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ABSTRACT 

Industrial energy efficiency programs are understood to be some of the most cost-
effective efficiency resources available. Despite this, there is little public data on which types of 
industrial programs are most cost-effective, and why. This paper summarizes new research 
conducted on industrial energy efficiency portfolios administered by utilities and public benefit 
organizations throughout the U.S. Using several standard performance metrics, such as cost of 
saved energy and benefit-cost ratios, we show how different industrial efficiency programs 
compare with one another and also in comparison with residential and commercial programs. 
Industrial programs prove to be relatively cost-effective, yielding significant portions of total 
energy savings. We also discuss possible reasons for observed differences in program 
performance. 

 
Introduction 

 
Around the country, energy efficiency (EE) goals for utilities and public benefit 

organizations are rising and more states are prioritizing EE as an energy resource just like coal or 
natural gas. Presently 44 states have ratepayer funded EE programs, with annual targets of 
increasing ambition, in many cases (ACEEE 2013).  Anecdotally, EE program managers have 
indicated that they are having more and more difficulty identifying new efficiency opportunities 
in the residential and commercial sectors. As their efficiency goals rise, they are more interested 
in acquiring efficiency resources in the industrial sector, due in large part to its reputation as a 
sector in which EE resources are low-cost.  

Meanwhile, many large industrial customers continue to resist these programs and the 
related ratepayer funding mechanisms, such as system benefits charges and EE riders. Sample 
system benefits charges for EE programs range from $0.0009/kWh to $0.0056/kWh; large 
industrial customers have successfully argued in some states that the charges – which can add 
hundreds of thousands of dollars to annual electric costs – are burdensome and the programs do 
not meet their needs (Chittum 2011). While some industrial consumer groups have advocated for 
provisions allowing them to opt out of ratepayer-funded EE programming, other industrial 
customers have touted their benefits and advocated in their defense (e.g., Neubauer et al. 2013).  
 
Energy Efficiency Program Background 

 
Between 2000 and 2011 total U.S. program spending on electricity and natural gas 

efficiency programs grew at an average annual rate of 18%. Figure 1 illustrates the growth of 
overall program spending from $1.1 billion in 2000 to $7.0 billion in 2011. As states increase the 
ambition of their EE and renewable energy resource standards, efficiency programs are growing 
to identify and implement savings opportunities (Bradbury and Aden, 2012). 
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Figure 1. Annual Electric and Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Program Budgets in the U.S. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: Foster et al. 2012. 
 

Over the 1990’s and 2000’s rising energy prices spurred renewed interest in EE. Cost 
estimates suggest that industrial sector efficiency projects are among the cheapest and quickest 
ways to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (e.g., McKinsey 2009). There is a growing recognition 
that industrial EE resources are some of the more cost-effective energy resources available to 
utilities and states as they plan to meet future load growth or efficiency targets required by many 
state laws. Still, a great number of utilities offer commercial and industrial efficiency programs 
jointly and do not offer specific programs that target and address industrial firms’ specific needs 
(Chittum 2012). This suggests that there are ample opportunities for utilities and public benefit 
organizations to increase their outreach and acquisition efforts in the industrial sector to keep 
rates low for all customers and help industrial firms reduce their costs.  

By virtue of their low costs, industrial EE programs help keep energy costs down for all 
consumers. The better utilities, public benefit organizations, and states become at prioritizing and 
capturing available industrial EE resources, the better society can continue to meet energy 
demand growth in a low cost and low emissions manner.  
 
Need for New Research 

 
In states such as Indiana, West Virginia, and Iowa, the future of industrial EE 

programming is currently being hammered out in legislatures and regulatory agencies. ACEEE 
and WRI outreach and technical assistance to these and other states has revealed a dearth of data 
available for stakeholders struggling to understand the potential role of industrial EE in these 
states’ energy futures. While policy makers may have a general sense that the industrial sector 
offers cost-effective EE opportunities, there are few comprehensive assessments of the role 
industrial EE plays in a state’s efficiency portfolio.  

Additionally, some states have embraced new industrial EE program types, some of 
which have not traditionally been part of utilities’ industrial EE portfolios. How these programs 
(e.g., strategic energy management and combined heat and power) compare to others is largely 
unknown outside of the particular entities running the programs. These new types of programs 
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are viewed in some cases as true resource acquisition programs, and are meeting the resource 
needs of states such as Oregon, Massachusetts, and New York.  

