








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































APPLIANCE STANDARDS        2020 STATE SCORECARD © ACEEE 

117 

Chapter 6. Appliance and Equipment Efficiency Standards 
Author: Marianne DiMascio 
INTRODUCTION 
The year 2020 looked to be a very promising one for state appliance standards until the 
COVID-19 pandemic forced many state legislatures to adjourn or to operate on a limited 
basis. Though some legislatures reconvened, most restricted their work to COVID- or 
budget-related bills, leaving other legislation to die. Nonetheless, there were successes 
during the past 12 months. New York Governor Andrew Cuomo signed an appliance 
standards bill in December 2019, the California Energy Commission adopted several new 
standards, and Oregon Governor Kate Brown signed an executive order directing the state’s 
Department of Energy to establish standards for 10 products by September 1, 2020. Of the 10 
states that filed appliance standards bills, those in Massachusetts, New Jersey, and the 
District of Columbia are still under consideration. 

State-level actions on appliance standards have taken on added urgency in recent years, 
given federal efforts to chip away at the national appliance standards program. Beyond 
missing legal deadlines for the review of 28 product standards, the current federal 
leadership has also rolled back light bulb standards that would have saved billions of 
dollars for consumers and businesses and finalized changes to the federal program to make 
it harder to update any existing standards. Amid these reversals, as well as ongoing 
systemic threats to the economy posed by climate change and COVID-19, state-level policies 
like appliance standards are critical to reduce energy use, save consumers money, and cut 
climate-changing emissions. 

The power of appliance standards is in the numbers. Every day we use appliances, 
equipment, and lighting in our homes, offices, and public buildings. Even when the energy 
consumption of a particular device seems small, the extra energy consumed by less-efficient 
products collectively adds up to a substantial amount. However, persistent market barriers 
inhibit sales of more efficient models to consumers. Appliance efficiency standards 
overcome these barriers by initiating change at the manufacturer level, requiring appliance 
makers to meet minimum efficiency criteria for all products and thereby removing the most 
inefficient products from the market. 

States have historically led the way in establishing standards for appliances and other 
equipment. In 1976 California became the first state to introduce appliance standards. Many 
others, including New York and Massachusetts, soon followed. Congress established the 
first national standards—based on standards previously adopted by California and several 
other states—in 1987 when it passed the National Appliance Energy Conservation Act. 
Congress enacted additional national standards in 1988, 1992, 2005, and 2007, generally 
basing them on existing state standards. The federal laws have typically set initial standards 
for specific products and required DOE to periodically review and, if warranted, strengthen 
them. More than 60 products are now subject to national efficiency standards. Most directly 
relate to energy use, although several address water efficiency. 

Existing national standards saved the average U.S. household about $500 a year on utility 
bills in 2015, or about 16% of average annual utility bill spending. Businesses saved a total of 
$23 billion in utility bills that year, or about 8% of total business spending on electricity and 
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natural gas. Total household and business utility bill savings reached $80 billion in 2015. 
Annual savings will increase to nearly $150 billion by 2030 as new national standards kick in 
and the effects of existing ones grow (deLaski and Mauer 2017). 

Federal preemption generally prevents states from setting their own standards for federally 
regulated products. States that wish to implement their own standards after federal 
preemption generally must apply for a waiver; however, states remain free to set standards 
for any products that are not subject to national standards. State standards can generate 
significant energy and water savings and set precedents for adopting new national 
standards.  

States have responded to the federal government’s inaction and its efforts to weaken the 
national standards program. In 2020 lawmakers in 10 states (Arizona, Connecticut, Hawaii, 
Illinois, Maine, Massachusetts, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont) and the 
District of Columbia pursued standards based on recommendations from the ASAP and 
ACEEE report States Go First (Mauer, deLaski, and DiMascio 2017) and its 2020 update.68 
The efficiency levels for products in the state legislation are based on California standards 
and ENERGY STAR and WaterSense specifications. Some states added legislative 
provisions to protect against the rollback of light bulb and other federal standards, and 
others added language to adopt standards for non-preempted bulbs.  

During the period covered by this year’s Scorecard, New York adopted standards for faucets, 
showerheads, toilets, urinals, and drinking fountains. The California Energy Commission 
(CEC) adopted new standards for replacement pool pump motors and spray sprinkler 
bodies and broadened the scope of general-service lamp standards. Oregon completed a 
rulemaking on August 28, 2020, establishing new efficiency standards for nine products and 
updating standards for two others. The standards require legislative approval before they 
go into effect.  

In addition to the above, since 2017, four states (Colorado, Hawaii, Vermont, and 
Washington) have adopted appliance standards packages varying from 5 products in 
Hawaii to 18 products in Vermont. The products include computers and monitors, faucets, 
showerheads, commercial dishwashers, and portable air conditioners. Washington also 
adopted a design standard for electric storage water heaters that would enable utility 
programs to manage water heating loads.  

