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Context: Evolving Energy Efficiency 
Policies in Northeast & Mid-Atlantic

 Increased recognition of the value of energy 
efficiency as an economic resource
 10 states enacted strong energy savings goals

Role for EE in emissions reduction strategy
 Delaware’s EERS Targets
 Delaware’s Clean Power Plan Compliance Strategies

 Investments in EE have risen greatly, states are 
achieving strong electric savings of 2.5%+ of sales
 6 in Top 10 in 2015 ACEEE State Policy Scorecard
 Energy efficiency in regional energy forecasts

12/9/2016



Importance of Establishing Appropriate & 
Modern Cost-Effectiveness Screening
 PSC and utilities obligated to ensure “just and 

reasonable investment” of ratepayer dollars

What type of screening ensures best value for ratepayers?
What methods of screening best align with state public 

policy goals?
How to ensure symmetry between benefits & costs in 

screening?

Delaware EERS planning process and DNREC 
promulgations are a good time to establish proper 
standards (get it right, from the start)
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Key Resources: 
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Overview
Other States’ Approaches w/ 

specific examples of how to quantify 
Non-Energy Benefits (NEBS)

2. NEEP EM&V Forum’s
“Cost Effectiveness Principles and Guidelines”

1. Regulatory Assistance Project’s 
“Recognizing the Full Value of Energy Efficiency”

https://www.raponline.org/event/recognizing-the-full-value-of-efficiency-theres-more-layers-in-the-layer-cake-than-many-account
https://www.raponline.org/event/recognizing-the-full-value-of-efficiency-theres-more-layers-in-the-layer-cake-than-many-account
http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH
http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH
https://www.raponline.org/event/recognizing-the-full-value-of-efficiency-theres-more-layers-in-the-layer-cake-than-many-account
http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH


Primary Cost-Effectiveness Tests 
in the Northeast & Mid-Atlantic Region  

Primary Screening Test States

Total Resource Cost Test (5) • Delaware
• Massachusetts
• New Hampshire
• Rhode Island
• Pennsylvania

Societal Cost Test (4) • Maryland
• New York
• District of Columbia
• Vermont

Program Administration Cost Test (1) • Connecticut
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• Total Resource Cost (TRC) Test is most common test
• CT, MD, NY & VT use secondary tests in addition
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Total Resource Cost: An Evolving Test
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The TRC: An Evolving Test
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PAC
Test

TRC
Test

Societal 
Test 

Energy Efficiency Program Benefits:

Avoided Energy Costs Yes Yes Yes

Avoided Capacity Costs Yes Yes Yes

Avoided Transmission and Distribution Costs Yes Yes Yes

Wholesale Market Price Suppression Effects Yes Yes Yes

Avoided Cost of Environmental Compliance Yes Yes Yes

Reduced Risk Yes Yes Yes

Other Program Impacts  (utility-perspective) Yes Yes Yes

Other Program Impacts  (participant-perspective) --- Yes Yes

Other Program Impacts  (societal-perspective) --- --- Yes

Energy Efficiency Program Costs:

Program Administrator Costs Yes Yes Yes

EE Measure Cost: Program Financial Incentive Yes Yes Yes

EE Measure Cost: Participant Contribution --- Yes Yes

Other Program Impacts (participant costs) --- Yes Yes

From: EM&V Forum’s “Cost Effectiveness Screening Principles and Guidelines” 
(November 2014)

http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH
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Different Screens, Very Different Results: 
Potential Study vs. Proposed Plans

Why?
Part of the Puzzle 
is DRIPE and
OPIs/NEBs… 

Until the rules are 
known, the program 
administrators may be 
acting overly cautious. 

More measures could 
and would screen 
favorably using 
regional best practices 
for CE testing. Too 
narrow a test, and less 
efficiency happens.
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Insights from Delmarva’s Draft:



Energy System Benefits (Avoided Costs)
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Avoided Energy & 
Capacity Costs

Price Suppression (DRIPE) Risk Premium

All States Yes: CT, DC, MA, RI
No: NH, NY, VT

Yes: CT, DC, DE, 
MA, NH, RI, VT
No: NY

New England: Regional 
Cost study (include 
environmental compliance 
costs)
NY: NYISO & PSC studies 
(RGGI carbon credit)
DC & DE: Evaluation 
contractor

New England: 3.44 
cents/kWh

Risk premiums in 
energy cost
Lower discount 
rate



Other Program Impacts (OPIs)/(NEBs)
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 Other resource savings, including non-primary fuels, oil & 
propane, and water 

 Non-energy benefits
 Utility-perspective
 Participant-perspective
 Societal-perspective

 Range & Values of OPIs vary widely
 Majority of states attempt to account for OPIs to varying degrees
 Can be challenging to quantify

 Inclusion of OPIs is important to capture symmetry of 
program benefits as well as costs
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Participant and Utility OPIs/NEBs

11Source: Lazar & Coburn, Regulatory Assistance Project, 20132/9/2016



State Practices with OPIs
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OPI Category Examples States Using

Utility Perspective • Reduced arrearages
• Improved customer service

MA, RI, VT

Participant Resource Benefits • Secondary fuels
• Oil & propane
• Water savings

ALL

Participant Non-Energy 
Benefits

• Productivity
• Comfort
• Health
• Operations & Maintenance Costs

DC, MA, NY, RI, 
VT 

Low-Income ALL

Societal • Environmental benefits
• Economic development
• National security

DC, RI, VT
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How States Account for OPIs
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 Quantifies Broad Range of OPIs (sometimes called non-energy impacts)
 Massachusetts & Rhode Island (See Appendix C of Report)

 Use Adders for OPIs 
 Estimate value of benefits using a percentage adder
 D.C. & Vermont (10-15%)

 Value Qualitatively
 Commission discretion if BCR <1.0
 Low-Income: CT, NH, NY
 Operations & Maintenance: NY



Impact of OPIs/NEBs on Program Screening

142/9/2016

This Massachusetts utility example from 2012 shows 
how different screens = different results.



Impact of NEBs/OPIs on Program Screening
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Source: NEEP Cost Effectiveness Guidelines
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How States Account for OPIs, Applied
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Background: Regional States Energy Efficiency
Cost-Effectiveness Summary
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Sample Efficiency Screening Template
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…See page 50

http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH
http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH
http://www.neep.org/file/2873/download?token=f4VbVWAH


Thank you!

This information is provided by NEEP staff and does not 
reflect the opinions of our board, sponsors or funders.

For more information:

Brian Buckley, bbuckley@NEEP.org
Natalie Treat, ntreat@NEEP.org

Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships
91 Hartwell Ave   Lexington, MA 02421 

P: 781.860.9177  www.neep.org

mailto:Bbuckley@NEEP.org
mailto:ntreat@NEEP.org
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