Unfortunately, little nationwide data exists on the cost of saved energy in the industrial 
sector versus other sectors, and how the types of industrial programs and policies impact and 
influence the performance of industrial programs. Industrial programs’ cost of saved energy, 
cost-effectiveness and energy savings performance is rarely, if ever, comprehensively compared 
to that of programs targeting the residential and commercial sectors.  

This paper represents the first step in answering the question of how industrial programs 
compare with each other and with programs for other sectors. It also discusses how different 
types of industrial programs are used by industrial customers, and which types of programs are 
proving to be more cost-effective than others. The data and analysis presented here represent 
preliminary findings from a more in-depth, forthcoming report by WRI and ACEEE.1 

 
Types of Programs 

 
This research began with a review of established types of programs that target the 

industrial sector. Table 1 highlights program attributes, which utilities and public benefit 
organizations must consider when choosing programs to best meet industrial customer needs.  

 
Table 1. Typology of Industrial Energy Efficiency Programs 

Program Type Strengths Weakness 
Prescriptive 
Incentive 

Technology-specific 
Limited ambition; not universally applicable 

Custom/Process 
Efficiency 

Facility-specific, 
flexible 

Inconsistent assessment data 

Strategic 
Energy 
Management 

Systemic 
Long time frames can be difficult to mesh with 
program funding periods  

Market 
Transformation 

Scattered, small, 
amorphous 

Supply-chain and vendor orientation 

Self-Direct 
Programs 

Flexible, often low-
cost to utility 

Some questionable M&V; may overlook 
opportunities 

Table sources: Chittum 2011; York et al. 2013 

Prescriptive incentive programs are some of the most common industrial programs, and 
are often administered concurrently with commercial programs. Specific technologies, such as 
motors or lighting, are identified as eligible and explicit incentive or rebate amounts are assigned 
for each technology. Custom efficiency programs usually offer incentives or rebates based on a 
facility’s entire kWh or therm savings, and so can credit savings acquired via a wide variety of 
technologies or modifications. Strategic energy management programs help support the 
deployment of holistic energy management strategies, including metric development and 

                                                 
1 A joint publication between the authors of this Summer Study paper will be published later this year, featuring 
more in-depth profiles and discussion of a dozen specific programs from around the country. The preliminary 
findings presented here are based on data from published documents.  The final report will also include discussion of 
policy implications and recommendations. 
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metering capabilities. These sometimes include specific programs that encourage best practices 
in the operation and maintenance of equipment. Market transformation programs work to 
strengthen the path between EE products and systems and the ultimate end users. Self-direct 
programs put the burden of project engineering on the individual firm in exchange for more 
autonomy over how a project is developed and, sometimes, higher rebate levels.  

There are significant variations among these program types, and certainly other types of 
programs all together. A forthcoming report will describe in greater detail the wide varieties of 
programs targeting industrial customers. However, most programs can be roughly categorized 
into one of the above types.  

 
Judging Performance 

 
Recognizing that how a program is “performing” might not be fully revealed in certain 

metrics, there are some metrics that can aide in the comparison of one program to another. The 
aim of this research is to understand how different programs are serving their customers, serving 
other ratepayers, and serving society in general. It is also to understand how different program 
structures and policies are impacting these performance metrics. To that end, four metrics are 
being collected for ratepayer-funded programs: 

 
 Cost-benefit test results. Within the U.S. there are three types of commonly-used tests for 

quantifying EE program cost-effectiveness that range in their scope of consideration. On the 
micro end of the spectrum the Participant Cost Test (PCT) compares the costs and benefits of EE 
projects and programs for individual consumers. At the macro end of the spectrum the Societal 
Cost Test (SCT) includes resource savings and non-monetary costs and benefits of efficiency 
programs for a broader group of society. The most frequently used assessment method is the 
Total Resource Cost (TRC) test, which seeks to answer the question “Will the total cost of energy 
in the utility service territory decrease?” (Kushler et al. 2012). Results of these tests are usually 
presented as benefit-to-cost ratios, with a number of 1 or greater representing a determination 
that the program benefits outweigh the costs2. 

 Cost of saved energy. Many programs also report the cost of saved energy through an EE 
program as an amount of dollars per kWh or therm saved. The typical cost of saved energy metric 
includes consideration of measure life and an appropriate discount rate, and reflects the cost of 
energy to the utility. The “levelized” cost of saved energy is a cost that is comparable across 
multiple utilities by reflecting the costs within a certain time period and considering certain 
assumptions. A wide-ranging survey in 2009 found the median levelized cost of saved energy 
across all sectors to be about three cents per kWh, or well below the cost of new generation 
resources (Friedrich et al. 2009). 