States also adopted provisions to protect against the rollback of federal appliance standards 
(Colorado, Hawaii, Vermont, and Washington) and federal light bulb standards (Colorado, 
Nevada, Vermont, and Washington). Finally, Hawaii, Nevada, New York, and Washington 
adopted standards for water-saving products such as faucets, showerheads, toilets, and 
urinals, joining a handful of drought-prone states (California, Colorado, Georgia, and Texas) 
that have done so over the past decade. The faucet and showerhead standards will also save 
energy by reducing hot-water consumption.  

 
68 The report recommends a package of standards that states can adopt and analyzes potential energy, water, 
and utility bill savings and emissions reductions. 
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SCORING AND RESULTS 
States could earn up to 2.5 points for savings from state-specific appliance standards that are 
not currently preempted by federal standards; they could earn another 0.5 points for 
adopting existing federal standards.69 This scoring system credits states for adopting new 
standards that substitute for or expand on existing federal standards.  

We credited standards only if the compliance date (not the adoption date) for at least one 
state with an equivalent standard was within the past five calendar years or is slated for the 
future. This acknowledges the important role early adopters play in paving the way for 
other states. For example, California adopted efficiency standards for faucets in 2015, 
followed by Vermont in 2018 and Colorado, Hawaii, New York, and Washington in 2019 
(with compliance required in 2020 and 2021). California and the above states will continue 
to get credit for faucet standards until at least 2026 (five years after the last compliance 
date)—or even longer should additional states adopt the faucet standards. Televisions 
dropped off the list this year since the last compliance date was six years ago, in 2014. 

We calculated scores for the adoption of state standards on the basis of cumulative per 
capita savings (measured in million Btus) through 2035. We used a floating start date that 
aligns with each state’s product compliance date. For example, standards for commercial 
dishwashers took effect in Vermont in 2020. Our savings analysis for that product in 
Vermont covers the period from 2020 to 2035. Colorado and Washington adopted standards 
for commercial dishwashers that will take effect in 2021, and so for those states the analysis 
period begins in 2021.  

Our savings estimates were based on the approach used by ASAP and ACEEE in previous 
analyses of savings from appliance standards (Mauer, deLaski, and DiMascio 2017). We 
used estimates of annual shipments, per-unit energy savings, and average product lifetimes 
based on the best available data. To estimate state-by-state shipments, we allocated national 
shipments to individual states on the basis of population. We also accounted for the portion 
of sales that had already met the standard level at the time the first state standard was 
established for a given product.  

We normalized the savings estimates using the population of each state in order to rank 
states according to per-capita energy savings. We scored in 0.5-point increments up to a 
maximum of 2.5 points.  

Table 40 shows the scoring breakdown for state standards.   

 
69 In 2018 and 2019, states could earn 0.5 points for adopting either federal appliance standards or federal light 
bulbs standards in case federal standards were rolled back. However, in 2019 the Trump administration did roll 
back and narrow the scope of the light bulb standards. Therefore, in 2020, instead of awarding a flat 0.5 points 
for adopting non-preempted light bulb standards, we estimated the savings from the standards.  
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Table 40. Scoring of savings from state appliance standards 

Energy savings through 2035 
(MMBtus/capita)  Score  Other consideration Score 

35 or more 2.5 
 

Adoption of existing federal 
standards +0.5 

25–34.99 2    
15–24.99 1.5    
5–14.99 1    

0.1–4.99 0.5    

No energy savings 0    
 

Table 41 shows the scoring results, with points allocated for the adoption of both state-
specific and federal standards.  

Table 41. Scoring for appliance efficiency standards 

State 

Energy savings from 
state standards 
through 2035 

(MMBtus/capita) 

Year most recent 
state standards 
were adopted 

Score for 
adoption of 

state 
standards 

Score for 
adoption of 

federal 
standards 

Total 
score 

(3 pts.)  

California 41.3 2020 2.5 0.5 3.0 

Colorado 19.3 2019 1.5 0.5 2.0 

Washington 19.3 2019 1.5 0.5 2.0 

Vermont 17.6 2019 1.5 0.5 2.0 

Hawaii 14.0 2019 1 0.5 1.5 

Nevada 8.9 2019 1 - 1.0 

New York 4.4 2019 0.5 - 0.5 

 
California topped the scoring in this metric again this year, earning the maximum of 3.0 
points on savings from 11 products, including recent standards for pool pump replacement 
motors, and for the adoption of federal standards. New York made the list this year for its 
adoption of plumbing product standards for faucets and showerheads.  
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Leading and Trending States: Appliance and Equipment Efficiency Standards 

California. Just months after the U.S. Department of Energy narrowed the scope of light bulbs 
subject to federal standards, the California Energy Commission (CEC) broadened the scope of 
the state’s light bulbs standards to address those bulbs no longer covered under federal 
standards. (Federal legislation adopted in 2007 exempted California from federal preemption 
on general-service light bulb standards.) CEC also adopted standards for replacement pool 
pump motors and spray sprinkler bodies. The commission is currently conducting rulemakings 
for hearth products, irrigation controllers, certain linear fluorescent lamps, and commercial 
and industrial fans. 

