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National Standard Practice Manual 

The National Efficiency 

Screening Project (NESP)

https://nationalefficiencyscreening.org/
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National Standard Practice Manual 

What is the NESP?

● To improve cost-effectiveness screening practices for distributed energy 
resources by developing guidance documents, sharing information on current 
policies and practices, and providing technical support to states

● Coordinated by E4TheFuture, NESP is a stakeholder organization with guidance 
from an expert Advisory Group

● NESP’s efforts includes:

• the National Standard Practice Manual for EE (2017), 

• the Database of State Efficiency Screening Practices (2018), and 

• the forthcoming National Standard Practice Manual for Distributed Energy 
Resources (2020)
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National Standard Practice Manual 

NSPM for EE (May 2017)
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Universal 
Principles

Resource 
Value 

Framework

Primary Test:
Resource 
Value Test 

(RVT)

• Align with applicable state policies

• Treat costs & benefits symmetrically

• Account for relevant impacts (even if hard to 

quantify)

• A state’s test may align with a traditional 

test…. or not



NSPM for EE:  Applications and References 
(as of December 2019)
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See Case Studies at:

https://nationalefficiencyscreening.or

g/resources/case-studies/

# States Referencing/Applying the NSPM

3

Actively applying NSPM to review current test4

In process of learning about the NSPM5

References made in PUC/legislative proceedings
2

3
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National Standard Practice Manual 

• Growing interest in range of DERs as grid resources and for distribution planning → regulators need 

further guidance to support BCA considerations and common framework for DER analyses

• States currently are using different techniques, methodologies, and assumptions for DER BCA, 

leading to inconsistency even within states

• NSPM for DERs will generally apply principles from the NSPM for EE guidance to DERs to support 

consistent and economically sound BCA policies and practices

• E4TheFuture is project coordinator and funder. Other funding sources being leveraged to support 

project

• Project Schedule:

• For more info, see NESP site: https://nationalefficiencyscreening.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/NSPM-for-DERs.pdf

NSPM for DERs
(Edition 2 – forthcoming Summer 2020)

June 2019 
Project 
Kick-off

Sept 2019

Detailed 
Outline 

Jan 2020

First Draft

March 
2019

Second 
Draft

May 2020             
NSPM for 

DERs 
publication
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National Standard Practice Manual 

DSESP Scope

● The DSESP is fully populated with sources for every datapoint

• All 50 states, Washington, D.C., and Puerto Rico

• Regularly updated and maintained

● For all jurisdictions, the DSESP includes:

• Cost-effectiveness tests used

• Key planning parameters; e.g., discount rate, study period

• Utility and non-utility system impacts accounted for

• NSPM terminology alignment (e.g., utility system impact names and 
categories)

● DSESP features can be easily sorted by state, test, planning parameter, etc. 
Includes interactive maps and chart visualizations.
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National Standard Practice Manual 

Summary of State Data
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National Standard Practice Manual 

View a Single State
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National Standard Practice Manual 

Graphic Presentation: which test is used?
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National Standard Practice Manual 

Interactive Charts: which impacts are included?
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National Standard Practice Manual 

DSESP Guidance Documents
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• Documents currently in the DSESP

• New documents added with quarterly updates (e.g., 

NARUC’s new document reviewing methods for 

analyzing the resilience value of DER)



National Standard Practice Manual 

ACEEE DSESP Topic Brief

● Used user response data from the 
March 2019 Survey

● Reviews the data in the DSESP 
including reliability and environmental 
benefits and which states are using 
the NSPM

• Illustrated with DSESP Maps tab

● Suggests how stakeholders are using 
and could apply the DSESP to 
improve CE policy 
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National Standard Practice Manual 

Keep up with the NESP

Stay informed with the NSPM Quarterly Newsletter:

https://nationalefficiencyscreening.org/national-standard-practice-

manual/news/

See NSPM Applications and References to date:

https://nationalefficiencyscreening.org/state-references/

For more information about NESP and NSPM: 

http://www.nationalefficiencyscreening.org/

For additional questions, email: 

NSPM@nationalefficiencyscreening.org
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The Midwest’s Tests

Utility Impacts and the Rest
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The Trusted Source on Energy Efficiency

About MEEA

We are a nonprofit membership organization with 160+ 
members, including: 

• Utilities

• Research institutions

• State and local governments

• Energy efficiency-related businesses 

As the key resource and champion

for energy efficiency in the Midwest, 

MEEA helps a diverse range of stakeholders understand and 

implement cost-effective energy efficiency strategies that 

provide economic and environmental 

benefits. 



