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Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance

The Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance (MEEA) is a collaborative 

network, promoting energy efficiency to optimize energy 

generation, reduce consumption, create jobs and decrease 

carbon emissions in all Midwest communities.

MEEA is a non-profit membership organization with 150+ 

members, including:

Electric & 

gas utilities
Academic &

Research institutions

State & local

governments

Energy service 

companies & 

contractors



National Standard Practice Manual (NSPM)

Valuing Energy Efficiency

• Originally released in 2017 just for EE, re-

released in 2020 to include all DERs

• National best-practices from a broad range of 

experts

• MEEA is a partner of NESP and is on the advisory 

committee

• NSPM has been referenced in 300+ public 

proceedings and presentations since 2017

https://www.nationalenergyscreeningproject.org/national-standard-practice-manual/

https://www.nationalenergyscreeningproject.org/national-standard-practice-manual/


Three states, three different types of cases, three very different 
proposed Jurisdiction-Specific Tests

Where NSPM has been applied in the Midwest
M

in
n

e
so

ta •Developing 
test for utility 
EE programs.

•Docket No. 
E,G999/CIP-
23-46 M

ic
h

ig
a

n •Developing 
test for DER 
pilot 
programs.

•Docket No. 
U-20898

O
h

io •Proposed 
test for EE 
plan in AEP 
Ohio SSO 
case.

•Docket No. 
23-23-EL-SSO



Minnesota Overview

Dept. of Commerce staff-led investigation 
into updating BCA for Conservation 
Improvement Program (CIP).

8 meetings of Cost-Effectiveness Advisory 
Committee throughout 2021-2022.

Process went on hold during legislative 
debate over ECO Act, then refocused to 
align with the Act after it passed.

• Docket E,G999/CIP-23-46
• In the Matter of 2024-2026 CIP Cost-

Effectiveness Methodologies for Electric 

and Gas Investor-Owned Utilities

• Search “23-46” at eDockets

• Decision from DOC Deputy Commissioner
• Staff proposed decision

• Meeting 1-3 notes

• Meeting 4-6 notes

• Meeting 7-8 notes

Docket Details

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&userType=public
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7b00DF3887-0000-C719-B71B-0523B746A81D%7d&documentTitle=20233-194403-01
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&userType=public#{50425B86-0000-CA12-BE9B-E5EEDCE9F1A6}
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&userType=public#{60425B86-0000-CC28-95CD-C97DABD4138A}
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&userType=public#{70425B86-0000-C111-828C-2AC58EAE7183}
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=eDocketsResult&userType=public#{70425B86-0000-CA3C-BCA6-536408EC0D98}


Michigan Overview

Commission investigation into integrated distribution 
planning issues. Focusing on New Technologies and 
Business Models workgroup recommendations from 
Phase II of MI Power Grid

Utilities directed to submit proposed BCA by 7/27/2022 
Order. Also establishes a multi-phase, proceeding
     Phase I: Pilot programs
     Phase II: “Other areas of investment”

Proposal from DTE & Consumers is for a JST that would 
cover DERs except for EE, as well as some possible areas 
not addressed in the NSPM (e.g., undergrounding, 
hydrogen)

• Docket U-20898
• In the matter, on the Commission's 

own motion, to commence a 
collaborative to consider issues 
related to new technologies and 
business models.

• Document U-20898-0022 2/1/2023
• DTE Electric Company's and 

Consumers Energy Company's 
Proposed Requirements and Further 
Guidance on Benefit-Cost Analyses 
for Pilot Initiatives

Docket Details

https://mi-psc.force.com/s/case/500t000000ZLHNzAAP/in-the-matter-on-the-commissions-own-motion-to-commence-a-collaborative-to-consider-issues-related-to-new-technologies-and-business-models
https://mi-psc.force.com/sfc/servlet.shepherd/version/download/0688y000006b4QyAAI


Ohio Overview

After HB6 repealed the 
EERS in 2019, electric EE 

ended in Ohio.

Multiple utilities have 
made unsuccessful 

attempts to get 
voluntary EE plans 

approved at the PUCO 
over the last 3 years.