New York. In December 2019, Governor Andrew Cuomo signed Assembly Bill A2286, updating 
water efficiency standards for faucets, showerheads, toilets, urinals, and drinking fountains to 
EPA’s WaterSense levels. The law makes New York the eighth state to adopt updated 
plumbing standards. It expects to reduce water use by 3.7 billion gallons in 2025, growing 
threefold to 11.3 billion gallons by 2035, equivalent to the annual water consumption of 
160,000 New York households. 

Oregon. In March 2020, Governor Kate Brown signed Executive Order 20-04, directing the 
Oregon Department of Energy to “establish and update energy efficiency standards for 
products at least to levels equivalent to the most stringent standards among West Coast 
jurisdictions.” The order specifies 10 products for which standards have been adopted by 
other states and opens the door for more product standards to be added. The rulemaking, 
completed on August 28, 2020, includes a performance standard for grid-connected water 
heaters and efficiency standards for computers; commercial dishwashers, fryers, and 
steamers; high-CRI fluorescent lamps; showerheads; faucets; portable electric spas; 
residential ventilating fans; and water coolers. The standards require legislative approval.  

 

https://www.energy.ca.gov/rules-and-regulations/appliance-efficiency-regulations-title-20/appliance-efficiency-proceedings-3
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=19-AAER-02
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=19-AAER-02
https://efiling.energy.ca.gov/Lists/DocketLog.aspx?docketnumber=19-AAER-02
https://www.energy.ca.gov/rules-and-regulations/appliance-efficiency-regulations-title-20/spray-sprinkler-bodies
https://www.energy.ca.gov/rules-and-regulations/appliance-efficiency-regulations-title-20/spray-sprinkler-bodies
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2019/a2286
https://www.nysenate.gov/legislation/bills/2019/a2286
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Chapter 7. Conclusions 
The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on states’ economies forced many clean energy 
plans to be put on hold for much of the year. While some states still managed to advance 
significant energy efficiency reforms, others faced stay-at-home orders and drastically 
altered utility operations, leaving energy efficiency contractors unable to access homes and 
businesses. These upheavals led to the loss of hundreds of thousands of clean energy jobs 
and stalled some significant legislative efforts (BW Partnership 2020).  

Although the slowdown impacted all clean energy sectors, including the renewable energy 
and clean vehicles industries, the largest impacts were in energy efficiency, especially 
residential programs, which suspended at-home visits and weatherization services and 
experienced other drop-offs in customer participation. While some utilities mitigated the 
pandemic’s impact by shifting resources toward programs like virtual home energy audits 
and improvements to building exteriors and vacant buildings, much uncertainty remains 
regarding long-term effects on the industry. Many state and local leaders tried to learn from 
the crisis and emerge with new tools for resiliency and efficiency, such as by increasing 
opportunities for remote work and adding and expanding spaces for biking and walking. 

AMID CRISIS, STATES PLANT SEEDS FOR FUTURE PROGRESS 
Despite these challenges, several states kicked off 2020 with a series of strong policy 
achievements before COVID-19 disrupted their legislative calendars. This progress came on 
the heels of a banner 2019, in which five states (Maine, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, 
and Washington), in addition to Washington, DC, and Puerto Rico, enacted 100% clean 
energy targets.70 

In March Virginia joined them by enacting the state’s Clean Economy Act, becoming the 
eighth state nationwide and first in the Southeast with a 100% clean energy goal, as well as 
only the second in the region with a binding energy efficiency resource standard for 
investor-owned utilities. The bill, which sets a 100% clean energy goal, requires that by 2025 
Dominion and Appalachian Power achieve electric savings equivalent to 5% and 2% of 
sales, respectively. These targets, which roughly equate to the 15th-highest statewide goal 
among those with an EERS, would avoid more than 7 million metric tons of greenhouse gas 
emissions over four years and would further reduce emissions well into the future as 
installed measures continue to save energy.  