Primary Screening Test for EE in Midwest States

Cost-Effectiveness Tests

Program Administrator 
Cost Test

Total Resource Cost 
Test

Societal Cost Test

Data Source: DSESP



• Core of Utility System Impacts common to all tests

• Participant Impacts & Non-Utility System Impacts 

vary according to the test 

Commonly used as primary screen for EE resources

The model cost-effectiveness tests

Program Administrator Cost Test

(formerly: Utility Cost Test)Societal Cost TestTotal Resource Cost Test



Typical methods for calculating impact value for CET

Ways that impacts are included

Monetized Proxy

Adder
Alternative
thresholds

x ≈ Yx = $

x = x0 + a score < 1.0



Core Utility System Impacts that could be included

Cost-Effectiveness Impacts

Utility portion of measure costs

Program administration costs

Other Financial or Technical Support Costs

EM&V costs

Shareholder incentive costs

Avoided marginal energy costs

Avoided generation capacity costs

Avoided T&D costs

Avoided T&D line losses

Avoided ancillary services

Wholesale price suppression effects

Avoided credit & collection costs

Avoided RPS compliance costs

Avoided environmental  compliance costs

Increased Reliability

Reduced Risk

Market Transformation

Costs Benefits



Utility System Impacts – Midwest Practices

Cost-Effectiveness Impacts

Data Source: DSESP

• A third of the impacts are 
included by all or most 
states

• Several additional 
impacts included by 
about half of the states

• Variability among states 
on other impacts

• A few uncertainties



Participant impacts that could be included

Cost-Effectiveness Impacts

Participant portion of measure costs

Asset value

Productivity

Economic well-being

Comfort

Health & Safety

Satisfaction

Costs Benefits



Cost-Effectiveness Impacts

Data Source: DSESP

Participant Impacts – Midwest Practices

• TRC & SCT models 
include participant 
impacts; PAC does 
not include them

• Participant measure 
cost is included by all 
Midwest TRC & SCT 
states

• Other possible 
participant impacts 
not included by most 
states



Non-Utility System Impacts that could be included

Cost-Effectiveness Impacts

Low income customers

Other fuels

Water resources

Environmental impacts

Economic development & jobs

Public health

Energy security

Costs Benefits



Other non-utility system impacts – Midwest Practices

Cost-Effectiveness Impacts

• Non-utility system 
impacts are not 
widely included in 

Midwest CET

• Impact on low-
income customers 
is the most often 
considered 
impact 

Data Source: DSESP



Why aren’t we sure what is in all the states’ tests?

Sometimes & Uncertain

Sometimes – Inconsistency

• Impact included by one utility in a state but not another

• Impact included for some programs but not others (where it might also apply)

Uncertain – Implementation or Transparency

• Discussed/implied in policy or filing text but not directly demonstrated in testing 
documentation & workpapers

• Impact potentially allowed but no evidence of being used in practice

• Impact could be rolled up into nonitemized “other costs”

• Limited documentation of CET inputs, methodology or results – e.g. only scores or 
scores with nonitemized total benefits & costs

• Or no un-redacted documentation (functionally the same for the public)



Iowa

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Recent legislative 
changes include cost 
caps, CET changes

• Portfolios are now 
required to pass RIM or 
all-customer opt-out 
provisions will be 
triggered



Illinois

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Ongoing research on 
additional monetizable 
impacts – Health & 
Safety, Public Health, 
Economic Development

• IL Stakeholder Advisory 

Group (IL SAG) 

responsible for 

modifying TRM to 

include impacts



Indiana

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Uncertainties due to 
transparency issues with 
CET reporting

• Some utilities itemize 
other impacts in 
workpapers, but always 
at zero value



Kansas

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• RIM is also strongly 

considered by 

staff/commission

• Not fully clear how 

some included impacts 

are being calculated



Kentucky

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• One of only 3 states that 

has included utility lost 

revenues in a primary 

CET

• The only state that 

includes lost revenues 

without the RIM as 

primary test

Other Impacts Lost Revenues



Michigan

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Uncertainty from some 

unspecified “other 

costs” included in total 

costs for one utility

• Only Midwest state to 

have an adder for 

market transformation 

programs (out of 5 that 

include or potentially 

include)



Minnesota

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Shareholder incentives 

sometimes appear to 

be rolled into “other 

costs”

• Ancillary services 

discussed in a recent 

study but unclear if any 

utilities have included 

those impacts thus far



Missouri

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Limited legislative definition 
of what non-energy 
impacts can be included in 
TRC (must have a 
monetizable utility avoided 
cost)

• DSESP notes economic well-
being as a participant 
impact that could be 
included under the 
definition if it were 
monetized e.g. from bill 
reductions



North Dakota

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• No IOU EE programs in 

state > 10+ yrs

• Only non-regulated 

small utilities (mostly co-

ops) are doing EE in ND

• No formal reporting 

except through EIA-861



Nebraska

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Public power state –

no IOUs & different 

regulatory structure

• Limited spending on 

EM&V



Ohio

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• Low-income programs are 
required but do not have 
specific CET treatment

• The “Uncertain” impacts 
are noted as impacts that 
could be included under 
testing protocols that allow 
certain programs with 
substantial non-energy 
benefits to be exempt from 
TRC



South Dakota

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• No formal policy 
standardization of CET 
requirements

• Calculations are not 
always consistent 
between utilities



Wisconsin

State Cost-Effectiveness Profiles

Data Source: DSESP

• An expanded version of 

the TRC is used as a 

secondary test

• The small number of 

non-Focus utilities may 

have different practices



Impacts in Common – “PAC” States
MI NE

Costs

Benefits

Benefits



Impacts in Common – “TRC” States
IL IN KS KY MO OH SD WI

Costs

Benefits

Costs

Benefits



Impacts in Common – “SCT” States
IA MN

Costs

Benefits

Costs

Benefits

Benefits



Key takeaways

What does this all mean?

Each state includes 
different impacts, even 
when they are using the 

“same” test

Half of the core utility 
system impacts that 

could be in any primary 
test are not being 

monetized & included

Participant costs are 
considered but not 

much consideration of 
participant benefits

Non-utility impacts are 
often considered for 

low-income customers, 
but most others are not 

included



Which impacts should be included in our test, then?

There is no single answer that works everywhere − 

but there is a framework to figure it out



Coming in 2020

NSPM for Distributed 
Energy Resources 

(DERs)

Additional DSESP 
updates from user 

feedback

ACEEE report on the 
“3 Rs” (Risk, Reliability 
and Resilience) in EE 

cost-effectiveness 
testing

Ongoing research & 
guidance on how 

states are 
quantifying the 

impacts they include





Gregory Ehrendreich

Senior Analyst
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Thank you!

Alaina Boyle

Research Associate, 
Valuation

E4TheFuture 

aboyle@e4thefuture.org
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