 Participation rates. Some publicly reported participation rate data reflects the percentage  of 
eligible customers that participate in a given program while other data reflects the percentage of 
targeted customers who participate. Additionally, different program types will be inherently better 
suited for certain types of industrial customers. To maximize energy savings from industrial 
customers, it would be useful to better understand which types of programs are most appealing to 

                                                 
2 For more detailed discussion, see Henriksson and Soderholm (2009). 
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certain types of firms or subsectors of industrial customers.  These data are rarely reported in 
public filings and more research will be needed to fill-in these data gaps. 

 
 Saved energy. Most programs must report annual or program period saved energy, which  

will be the measured or deemed savings minus some amount attributed to “free riders,” 
which are savings that were not actually caused by the program itself. Sometimes these 
saved energy amounts also include some measure of “spillover,” which are savings that 
were not a result of direct program-to-customer activity but were instead caused 
indirectly through program activities (Chittum 2012).  

 
New Research 

 
This research collected as many of the above metrics as possible from targeted EE 

programs. We focused on programs marketed primarily or significantly to industrial customers, 
including both industrial-specific programs such as process efficiency programs, and ones such 
as lighting programs that address both the commercial and industrial sector concurrently. To the 
extent practical, performance metrics are also presented along-side results from similar programs 
that target residential customers, for comparison.  
 
Methodology 

 
The primary goal of this research is to understand how programs targeting the industrial 

sector specifically are performing relative to each other as well as relative to EE programs 
targeting other sectors. This paper is based on secondary-source research, which consisted of 
reviewing publicly available evaluation reports, annual reports, and system planning documents 
such as integrated resource plans. This research was not an attempt to conduct a census of all 
industrial EE programs in the country. Instead, this is an initial review of six programs 
administered by a geographically diverse set of utilities and public benefit organizations. 

 
Table2 identifies the entities targeted and some of the programs within each entity that 

were included in this analysis. EE stakeholders in each region of the country were asked to help 
identify target programs. These utilities and public benefit organizations were identified as 
leaders in the administration of industrial EE programming, and as those with significant history 
of administering such programs to the industrial sector.  

 
 

Table 2. Assessed Programs 

Utility or Organization Name (State) Program Name 

Focus on Energy (WI) Business Incentive, Large Energy Users 

Xcel Energy (CO) 
Recommissioning, Self-Direct, Large 
Commercial and Industrial Standard Offer 

Xcel Energy (MN) 
Recommissioning, Industrial Process Efficiency, 
and Custom Efficiency 

Pacific Gas & Electric (CA) Energy Solutions for Manufacturing Facilities 
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American Electric Power (OH) 
Custom Incentive Program, Prescriptive 
Program, Self-Direct 

Rocky Mountain Power (UT) 
New Facilities, Energy FinAnswer, Self-Direct, 
Energy Project Manager Co-Funding 

 
The overarching questions we sought to answer included:  

 
 How cost-effective are various industrial-focused EE programs? 
 How do savings impacts compare among different industrial programs administered by 

each utility or public benefit organization? 
 What kind of participation rates does each type of program see?  
 What is the cost of saved energy and total saved energy for the target programs, and how 

does it compare to others? 
 
While these questions could not be definitively answered for all programs, some general 

trends and common findings were revealed.  
 

Preliminary Findings  
 
Industrial EE programs have cost and savings profiles that differ from residential, 

commercial, and agricultural programs and also vary among utilities and states. To describe 
utility, customer, and society-scale data, this study presents findings along the four parameters 
described above. In general, the research offered substantive support for the claim that industrial 
efficiency is often among the cheapest EE resource available to utilities today. Earlier research 
has found that the average cost of saved energy for utility programs was $0.025 per kWh 
(Friedrich et al. 2009). 

 
  

6-6 ©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



Cost-Ben
 

F
focused p
have the 
toward ac

 

F
that fairl
appliance
in 2012)
incentive
rider” ef
programs
projects, 

F
Energy M
industria

nefit Test R

igure 2 sho
programs in
greatest ben
chieving tho

igure 3 show
ly consisten
e recycling s
.  Note that

es for projec
ffects where
s. The expec
but there is 

igure 4 show
Minnesota.  S
l programs 

Results 

ows some o
n Colorado. I
nefit to cost r
ose savings.  