New Jersey also marked a critical milestone in its efforts to scale up energy efficiency and 
deliver on robust energy savings goals established under its 2018 Clean Energy Act. 
Following many months of work by officials and stakeholders, the state’s Board of Public 
Utilities issued an order establishing a framework of programs, including five-year savings 
targets that ramp up to 2.15% of electric use and 1.1% of natural gas use, among the highest 
in the nation. It also calls for specific provisions and enhanced incentives for low-income 
customers to ensure equitable access to programs for these communities. These programs, 

 
70 Prior to 2019, only California and Hawaii had committed to 100% clean energy goals. 
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planned for June 2021, will work in parallel with Governor Phil Murphy’s recently released 
economy-wide Energy Master Plan, which lays out a pathway to 100% clean energy by 2050. 

New York is also working toward ambitious climate goals and released important 
regulatory reforms this year. A January order established strong 3% electric savings targets 
for 2025, including robust targets for heat pumps and low-to-moderate-income programs. 
These efforts to dramatically scale up efficiency are an important part of achieving the 
mission of the 2019 Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act, which calls for net-
zero carbon emissions by 2050.71  

Meanwhile, a number of other states, such as Maryland, Nevada, and New Mexico, also 
reported growing levels of utility-sector savings. These states’ efforts to scale up programs 
to meet efficiency targets are yielding positive results.  

EFFICIENCY ADVOCATES WIN BIG ON NATIONAL MODEL ENERGY CODES  
This year also delivered major improvements for efficiency in new construction with the 
release of the 2021 International Energy Conservation Code (IECC) that establishes 
minimum building energy performance standards. Following more than a year of work by a 
broad coalition of organizations, ICC voting members—including many cities and states—
approved a code update to yield an estimated 10% or greater efficiency improvement in 
residential and commercial buildings. 

Following a decade that saw very few efficiency improvements in the IECC, the new codes 
are an important achievement for advocates and consumers, securing improvements in 
lighting efficiency and first-time provisions for water heating equipment. The 2021 IECC 
also includes two new optional appendices to provide states and cities pathways to 
incorporate zero-energy performance requirements into their codes through a mix of 
aggressive yet achievable levels of energy efficiency and renewable energy like rooftop solar 
panels. This suite of additions represents a significant step forward toward decarbonizing 
the building sector. While there was also widespread support for provisions requiring 
electric vehicle and electric appliance readiness as well as increased water heater efficiency, 
these were ultimately removed by the ICC Board of Directors upon appeal as it was 
determined these changes were outside the current scope and intent of the IECC’s energy 
provisions. 

In addition, close to a dozen states and DC made significant progress towards strengthening 
efficiency standards for new construction at the state-level. These include many states in 
which the 2018 IECC has gone into effect in recent months, including Minnesota, New 
Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Vermont, and Delaware. The new 2021 IECC will offer 
these states and others further opportunity to ensure that new buildings lock-in low energy 
costs for generations of future residents. 

STATES LEAD ON VEHICLE EMISSIONS AND ELECTRIFICATION 
With the federal government moving to roll back Clean Car Standards, many states have 
taken vehicle efficiency into their purview by advancing tailpipe emissions regulations and 

 
71 See blog.aee.net/one-giant-leap-for-energy-efficiency-in-new-york. 
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accelerating the adoption of electric vehicles through incentives and charging infrastructure. 
More than a dozen states have followed California’s lead by adopting the Golden State’s 
vehicle emissions standards, and 12 states have adopted its zero-emission vehicle program. 
The number is set to continue to grow following announcements in late 2019 and 2020 by 
governors in Minnesota, New Mexico, and Nevada that their states will also adopt these 
standards. 

States are increasingly prioritizing electric vehicles and the charging infrastructure needed 
to serve them. Most states have taken some level of action to support EV deployment, from 
customer incentives to planning to regulatory reforms. Examples include New Jersey’s 
passage of S-2252, an ambitious law intended to meet the governor’s commitment to have 
330,000 electric cars on the state’s roads by 2025; this law also authorizes an incentive 
program for both light-duty electric vehicles and at-home electric charging infrastructure. 
The bill calls for the electrification of the state’s light-duty vehicle fleet by 2035 and moves 
NJ Transit toward zero-emission bus purchases by 2032 (New Jersey Office of the Governor 
2020).  

In February the California Public Utilities Commission released its draft Transportation 
Electrification Framework that would call on utilities to develop 10-year plans to expand 
electrification infrastructure throughout the state, including plans for managing increased 
grid load. The new process would help accelerate the state‘s progress toward its goals for 
250,000 electric vehicle chargers along with 1.5 million ZEVs on California roads by 2025, 
and 5 million ZEVs by 2030. 

Utah passed multiple important pieces of legislation to move ahead on vehicle 
electrification, including HB 259, which calls on the state transportation agency to develop a 
statewide plan for an electric vehicle charging network, including additional funding to 
address areas served by rural electric cooperatives. HB 396, also passed this year, authorizes 
Rocky Mountain Power to collect $50 million toward the buildout of its EV charging 
infrastructure, with additional provisions allowing the utility to update rate designs for EV 
charging customers (Utah Clean Energy 2020).  