AEP Ohio SSO (standard 
service offer) rate case 

was the most recent 
attempt  and 

referenced the NSPM. 

Proposed $43M annual 
suite of EE programs (as 

one small part of the 
case).

• Docket 23-0023-EL-SSO
o In the Matter of the Application of 

Ohio Power Company for 
Authority to Establish a Standard 
Service Offer

• Direct Testimony and Exhibits of Brian F. 
Billing electronically filed by Mr. Steven 
T. Nourse on behalf of Ohio Power 
Company. (01/06/2023)
o Testimony record
o Testimony document

Docket Details

https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/CaseRecord.aspx?CaseNo=23-0023
https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/DocumentRecord.aspx?DocID=a197404c-494a-498a-8759-f61fd9bd9007
https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/ViewImage.aspx?CMID=A1001001A23A06B63642D00735


Widely varied approaches

Stakeholder Engagement

Minnesota

Extensive 
stakeholder process 
over 2 years (mostly 

2022).

8 stakeholder 
meetings. 58 

individuals. 36 
organizations.

Michigan

Because of 
“stakeholder 

fatigue,” 
commission had 

utilities propose first.

Followed up with 
public comment 

period. 12 
organizations 
commented.

Ohio

No stakeholder 
process.

Only stakeholders 
involved were the 

intervening parties in 
the case.

MEEA does 

not 

intervene, 

and thus we 

did not 

participate 

in the Ohio 

docket.

MEEA was a 

stakeholder 

participant in 

Minnesota  

and a public   

commenter 

in Michigan



5-step process

NSPM Framework

• Steps 1-3 will 
be the focus 
of the 
presentation.

• Step 4 will be noted 
where applicable, but 
I’m not going to dig 
deep into it today.

• Step 5 will be obvious.



Step 1

• Detailed, stakeholder-driven 
review.Minnesota

• Barely addressed by proposing 
utilities.Michigan

• Limited review by proposing 
utility.Ohio



Highly detailed 
Appendix C of Staff 

Proposed Decision

Minnesota Policy Inventory

• 4 summary 
tables.

• 45 pages of 
relevant policy 

excerpts.



No detailed review of relevant policies

Michigan Policy Inventory

• A paragraph and 
a bullet list.

• Generic policy 
principles rather 
than specifics.



Limited review of one statute

Ohio Policy Inventory

• Looks only at a single statute
– the plan “encourages the state 

policy objectives in Ohio Revised 
Code 4928.02.”

• Only addresses BCA indirectly
– e.g.,“cost-effective technologies 

generating other benefits”

– but does not detail how policies 
support inclusion of any specific 
impacts.



Step 2

&

Step 3

• Multi-step process: Homework, straw proposal, 
discussion, summary report. Minnesota

• Included many NEIs but not for the right reasons.Michigan

• Potential study measured some C&I non-energy 
impacts; those impacts were included.Ohio



Minnesota Impact Determination
• Straw Proposal based on stakeholder 

homework feedback.

• Extensive discussion followed to 

decide which impacts were relevant.

• Test in includes all relevant impacts, 

even if they aren’t quantified yet. (This 

is part of Step 4.)

• Does not include participant impacts, 

either costs or benefits. (Also Step 4)

Straw Proposal

Final Decision

“Impacts that do not have an * symbol are 

not currently quantified as part of the MCT 

and/or do not have an approved estimation 

methodology. These impacts should be 

assigned a value equal to 0 for the IOUs’ 

2024-2026 CIP cost-effectiveness analyses 

using the MCT.” 

Include all utility system impacts



Michigan Impact Determination

But…

• Rationale for not 
including utility 
system impacts.

• But could have 
included and 
set to zero like 
Minnesota.

• NSPM is not 

prescriptive

• Reason to include 

should be that they 

support policy 

goals. (Step 3)



Ohio Impact Determination

“AEP Ohio has incorporated additional non-

energy benefits into the UCT, such as the 

quantification of C&I non-energy benefits... 

