longer-term behavioral impacts caused by the EE program. This can include user issues, such as
changes in behavior and long-term maintenance induced by the program, as well as broader
market messaging and impacts associated with programs. This effort should be integrated with
other state or federal efforts around efficiency and behavior research, as well as long-term
growth in energy service demand.

Project 2: Develop and disseminate “best practices” quides and case studies on evaluation
planning and methods for enerqy efficiency programs

Obijective: Improve the accessibility and reduce the transaction costs currently associated with
finding descriptions of state-of-the art evaluation methods, methods used to incorporate program
savings into energy consumption forecasts, and the processes used to develop portfolio level
evaluation plans.

Brief Description: Develop and share best practices guides and case studies on evaluation
methods and planning through webinars and regional seminar series with state, utility, regulatory
staff, and industry. Possible guide topics include:

a. A compendium of methods used to develop forecasts of baseline energy usage (e.g.,
projected energy use in the absence of programs) under different regulatory and market
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conditions.

b. A review of “best practice” processes used to verify the load impact results of EE
programs.

c. A compendium of approaches used to structure EE evaluation planning processes
designed to achieve specific energy policy objectives. The compendium could also
include the identification of best practices in evaluation planning and the development of
a standard list of twenty questions to be asked and answered during an evaluation
planning review process.

d. A document that reviews and references the methods and criteria used to select ex-ante
measure specific savings values (deemed or stipulated savings).

e. A maintained database of standardized ex-ante savings estimates for EE measures in an
accessible national data base format. This database can include regional values with
variations in weather, common practices, baselines, etc.

f. A document that reviews the different methods used to estimates net savings from EE
programs with inclusion of different environmental or market factors, such as free
drivers, free riders, snap-back, and behavioral effects; and

g. A document that reviews the methods used to estimate gross and net GHG impacts given
a set of EE program energy savings impacts.

Many of the deliverables defined for this second project could be combined into an activity to
design and implement a national, searchable data base that provides access to EE evaluation
plans, tools and reports developed and filed by program administrators (or independent
evaluators) in various states over the previous two years. EXxisting public websites (e.g.
CALMAC, NYSERDA, CEE) focus on compiling completed EM&YV studies. This activity could
be modeled after those websites but would focus on providing visitors with searchable access to
evaluation plans, tools and reports for EE programs or portfolios which were developed under
different regulatory conditions (e.g., jurisdictions with annual energy savings goals, shareholder
incentives).

EM&V Activity area: Improving quality control and accuracy of reported program
savings estimates

Project 3: Develop and disseminate “best practices” guide in quality control and accuracy in
reporting program savings

Obijective: Support efforts to widely disseminate best practices in quality control and accuracy in
reporting program saving results.

Brief Description: Develop and disseminate a best practices guide that reviews the range of
processes and techniques used to improve quality control in savings reports. This would include
recommendations on the best practices in EM&YV data collection, quality control, and analysis.
The guide would review current best practices used to transform draft load impact reports into
final reports and provide details on the processes used to estimate the level of uncertainty in
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program load impact estimates under different evaluation methods. This guide could also include
a standardized list of ‘twenty questions’ that should be asked and answered for any report
indicating estimates of program energy and/or demand savings. The guide could be distributed
through webinars and/or regional seminars to state, utility, and regulatory staff.

EM&YV Activity Area: Improve the Consistency in Program Energy Savings Terms and
Reporting

Project 4: Standardized program savings reporting format

Objectives: Promote the use of voluntary standardized program savings formats that would
reduce confusion and increase the consistency of savings being reported to state regulatory
commissions, EIA, EPA and DOE.

Brief Description: Develop a short program savings reporting format (i.e. one page) for all states
and regions to use in reporting program savings and seek voluntary adoption via regional
workshops or other strategies. This format would include instructions, definitions, and examples.

Project 5: Glossary of savings terms

Brief Description: Develop a glossary of standardized EM&V and measure, program, or
portfolio terms for voluntary use by all states. Include annex with standardized terms targeted to
region-specific needs with goal of having all states in a targeted region(s) to adopt these terms on
a voluntary basis. Start with draft document based on references and input from industry
participants. Include annex with one or more definitions (with examples) of net savings (e.g.,
narrow net, market net) for different program or regulatory objectives.
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Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Advisory Council
2011-2012 Evaluation, Measurement & Verification Studies

Residential

MA Lighting On site Report (10/23/12)

MA Res Retail Consumer Electronics Saturation Report (10/23/12)

MA Consumer Survey Results Wave 2 (10/23/12)

MA Consumer Electronics Potential Report (10/23/12)

MA RRLI -2011 HES Pre-Weatherization Initiative Memo (9/14/12) Final

MA RRLI - HES Impact Evaluation Report (9/4/12) Final

MA RRLI - 2011 NGRID 2011 WiFi Thermostat Pilot Evaluation (9/4/12) Final
Final Major Renovations Pilot Memo (6/7/12)

Final Massachusetts Consumer Survey Results 2011 (4/16/12)

Final MA Mini Baseline Report (7/17/12)

Final MA RNC 2011 Baseline (8/16/12)

MA RNC 2010 4-8 Story Evaluation Final Report

MA RNC Home Buyer Survey Report Final (12/1/11)

MA RR&LI -2011 MF Impacts Analysis Report & Appendix Final (7/14/12)
MA RR&LI -2011 BFM Impact Evaluation Report Final (6/13/12)

MA RR&LI -2011 Demand Impact Model User Guide Final (6/1/12)

MA RR&LI - 2011 Evaluation Impact Report - Low Income (6/26/12)

MA RR&LI - 2011 Evaluation Report SHW Pilot Final

MA RR&LI - 2011 HES Net to Gross Impact Evaluation (6/28/12)

MA RR&LI - 2011 HPWH Field Evaluation Report (6/26/12)

MA RR&LI - 2011 Low Income Process Evaluation Final (6/26/12)

Study 2 Final Report Builder Focus Groups MA Homes (9/27/12)

Study 5 MA RR&LI Multifamily Potential Study Final Report and Appendix (5/17/12)
Study 6 MA RR&LI - 2011 MF Process Evaluation Report - Final (6/27/12)
Study 13 MA RR&LI - 2011 HES Packaged Measure Pilot Process Evaluation (6/28/12)

Non-Residential

Study 19 CHP Impact Evaluation Memo - Final

Project 10 Final Report

Project 15 Draft Final Report (6/14/12)

MA - LCIEC -13 Custom Process and CAIR Report Final

MA - LCIEC - 12 Custom Lighting Final Report

MA SBDI Non-Controls Lighting Multi-Season Study Final (6/14/12)
MA LCIEC Project 14 2010 Custom Gas Executive Summary (7/6/12)
MA LCIEC Project 11 Final Report (8/24/12)

MA LCIEC 10-6 2 HVAC Report Final V2

Cross-Cutting/General

CLC Post-Secondary Literature Review Memo (10/23/12)

K-12 Energy Education Literature Review Memo (10/23/12)

Mass SAVE Jobs

Mass Save Report Final (6/19/12)

Mass Cross-Cutting 2011 Cl FR-SO Gas Final Report v1 (6/26/12)

MA Three Year Cross-Cutting Behavioral Program Evaluation Integrated Report (7/25/12)
MA CC CBP End of Year Report Final

DNV KEMA Final MA NEI Report (6/29/12)

Study 28 NEI Memov2
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