Figure

N
ws similar d

nt performan
significantly 

AEP’s self
ts that alread
eby previou
ctation is th
no requirem

Fi

ws benefit to
Several year
are generall

of the benef
In this case,
ratio, perhap

e 2. Xcel Ene

Sour
Notes: these 
data collecte
nce among 
out-perform

f-direct prog
dy occurred
usly planned
hat customer
ment to do so

igure 3. AE

Sources: 

o cost ratios
rs of experie
ly as cost-ef

fit-to-cost ra
, the motor 
ps reflecting 

ergy (CO), 2

rce: Xcel CO
B/C ratios re
ed by Amer
industrial p

ming all othe
gram is expl
; this type o
d efficiency
rs will take t
. 

P Ohio; Ben

AEP Ohio (

s for several 
ence with the
ffective as r

atios of Xce
and drive ef
the small am

2011 Progra

O, 2011. 
eflect a TRC
rican Electri
programs, w
er programs i
icitly a “loo

of program is
y investmen
their new re

nefit/Cost R

(2011, 2012)

industrial E
ese program
residential pr

el Energy’s 
fficiency  pr
mount of uti

am Period 

C test 
ic Power in 
with residen
in 2011 (tho
ok-back” pro
s potentially
nts are rew
ebates and i

Ratios 

) 

EE programs
ms shows that

rograms; me

main indus
rogram prov
lity resource

Ohio, indic
ntial lighting
ough much le
ogram, prov

y subject to “
warded by u
invest in new

s offered by 
t commercia
eanwhile, ce

strial-
ves to 
es put 

 

cating 
g and 
ess so 
viding 
“free-
utility 
w EE 

 

Xcel 
al and 
ertain 

6-7©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



industria
perform o

 

Cost of S
 

In
business 
program 
by comm
commerc
FinAnsw

 

               
3 FinAnsw

l EE program
other progra

Saved Energ

n Utah, Roc
customers, 
is administe

mercial and 
cial and ind

wer program 

                   
er is a process 

m types – su
ams. 

Figur

gy 

cky Mounta
who compl

ered very clo
industrial c

dustrial targe
has been mo

Figure 5. 

               
efficiency pro

uch as proce

re 4. Xcel En

Sources: Xc

ain Power (
leted 33 pro
osely with R

customers3. F
eted program
ore cost-effe

Rocky Mou

Source: Roc

gram while Fin

ess efficienc

nergy (MN)

cel MN (201

RMP)’s sel
ojects within
RMP’s Energ
Figure 5 sh
ms during t
ctive than th

untain Powe

cky Mounta

nAnswer Expr

cy, motor dr

); Benefit/C

10, 2011, 20

lf-direct pro
n the progr
gy FinAnsw

hows the lev
the 2011 p

he self-direct

er, 2011 Pro

ain Power, 20

ress is a prescri

rive efficienc

ost Ratio 

12) 

ogram is use
ram in 2011
wer programs
velized cost 
rogram peri
t program in

ogram Perio

011 

iptive program

cy – reliably

ed by its la
1. The self-d
s, which are

of saved fo
iod. The En

n recent year

od 

 

m. 

y out-

argest 
direct 
 used 

for its 
nergy 
rs.  

6-8 ©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



T
a public b
a higher m
cost was 

 

F
the excep
lower c
recommi
design an
while Xc
RMP had
efficienc
costs.  

 

 
Participa
 

P
than resid
Table 4 

The Wisconsi
benefits fee 
measured be
nearly doub

Total Costs
Benefit-cos

igure 6 show
ption of reco
osts for sa
ssioning pro
nd implemen
cel Energy f
d higher imp
ies identifie

F

Notes: Cost

ation Rates 

reliminary d
dential or co
below, less 

in Focus on 
with the pas

enefit-cost ra
ble.  

Ta
 

s 
st ratio 

ws one metri
ommissionin
aved energ
ograms can 
ntation may
found low c
plementation
ed through t

Figure 6. Xc

ts are calcula

data show th
ommercial p

than 1 perc

Energy prog
ssage of Act
atio than resi

able 3. Wisc
Non-Resi

ind
$8

Source:

ic of the cost
ng, industrial
gy, compare

have very 
y be particula
customer fol
n rates becau
the collabora

cel Energy (

Source: Xce
ated by Xcel

hat industria
rograms, bu
cent of eligi

gram was fou
t 9. Table 3
idential prog

onsin Focus
idential (mo
dustrial) 
1 million 

2.7 
 Focus on E

t of saved en
l and comme
ed to aver
different le

arly importa
llow-through
use customer
ative proces

MN); Cost 

el MN, 2010
l, “Utility Pr

al programs
ut higher than
ible PG&E 

unded in 19
shows that n

grams in 201

s on Energy
ostly 

Energy 2011

nergy for Xc
ercial sector
rage reside
evelized cos
ant for this p
h on recomm
rs who do n
ss are requir