Also included are the reduction of charge offs 

and reduced collections from Universal Service 

fund…”

“There are substantial Non-Energy Impacts associated to the Community 

Assistance Program such as:

1. Reduced Charge offs

2. Increased Safety

3. Increased Indoor Air Quality

4. Increased Comfort and Health

5. Reduced bill collections through USF

6. Economic Development and Job Creation

7. Other Fuel Benefits

8. Water and Other Resource Benefits

For this plan, we have only quantified the reduction in Charge offs and the 

reduction in collections needed for the Universal Service Fund…”

Appendices

• “[Consultant] recommends inclusion of NEIs in regulatory cost-effectiveness 

testing for EE programs. 

• [Consultant] recommends using O&M cost savings derived from the life-

cycle cost analysis for the lighting, motors, VSD, custom, and “other” 

(agriculture and compressed air) measure categories. …

• [Consultant] recommends using industry specific estimates of NEIs resulting 

from productivity or sales increases for HVAC, VSD, compressed air, and 

lighting measures.”

Sec V, Part a.

• Limited range of NEIs that apply to only 
some customers, only some measures.

• The justification seems to be, essentially, 
‘these are the ones that have been 
quantified’. 



Only one gets full marks for 
following the NSPM framework

The Proposed Tests

Jobs/Econ 
Dev.

LMI Host 
Customers

Non-LMI Host 
Customers 

Other FuelsWater

GHG 
Emissions

Public 
Health

Resilience

Utility 
System 
Impacts

Ohio

Jobs/Econ 
Dev.

LMI Host 
Customers

Non-LMI Host 
Customers 

Other FuelsWater

GHG 
Emissions

Public 
Health

Resilience

Utility 
System 
Impacts

Minnesota Michigan

Impact(s) Partially Included

Impact(s) Fully Included

Impact(s) Not Included

Jobs/Econ 
Dev.

LMI Host 
Customers

Non-LMI Host 
Customers 

Other FuelsWater

GHG 
Emissions

Public 
Health

Resilience

Utility 
System 
Impacts



“The MCT”

Minnesota Cost Test

Jobs/Econ 
Dev.

LMI Host 
Customers

Non-LMI Host 
Customers 

Other FuelsWater

GHG 
Emissions

Public 
Health

Resilience

Utility 
System 
Impacts

Not quantified; 

set to zero for 

2024-26

Not quantified; 

set to zero for 

2024-26

All Utility System 

Impacts are included, 

though some have not 

been quantified and 

are assigned a value 

of zero for 2024-26

Participant impacts 

are not included in 

the primary test – 

neither costs nor 

benefits.

Impact(s) 

Partially 

Included

Impact(s) Fully 

Included

Impact(s) Not 

Included

Not quantified; 

set to zero for 

2024-26



“Pilot JST”

Michigan Proposed Test

Jobs/Econ 
Dev.

LMI Host 
Customers

Non-LMI Host 
Customers 

Other FuelsWater

GHG 
Emissions

Public 
Health

Resilience

Utility 
System 
Impacts

Impact(s) 

Partially 

Included

Impact(s) Fully 

Included

Impact(s) Not 

Included

Utility System Impacts 

that are not included 

have reasonable 

justification, but NSPM 

principles would have 

them included as 

relevant but set to 

zero or qualified in 

some fashion instead.

Participant Impacts 

have not been 

justified by relevant 

policy goals. Though 

those goals may exist 

and be relevant, this 

has not been 

sufficiently explored. 

Societal Impacts have 

not been justified by 

relevant policy goals. 

Though those goals 

may exist and be 

relevant, this has not 

been sufficiently 

explored. 



Impact(s) 

Partially 

Included

Impact(s) Fully 

Included

Impact(s) Not 

Included

Jobs/Econ 
Dev.