Other states and major utilities also continued to roll out electrification plans of their own in 
2020, including Pacific Power in Oregon and Xcel Energy in Colorado. In addition, a 
number of states, such as Connecticut, Virginia, Missouri, and Wisconsin, continue to 
conduct EV needs assessments and evaluate the appropriate roles for utilities and private 
entities in building EV infrastructure (NCCETC 2020).  

DATA LIMITATIONS 
The scoring framework used in this report is our best attempt to represent a variety of 
efficiency metrics as a quantitative score. Any effort to convert state spending data, energy 
savings data, and adoption of best-practice policies across five policy areas into one state 
energy efficiency score has obvious limitations. One of the most pronounced constraints is 
access to recent, reliable data on the results of energy efficiency. Because many states 
capture relatively little data on energy efficiency policy efforts, often under varying 
reporting protocols, we used a best-practices approach to score some policy areas. However, 
the actual, measurable success of these codes in reducing energy consumption is unclear 
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without a way to verify implementation. As data become more readily available, we will 
continue to explore ways to incorporate a more quantitative assessment of compliance in 
future Scorecards. 

We face similar difficulty in scoring state-backed financing and incentive programs for 
energy efficiency investments. Though many states have seemingly robust programs aimed 
at residential and commercial consumers, not all are able to relay information on program 
budgets or the energy savings resulting from such initiatives. As a result, we can offer only 
a qualitative analysis of these programs. This lack of quantitative data is growing more 
pronounced as many states begin pouring financial resources into green banks. Without 
comparable results on dollars spent and rigorously evaluated energy savings, it is 
impossible to assess these programs with the same scrutiny that we bring to bear on utility 
programs. 

POTENTIAL NEW METRICS 
Looking ahead, we have described relevant potential future metrics or revisions to existing 
metrics in several chapters of this year’s State Scorecard. While we believe our data collection 
and scoring methodology are comprehensive, there is always room for modifications. As the 
energy efficiency market continues to evolve and data become more available, we will 
continue to adjust each chapter’s scoring metrics. Here we present some additional metrics 
that currently fall outside the scope of our report but nonetheless indicate important 
efficiency pathways. 

In response to policy trends and feedback from subject matter experts, this year we added 
several new scoring categories intended to capture emerging state efforts around EV grid 
integration and building decarbonization. These include scoring that considers statewide 
numbers of publicly available charging stations, as well as zero-energy building projects. 
The goal of these metrics is to provide an approximate outcome-based assessment of the 
relative success of ongoing policy efforts.  

As more states develop and undertake electrification plans in support of ever-strengthening 
clean energy goals, we plan to continue to develop the Scorecard to consider the role of 
efficiency programs in promoting the switch from fossil fuels to technologies powered by 
clean electricity. For example, as previewed in Chapter 2, ACEEE research has begun to 
track the status of current state policies and utility efficiency programs enabling fuel 
switching, particularly in cases where it is beneficial, enabling transitions from higher-cost, 
higher-emission fuel sources for heating to lower-cost, lower-emitting fuel sources. While 
the current utility policy landscape in this emerging field is complex and fragmented, our 
goal is to use the Scorecard to highlight the work of leading states to harmonize energy 
efficiency rules with electrification and accelerate the transition to a carbon-free future in a 
way that maximizes public benefits. 

Finally, another important area of focus for ACEEE is the advancement of social equity 
principles in clean energy and efficiency policy and program design to ensure that the 
economic, health, and safety benefits of energy efficiency and clean energy reach all 
communities. Energy efficiency initiatives have typically not been adequately extended to 
marginalized and historically disadvantaged groups, nor to rural and low-income areas, 
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where energy burdens are disproportionately high. While the Scorecard currently addresses 
low-income household access to programs to a limited extent in several chapters, ACEEE 
plans to use the report in the future to call greater attention to broader efforts to embed 
equity in community engagement, decision making, and workforce development. Through 
our annual data collection this year, we sought information on these types of efforts, 
including needs assessments, barrier analyses, job training, and the adoption of internal 
protocols and metrics to evaluate the equity of policy outcomes. While we have yet to 
formally integrate these data and principles into our scoring framework, we hope to do so in 
the future. Meanwhile, we have included this information on our State and Local Policy 
Database as a resource for communities, policymakers, and utilities to help track emerging 
best practices.72 

 

 

 

 
72 See database.aceee.org/state/equity-workforce. 
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Appendix A. Respondents to Utility and State Energy Office Data Requests 

State 
Primary state energy office  
data request respondent 

Primary public utility commission  
data request respondent 

Alabama 

Maureen Neighbors, Director, and Susan 
Fleeman, Energy Division, Alabama 
Department of Economic and Community 
Affairs 

