
Evaluation of Energy Efficiency 
Programs by the States 

Common Purposes, Differing Approaches
Dan York, Ph.D., ACEEE Senior Fellow

Co-authors: Charlotte Cohn and Marty Kushler

2 November 2022
International Energy Program Evaluation Conference



Research Objectives
• Understand the evolving landscape of EM&V among the states

• Update prior research from 2012 

• What is the administrative framework for evaluation?
• Who administers?
• What oversight?
• What stakeholder/public involvement?

• What specific evaluation practices are in place?
• Gross vs net savings?
• Deemed and meter-based savings?

• How are evaluation results used for decision-making?



Methodology
• Survey of regulatory staff & evaluation 

professionals in 48 states + DC with 
ratepayer-funded energy efficiency

• Survey instrument was an Excel 
spreadsheet 

• 28 total questions
• Yes/no
• Multiple options
• Some open-ended answers

• Auto-filled some data from NESP’s DSP 
(Database of Screening Practices) and 
asked respondents to validate

• 44 out of 49 states responded to survey



Survey Results:
Evaluation Administration



Administrative Framework

• Utilities have a predominant role 
in administering EM&V

• 57% of states reported evaluations 
are administered fully or partially 
by utilities

• Commissions administered 
EM&V in 39% of states

• Other administrators included:
• State EE utilities (ie. Efficiency VT, 

Efficiency Maine)
• Nonutility program admins (i.e. 

Energy Trust of Oregon)
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Role of Regulatory Commissions

• In 93% of states, the 
commission plays a role in 
EM&V

• 59% of states have a more 
formal role

• 43% approves evaluation plans
• 16% directly manages evaluation

• Commission provides general 
oversight in remaining 34%
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Who conducts evaluations?

• Most (78%) evaluations are 
conducted by independent 
evaluation contractors

• This helps minimize bias and assure 
independent judgment in 
evaluation methodology
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Public Involvement in Evaluation

74%

26%
Outside parties
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• Majority (74% of states) allow for public comment and input during evaluation 
process

• 95% of states make evaluation results publicly available



Evaluation Methods



Net Versus Gross

• 18 States (43% of respondents) 
reported using both net and gross 
savings calculations at various 
stages in EM&V

• This is higher than in 2012 where 
just 9 states (21%) reported using 
both

• Increase in using both is likely 
related to tracking GHG emissions 
reductions
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Evaluation Protocols
• Most states had EM&V protocols in 

regulatory documents and/or 
technical reference manuals (some 
have both and overlap)

• The use of TRMs has increased
• 17 total states reported using them 

for EM&V (up from 13 states in 2012)

• Standard practices guidebooks help 
advance practices and create more 
consistency
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Use of Advanced Metering (AMI) Data

State has 
conducted 
evaluations 
using AMI
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AMI data have been used to 
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A minority of states reported using AMI data in evaluations and to determine program payments.
AMI represents a significant and under-utilized resource for demand-side programs (Gold and York 2020).



Use of Evaluation Results

Determining amount of 
program cost recovery. 16

Eligibility/calculation of lost 
revenue recovery. 17

Integrated resource planning. 20

Eligibility or amount of shareholder 
incentive for utilities. 21

Compliance with state policy targets. 24

Deciding to scale up pilot programs. 35

General oversight of programs. 43
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Key Takeaways

• A wide variety of approaches among the states, but some 
commonalities, including:
Underlying methodologies and evaluation techniques
Use of independent contractors to perform evaluations
Use of evaluation results for general program oversight
Opportunities for public involvement
Use of technical reference manuals (TRMs)



Key Takeaways

• Oversight and transparency in the evaluation process are vital to 
improve credibility and reduce bias

• States should work to achieve a fair, transparent EM&V process that engages 
with key stakeholders and the public

• New and emerging technologies, such as AMI, demand response and 
distributed generation/storage are less common, but playing an 
increasing role in EM&V
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Thank You!
Dan York

dwyork@aceee.org
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