LMI Host 
Customers

Non-LMI Host 
Customers 

Other FuelsWater

GHG 
Emissions

Public 
Health

Resilience

Utility 
System 
Impacts

In mTRC
• Participant Measure Cost
In both tests
• Participant O&M Savings (C&I)
•  Participant Comfort (C&I)
• Participant Safety (C&I)
• Participant Productivity (C&I)

Discussed in plan, 
not in tests

Difference between tests is 
that mTRC includes this 

cost that mUCT does not

Discussed in plan, 
not in tests

Discussed in plan, 
not in tests

“mUCT” & “mTRC”

Ohio proposed tests

Participant Impacts 

have not been 

justified by relevant 

policy goals. Though 

those goals may exist 

and be relevant, this 

has not been 

sufficiently explored. 



Involve Stakeholders. 

Follow the Framework.

Takeaways

Minnesota

•Followed the step-by-step 
NSMP framework.

•Strong stakeholder 
engagement.

•Because they followed 
the framework, they got 
meaningful and 
actionable results.

Michigan

•Starting with a detailed 
policy inventory would 
have enhanced 
understanding & informed 
the inclusion of impacts.

•Involving stakeholders 
afterwards for comments 
meant utilities had less 
guidance in the proposal 
development process.

Ohio

•On the plus side, they 
have obviously been 
listening and it’s great that 
they tried to use the NSPM 
for guidance.

•On the minus, they did it 
on their own without 
stakeholder expertise.

•Fell short in practice, 
because they didn’t 
follow the steps of the 
framework.



Status
M

in
n

e
so

ta • Approved
• Being used as the 

primary test for CIP in 
2024-2026 cycle.

M
ic

h
ig

a
n • Pending

• Case is ongoing but 
no new filings have 
occurred since the 
BCA proposal 
comments in late 
June.

• Comments, in 
general, felt the 
proposal was missing 
necessary elements.

O
h

io • Dead
•EE was cut in 

9/6/2023 
stipulation except 
$12M LI-Wx

•No EM&V 
requirement.

•No BCA 
requirement.

https://dis.puc.state.oh.us/ViewImage.aspx?CMID=A1001001A23I06B24207C00168




APPENDIX: Additional Slides



Minnesota Test Approved Utility System Impacts
Category Impact Included in Minnesota Test

Generation

Energy Generation TRUE

Capacity TRUE

Environmental Compliance TRUE (not quantified)

Renewable Portfolio Standard Compliance TRUE (not quantified)

Market Price Effects TRUE (not quantified for gas)

Ancillary Services TRUE

Transmission
Transmission Capacity TRUE

Transmission System Losses TRUE

Distribution
Distribution Costs TRUE

Distribution System Losses TRUE

General

Program Incentives TRUE

Program Administration Costs TRUE

Utility Performance Incentives TRUE

Credit and Collection Costs TRUE (not quantified)

Risk TRUE (not quantified)

Reliability TRUE (not quantified)

Resilience TRUE (not quantified)



Michigan DER Pilots Proposed Utility System Impacts
Category Impact Included in Michigan Proposed Test

Generation

Energy Generation TRUE

Capacity TRUE

Environmental Compliance FALSE

Renewable Portfolio Standard Compliance FALSE

Market Price Effects FALSE

Ancillary Services TRUE

Transmission
Transmission Capacity TRUE

Transmission System Losses TRUE

Distribution
Distribution Costs TRUE

Distribution System Losses TRUE

General

Program Incentives TRUE

Program Administration Costs TRUE

Utility Performance Incentives TRUE

Credit and Collection Costs TRUE

Risk TRUE

Reliability TRUE

Resilience TRUE



AEP Ohio’s Proposed Utility System Impacts
Category Impact Included in AEP Proposed Test

Generation

Energy Generation TRUE

Capacity TRUE

Environmental Compliance FALSE

Renewable Portfolio Standard Compliance FALSE

Market Price Effects FALSE

Ancillary Services FALSE

Transmission
Transmission Capacity TRUE

Transmission System Losses TRUE

Distribution
Distribution Costs TRUE

Distribution System Losses TRUE

General

Program Incentives TRUE

Program Administration Costs TRUE

Utility Performance Incentives FALSE

Credit and Collection Costs TRUE*

Risk FALSE

Reliability FALSE

Resilience FALSE

*For LI customers in 

Community 

Assistance Program
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