— 

Alaska Jimmy Ord, Energy Program Information 
Manager, Alaska Housing Finance Corp. — 

Arizona — — 

Arkansas — Jane Carpenter, Rate Case Analyst, Arkansas 
Public Service Commission 

Bonneville Power 
Administration — Adam Morse, Bonneville Power 

Administration 

California 
Bill Pennington, Deputy Division Chief, 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy Division, 
California Energy Commission 

Amanda Jordan Christenson, Energy 
Efficiency Analyst, California Public Utilities 
Commission 

Colorado Andrew Sand, Deputy Director, Colorado 
Energy Office — 

Connecticut 
Michele Melley, Associate Research Analyst, 
Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection 

Michele Melley, Associate Research Analyst, 
Connecticut Department of Energy and 
Environmental Protection 

Delaware Jessica Quinn, Renewable Energy Planner, 
Delaware Division of Energy & Climate 

Jessica Quinn, Renewable Energy Planner, 
Delaware Division of Energy & Climate 

District of Columbia Ben Plotzker, EM&V Project Manager, 
Vermont Energy Investment Corporation 

Ben Plotzker, EM&V Project Manager, 
Vermont Energy Investment Corporation 

Florida 
April Groover Combs, Senior Management 
Analyst, Office of Energy, Florida Department 
of Agriculture and Consumer Services  

Michael Barrett, Economic Supervisor, 
Conservation, Florida Public Service 
Commission 

Georgia Kristofer Anderson, Senior Program Manager, 
Georgia Environmental Finance Authority 

Jamie Barber, Director, Energy Efficiency and 
Renewable Energy Unit, Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

Hawaii 
Gail Suzuki-Jones, Energy Efficiency & 
Renewable Energy Program Manager, Hawaii 
State Energy Office 

Ashley Norman, Utility Analyst, Hawaii Public 
Utilities Commission 

Idaho Katie Pegan, Policy Analyst, Idaho Governor’s 
Office of Energy and Mineral Resources  — 

Illinois — David Brightwell, Economist, Illinois 
Commerce Commission 

Indiana — — 

Iowa Shelly Peterson, Program Manager, Iowa 
Economic Development Authority Donald Tormey, Iowa Utilities Board 

Kansas — — 
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State 
Primary state energy office  
data request respondent 

Primary public utility commission  
data request respondent 

Kentucky — — 

Louisiana — 
Kathryn Bowman 
Louisiana Public Service Commission 

Maine Dan Burgess, Director, and Melissa Winne, 
Energy Policy Analyst, Governor’s Energy Office 

Jack Riordan, Strategic Initiatives, Efficiency 
Maine 

Maryland Jenn Gallicchio, Assistant Director of Energy 
Programs, Maryland Energy Administration — 

Massachusetts 
Lyn Huckabee, Residential Energy Efficiency 
Program Coordinator, Massachusetts 
Department of Energy Resources 

Lyn Huckabee, Residential Energy Efficiency 
Program Coordinator, Massachusetts 
Department of Energy Resources 

Michigan Julie Staveland, SEP Specialist, Michigan 
Energy Office 

Fawzon Tiwana, Economic Analyst, Michigan 
Public Service Commission 

Minnesota 
Anthony Fryer, Conservation Improvement 
Program Coordinator, Minnesota Department 
of Commerce 

Anthony Fryer, Conservation Improvement 
Program Coordinator, Minnesota 
Department of Commerce 

Mississippi Ethan Cartwright, Energy Efficiency Program 
Manager, Mississippi Development Authority  

Vicki Munn, Electric, Gas & Communications 
Division, Mississippi Public Utilities Staff 

Missouri 
Cherylyn Kelley, Energy Policy Analyst, 
Missouri Department of Economic 
Development 

Brad Fortson, Manager, Energy Resources 
Department, Missouri Public Service 
Commission 

Montana Kyla Maki, Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality 

Robin Arnold, Policy Analyst, Montana Public 
Service Commission 

Nebraska Joe Francis, Associate Director, Nebraska 
Department of Environment and Energy 

Marc Shkolnick, Manager of Energy Services, 
Lincoln Electric System 

Nevada Robin Yochum, Energy Program Manager, 
Nevada Governor’s Office of Energy 

Cristina Zuniga, Economist, Nevada Public 
Utility Commission 

New Hampshire Alexis LaBrie, Energy Analyst, New Hampshire 
Office of Strategic Initiatives — 

New Jersey Kelly Mooij, Deputy Director, New Jersey 
Board of Public Utilities  

Kelly Mooij, Deputy Director, New Jersey 
Board of Public Utilities 

New Mexico 
Harold Trujillo, Bureau Chief, Energy 
Technology and Engineering, New Mexico 
Energy Office 