per kWh L

0 – 2012 
rogram Cost 

s have partic
n agricultura
industrial c

99 when the
non-resident
10 although 

y, 2010 
Residentia

$42 millio
1.5 

cel Energy (M
r programs h
ntial progr

sts, suggesti
program typ
mended savi

not implemen
red to repay

ifetime ($/k

per kWh Li

cipation rate
al programs.
customers pa

e state establ
tial program
the total pro

al 

on 

MN).  Here,
have signific
rams. Note 
ing that pro
pe.  For exam
ings; meanw
nt the operat
y direct pro

kWh) 

fetime.” 

es that are l
. As illustrat
articipated i

lished 
ms had 
ogram 

, with 
cantly 

that 
ogram 
mple, 
while, 
tional 

ogram 

 

lower 
ted in 
in EE 

6-9©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



programs
industria
 

T

 
 
Saved En

D
targeted 
more ene
(e.g., Fig
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

N
 
 

s in 2011. G
l participatio

Table 4. PG&
 

Comme
Industr
Agricul
Total 

Source: P

nergy 
 

Data presente
toward large
ergy savings

gures 7 and 8

Notes: Net sa

Given the hig
on could help

&E Energy 
To

ercial 
rial 
ltural 

1
PG&E 2012. 

ed in the rem
e customers,
s than resid

8) supports th

Figure

avings are ca

 

gh benefit ra
p to reduce r

Efficiency P
otal Eligible

827,655 
74,267 

107,085 
1,009,007 

maining tabl
, industrial (

dential progr
his conclusio

e 7. Xcel MN

Source: Xce
alculated by X

atios of indu
rates and ove

Program Pa
To

Partici
105

60
75

11,9

les illustrate
(and comme
rams.  Data 
on based on 

N; Annual S

el MN, 2010
Xcel, “Net A

ustrial EE pr
erall energy 

articipation
otal 
ipating 
570 
00 
57 
927 

e that when 
ercial) progra

collected fr
several year

Savings (GW

0 - 2012 
Annual kWh

rograms show
use.  

n Summary,
% of Eligi

1.28% 
0.81% 
0.71% 
1.18% 

EE program
ams can resu

from multipl
rs of availab

Wh) 

h Saved at G

wn above, h

, 2011 
ible 

ms are effect
ult in as mu
le annual re

ble data. 

enerator.” 

higher 

tively 
uch or 
eports 

6-10 ©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Conclu
 
In

programs
reflects t
the fact 
measure.

W
programs
Process e
also sho
approach
results a
understan

U
the indus
which in
Industria
greater ec
 
Referen
 
ACEEE, 

A
 
AEP Ohi
Programs
 

sions 

ndustrial EE
s in other se
the significa
that seemin
  

Within indus
s are popula
efficiency p
w promisin

hes, program
are inconsis
nd which pro

Ultimately, p
strial sector 
ndustrial EE
al EE progra
conomic ben

nces 

2013.Americ
Accessed Mar

io, 2012 Po
s. Volume. V

Figu

E programs 
ectors, while
ant deep ene
ngly minor 

strial progra
ar and cost e
rograms can
g results in

m design is li
tent or pro
ogram types
olicy maker
for major E

E is inexpen
ams can kee
nefit to all ra

can Council 
rch 11. http://

rtfolio Statu
Vol. I., 2013. 

ure 81. AEP 

Source: AEP

are generall
e also yieldin
rgy savings 
changes ca

ams prescri
effective, the
n be similar
n many case
ikely critical

ogram exper
 are lowest c

rs and EE pro
EE efforts m
nsive, cost-e
ep the overa
atepayers.  

for an Energ
/aceee.org/se

us Report of 

Ohio; Ann

P Ohio 2010

ly as cost-ef
ng relatively
opportuniti

an yield sign

iptive progr
erefore yield
rly impressiv
es, however
l to program
rience limit
cost and the 
ogram desig

might be wel
effective and
all EE portfo

gy-Efficient 
ector/state-po

f the Energy

nual Savings

0 - 2012. 

ffective – or
y low costs
es available
nificant sav

rams, like m
ding high le
ve results.  
r, like recom

m success an
ted, more r
greatest tota

gners that ha
ll served by 
d yield sign
olio low cos

Economy. S
olicy.  

