
Panel g Overview: 
Program Evaluation 

Over the last ten years, the role and sophistication of program 
evaluations have grown in parallel with the Summer Study. Conservation 
program evaluation has becorrie a large field with ma ny good practitioners. 
Those represented in this panel represent a variety of affiliations: 
universities, national laboratories, state agencies, public and private 
utilities, and private consultants. We fee1 the papers represented here are 
va1uab1e contributions to the Summer Study. They were selected out of 70 
abstracts. Neverthe1ess, many excellent evaluators cou1d not be represented 
due to the time constraints and competing interests of the Summer Study. An 
entire conference on energy program evaluation is held every two years in 
Chicago (organized by Argonne National Laboratory) which shou1d be of interest 
to those who find the papers in the panel to be usefu1. 

The panel is divided into sessions each of which emphasizes one topic. In 
this introduction we will try to highlight the contribution of each paper to 
the session topic. 

Exemp1ary Residentia1 Program Eva1uations is an ambitious title. Vet, 
most eva1uators have seen so many residentia1 weatherization eva1uations that 
they wou 1 d on 1 y be interes ted if there were something spec i alabout a new 
one. We believe that these are special. The Horowitz paper describes two 
straightfoward eva1uations using mainstream approaches, but with significant 
differences between them. Questions arise about whether the methodologies 
se1ected may have inf1uenced the resu1ts in a predictab1e way. 

Kush1er ' s paper is a classic examp1e of the high1y desired 
levaluation-po1icy-eva1uation" link. Over severa1 years, eva1uations tested 
po1icies; new po1icies were tried; and the new po1icies were eva1uated. 

Whil e Mi chi gan and Bonnev ill e have examined the pers i stence and 
re1iabi1ity of savings over three years, the Sumi and Coates paper presents an 
effort to fo110w weatherized cohorts for up to eight years. This paper shou1d 
be read by everyone who fee1s uneasy about the re1iability of conservation 
savings. 

App1iance Efficiency Program Eva1uation looks at eva1uations of a furnace 
rep1acement program, a specific refrigerator rebate program, and a national 
overv i ew of 10 app 1 i ance rebate programs and the ir eva 1 uati ons. The Hall 
paper ref1ects how eva1uations can provide a basis for serious policy 
decisions even if sample sizes are small and statistica1 significance is 
difficu1t to show. The Mystakides paper is intriguing in that they were ab1e 
to collect so much information on 'a control grol!P that they were ab1e to 
indentify the efficiency of the refrigerators purchased outside the program 
area. McRae did a review of the eva1uations done on app1iance rebate programs 
to determine if a general statement could be made about the effect of 
"free-riders" on program economics. It will be interesting to see if all 
listners will share her re1uctance to draw conc1usions. 
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Issues in Evaluation Policy will provide a mix of methodology development 
(Newcomb) that can apply to other end use sectors, PUC policies to ensure 
quality evaluations (Prahl); and a humorous approach to a topic with a heavy 
title (Rothstein). This is a session that may attract planners and 
policymakers as we1l as evaluators. 

Eva1uation methodologies deve10p morequick1y then they can be 
disseminated and rep1icated. One of the roles of the ACEEE Summer Study is to 
help speed the transfer of techniques and results among the participants and 
their agencies. Sophisticated Eva1uation Methods is asession tit1e that may 
confuse the authors if they consider their techniques to be noncontroversia1. 
However, the use of two stage logits to estimate se1f-se1ection effects 
(Train), the estimation of free-rider effects in an efficient home 
certification program (Buchanan and Violette), and efforts to extrapo1ate 
eva1uation results to a national sca1e (Carroll et mucho al) are not yet 
mainstream techniques. We anticipate that each of these presentations will 
raise issues that cou1d invo1ve the audience. 

Take-back, rebound, amenity improvement, and the Khazoom effect are all 
terms for the apparent 10ss of conservation savings and they imply that 
behaviora1 changes occur af ter conservation actions. They are popu1ar 
expressions in energy conservation parlance. Take-back has been characterized 
as an energy plannerls ready exp1anation and a~ engineer's crutch when 
measured savings fail to match the savings predicted by auditors or analysts. 
The session entit1ed: Whither the Great Takeback Effect could be cal led 
"Wither the Great Takeback Effect" or "Khazoom Goes Boom". One paper 
(Ruderman) undermines the theoretica1 and mathematica1 basis for the effect, 
whi1e Weihl and Ternes and Stova11 attempt to measure the effect in terms of 
changes in temperature setting behavior with empirical measurement 
techniques. None of the authors (nor Hall from the App1iance session) report 
a substantia1 effect on other than an anecdota1 basis. This session may make 
some people uncomfortab1e because the results seem to imp1y that long held 
be1iefs may have been misp1aced. 

Data Ana1ysis in Support of Eva1uation. F:va1uations require good data, 
of ten those which may not be easi1y obtained, dnd solid baseline data. Mi1ler 
and Griffin describe the efforts of the California Energy Commission to 
estab1ish a new database for planning whi1e testing the re1iabi1ity of 
previous1y reported survey data. Yoder and Schoch took an existing database 
and mined it further to help understand the variation in the success of the 
Hood River Conservation Project. Jan Moen, from Norway, exp1ains how they 
combine measured data with engineering assumptions to eva1uate their 
programs. Mark Jacksonls paper may represent an evaluator's idea1 
situation--two years of detai1ed metering on five parameters with an 
experimenta1 and a control group. But, even with this richness of data, the 
va1idity of the eva1uation can be undermined by problems with sampling and 
sample attrition. 

We fee 1 that the papers to be presented i n the Program Eva 1 uat i on Panel 
are strong and represent the best of what is being done in this country. 
Nevertheless, do not expect perfect designs, foo1-proof methodo10gies, 
unimpeachable results, or ideal samples. The best of eva1uations will meet 
the difficu1t goal of being scientifically defensib1e, these papers should 
meet that test. 

Kenneth M. Keating, Bruce Cody 
Bonneville Power Administration 
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