John Reynolds, New Mexico Public 
Regulation Commission 

New York 
Robert Bergen, New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA) 

Robert Bergen, New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA)  

North Carolina 
Russell Duncan, Energy Assurance Manager, 
North Carolina Department of Environmental 
Quality 

Jack Floyd, Engineer, Electric Division, Public 
Staff, North Carolina Utilities Commission 
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State 
Primary state energy office  
data request respondent 

Primary public utility commission  
data request respondent 

North Dakota 
Bruce Hagen, Weatherization Program 
Manager, North Dakota Department of 
Commerce 

— 

Ohio 
Deborah Ohler, Staff Engineer, Division of 
Industrial Compliance, Ohio Department of 
Commerce 

— 

Oklahoma 
Katie DeMuth, Energy Policy Advisor and 
Legislative Affairs Director, Office of the 
Secretary of Energy and Environment 

Kathy Champion, Regulatory Analyst, 
Oklahoma Corporation Commission 

Oregon Warren Cook, Manager, Energy Efficiency and 
Conservation, Oregon Department of Energy 

Warren Cook, Manager, Energy Efficiency 
and Conservation, Oregon Department of 
Energy; Michael Freels, Energy Analyst, 
Oregon Department of Energy 

Pennsylvania Libby Dodson, Energy Program Specialist, 
Department of Environmental Protection  

Joseph Sherrick, Supervisor, Policy and 
Planning, Pennsylvania Public Utility 
Commission  

Rhode Island 
Nathan Cleveland, Energy Efficiency Policy 
and Program Manager, Rhode Island Office of 
Energy Resources 

— 

South Carolina — Jocelyn Boyd, Chief Clerk, South Carolina 
Public Service Commission 

South Dakota — Darren Kearney, Utility Analyst, South Dakota 
Public Utilities Commission 

Tennessee 
Shauna Basques, Office of Energy Programs, 
Tennessee Department of Environment and 
Conservation 

Erik Franey, Specialist, Commercial Energy 
Solutions, Tennessee Valley Authority 

Texas Erik Funkhouser, Program Contract Manager, 
State Energy Conservation Office — 

Utah Brooke Tucker, Deputy Director, Governor’s 
Office of Energy Development 

Carol Revelt, Executive Staff Director, Utah 
Public Service Commission 

Vermont 
Kelly Launder, Assistant Director, and Barry 
Murphy, Energy Efficiency Program Specialist, 
Vermont Public Service Department 

Kelly Launder, Assistant Director, and Barry 
Murphy, Energy Efficiency Program Specialist, 
Vermont Public Service Department 

Virginia 
Barbara Simcoe, State Energy Program 
Manager, Virginia Division of Energy, 
Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy 

— 

Washington 

Emily Salzberg, Managing Director, Building 
Standards and Performance, Washington 
State Department of Commerce 
Karin Landsberg, Senior Policy Specialist, Wash- 
ington State Department of Transportation 

— 

West Virginia Tiffany Bailey, Energy Development 
Specialist, West Virginia Division of Energy 

Karen Hall, Public Information Specialist, 
Public Service Commission of West Virginia 
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State 
Primary state energy office  
data request respondent 

Primary public utility commission  
data request respondent 

Wisconsin — 
Jolene Sheil, Focus on Energy Performance 
Manager, Public Service Commission of 
Wisconsin 

Wyoming 
Sarah Young 
Director, Public Affairs & Communications 
Wyoming Energy Authority 

— 
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Appendix B. Electric Efficiency Program Spending per Capita 

State 

2019 
electric 

efficiency 
spending 
($ million) $ per capita 

 