y Efficiency 

s (GWh) 

r more cost 
of saved en

e in the indu
vings over t

motor and 
evels of total
Custom effi
mmissioning

nd cost-effec
research wi
al energy sav
ave not previ

understandi
nificant savi
st and afford

State Energy 

and Peak D

effective –
nergy. This l
ustrial sector
the lifetime 

drive effic
l energy sav
iciency prog
g and self-d
ctiveness.  W
ll be neede
vings potenti
iously consid
ing the degr
ings over  
dable, confe

Policy Data

Demand Resp

– than 
likely 
r, and 

of a 

iency 
vings.  
grams 
direct 

Where 
ed to 
ial. 
dered 
ree to 
time. 

erring 

abase, 

ponse 

6-11©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



AEP Ohio, 2011 Portfolio Status Report of the Energy Efficiency and Peak Demand Response 
Programs of Ohio Power Company. Ohio Power Company, 

 
Bradbury, J.,and N. Aden. 2012. “Midwest Manufacturing Snapshot: Energy Use and Efficiency 

Policies.” WRI Working Paper. 
 
Chittum A. 2011, “Follow the Leaders: Improving Large Customer Self-Direct Programs,” ACEEE 

Report  IE112. 
 
Chittum A, Nowak S. 2012, "Money Well Spent: 2010 Industrial Energy Efficiency Program 

Spending," ACEEE Report IE121. 
 
Chittum, Anna. 2012. Meaningful Impact: Challenges and Opportunities in Industrial Energy 

Efficiency Program Evaluation. American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. 
Washington, DC: September 24. http://aceee.org/research-report/ie122.  

 
 
Focus on Energy. 2011. Focus on Energy Evaluation Annual Report (2010). April 11, 2011. Public 

Service Commission of Wisconsin. 
 
Foster, Ben, Anna Chittum et al. "The 2012 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard." American Council 

for an Energy-Efficient Economy. (2012). 
 
Friedrich K, Eldridge M, York D, Witte P, and Kushler M. 2009.“Saving Energy Cost-Effectively: A 

National Review of the Cost of Energy Saved Through Utility-Sector Energy Efficiency 
Programs.” Research Report U092. 

 
Henriksson E, Soderholm P. 2009. “The cost-effectiveness of voluntary energy efficiency programs,” 

Energy for Sustainable Development 13 (2009) 235–243. 
 
Kushler, Martin, Seth Nowak, and Patti Witte. 2012. A National Survey of State Policies and 

Practices for the Evaluation of Ratepayer–Funded Energy Efficiency Programs. American 
Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. Washington, DC: February 16. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/u122.  

 
McKinsey & Company. 2009. “Unlocking energy efficiency in the US economy,” June.  
 
Neubauer, M., B. Foster, R. N. Elliott, D. White, and R. Hornby, 2013,“Ohio’s Energy Efficiency 

Resource Standard: Impacts on the Ohio Wholesale Electricity Market and Benefits to the 
State." ACEEE, Report Number E138.Commissioned by The Ohio Manufacturers’ 
Association. 

 
Pacific Gas and Electric Co (PG&E). 2012. “Program Performance Metrics Report for Program Year 

2011.” 
 
Rocky Mountain Power, 2011. Annual Energy Efficiency and Peak Reduction - Utah.  
 

6-12 ©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry



Xcel Energy CO, 2011 Demand-Side Management Annual Status Report, Electric and Natural Gas, 
Public Service Company of Colorado, Docket No. 10A-471EG, 2012 
 

Xcel Energy MN, 2010 Status Report & Associated Compliance Filings, Minnesota Electric    and 
Natural Gas Conservation Improvement Program, Docket No. E, G002/CIP-09-198."   

 
Xcel Energy MN, 2011 Status Report & Associated Compliance Filings, Minnesota Electric and 

Natural Gas Conservation Improvement Program 
 
Xcel Energy MN, 2012 Status Report & Associated Compliance Filings, Minnesota Electric and 

Natural Gas Conservation Improvement Program, Docket No. E, G002/CIP-09-198 
 
York D, Maggie Molina, Max Neubauer, Seth Nowak, Steven Nadel, Anna Chittum, Neal Elliott, 

Kate Farley, Ben Foster, Harvey Sachs, and Patti Witte. 2013. “Frontiers of Energy 
Efficiency: Next Generation Programs Reach for High Energy Savings,” ACEEE Report 
Number U131. 

 
 

6-13©2013 ACEEE Summer Study on Energy Efficiency in Industry