State 

2019 
electric 

efficiency 
spending 
($ million) $ per capita 

Rhode Island 104.1 98.24 
 

Nevada 45.3 14.71 

Massachusetts 620.4 90.02 
 

Utah 47.1 14.69 

Vermont 55.2 88.46 
 

Missouri 85.8 13.98 

Maryland 275.6 45.58 
 

North Carolina 145.8 13.90 

Connecticut 161.4 45.28 
 

New Jersey 123.0 13.85 

California 1516.4 38.38 
 

Wisconsin 79.0 13.57 

Oregon 161.5 38.28 
 

Montana 14.4 13.44 

New Hampshire 48.6 35.74 
 

South Carolina 64.0 12.43 

Idaho 61.4 34.37 
 

Arizona 82.4 11.32 

Illinois 433.8 34.23 
 

Texas 196.2 6.77 

Maine 45.9 34.12 
 

Kentucky 27.2 6.09 

New York 645.2 33.17 
 

Mississippi 17.1 5.74 

Hawaii 42.0 29.66 
 

Georgia 57.0 5.37 

Minnesota 157.0 27.84 
 

South Dakota 4.7 5.31 

Michigan 250.7 25.10 
 

Louisiana 24.6 5.29 

Washington 190.7 25.05 
 

Florida 105.4 4.91 

Iowa 75.6 23.95 
 

West Virginia 7.6 4.24 

Arkansas 68.0 22.52 
 

Virginia 31.7 3.72 

District of Columbia 15.4 21.79 
 

Nebraska 7.1 3.65 

Colorado 108.0 18.75 
 

Tennessee 19.2 2.81 

Delaware 17.9 18.41 
 

Alabama 7.7 1.57 

Wyoming 10.2 17.66 
 

North Dakota 0.2 0.20 

Oklahoma 68.6 17.34 
 

Kansas 0.3 0.11 

Pennsylvania 197.5 15.43 
 

Alaska 0.0 0.03 

Indiana 101.8 15.12 
 

U.S. total 6,832.4 
 

New Mexico 31.7 15.12 
 

Median 64.0 15.12 

Ohio 175.0 14.97 
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Appendix C. Large-Customer Self-Direct Programs by State 

State Availability Description 

Arizona 

Customers of Arizona Public 
Service Company (APS), 
Tucson Electric Power 
Company (TEP), and Salt 
River Project (SRP) 

APS: Large customers using at least 40 million kWh per calendar year can elect to self-direct energy efficiency 
funds. Customers must notify APS each year if they wish to participate, after which 85% of the customer’s 
demand-side management contribution will be reserved for future energy efficiency projects. Projects must be 
completed within two years. Self-direct funds are paid once per year, once the project is completed and 
verified by APS. TEP: To be eligible for self-direct, a customer must use a minimum of 35 million kWh per 
calendar year. SRP: SRP makes self-direct available only to very large customers using more than 240 million 
kWh per year. For all utilities, a portion of the funds that customers would have otherwise contributed to 
energy efficiency is retained to cover self-direct program administration, management, and evaluation costs. 

Colorado Customers of Xcel Energy 
and Black Hills  

Xcel: The self-direct program is available to commercial and industrial (C&I) electric customers who have an 
aggregated peak load of at least 2 MW in any single month and an aggregated annual energy consumption of 
at least 10 GWh. Self-direct program customers cannot participate in other conservation products offered by 
the company. Rebates are paid based on actual savings from a project, up to $525 per customer kW or $0.10 
per kWh. Rebates are given for either peak demand or energy savings, but not both, and are limited to 50% of 
the incremental cost of the project. Xcel uses raw monitoring results and engineering calculations to 
demonstrate actual energy and demand savings. Black Hills: To participate in the C&I self-direct program, 
customers must have an aggregated peak load greater than 1 MW in any single month and aggregated annual 
energy usage of 5,000 MWh. Rebates and savings are calculated on a case-by-case basis, with rebate values 
calculated as either 50% of the incremental cost of the project or $0.30 per kWh savings, whichever is lower.  

Idaho Customers of Idaho Power 

Idaho Power offers its largest customers an option to self-direct the 4% energy efficiency rider that appears on 
all customers’ bills. Customers have three years to complete projects, with 100% of the funds available to fund 
up to 100% of project costs. Self-direct projects are subject to the same criteria as projects in other efficiency 
programs.  

Illinois Statewide 

Electric customers with greater than 10 MW of demand in any 30-minute period are exempt from programs. 

A self-direct option is available statewide for natural gas customers who meet the following criteria: annual 
natural gas usage in the aggregate of 4 million therms or more within the service territory of the affected gas 
utility, or with aggregate usage of 8 million therms or more in the state and using natural gas as feedstock to 
the extent such annual feedstock usage is greater than 60% of the customer’s total annual usage of natural 
gas. Qualified natural gas customers put money into an account of their own that amounts to the lesser of 2% 
of the customer’s cost of natural gas or $150,000. The funds are required to be used for energy efficiency 
projects. No evaluation is required. 



APPENDIX C               2020 STATE SCORECARD © ACEEE 

146 

 

State Availability Description 

Michigan Statewide 

Self-direct is available statewide. Customers must have had an annual peak demand in the preceding year of 
at least 1 megawatt in the aggregate at all sites. Customers may use the amount of funds that would 
otherwise have been paid to the utility provider for energy efficiency programs. They must, however, submit the 
portion of the EE funds that would have been collected and used for low-income programs to their utility 
provider. They then calculate the energy savings achieved and provide it to their utility provider. In 2018, there 
were 15 customers self-directing. 

Minnesota Statewide 

Minnesota offers a self-direct option, with a full exemption from assigned cost-recovery mechanism (CRM) 
fees, to customers with 20 MW average electric demand or 500,000 Mcf of gas consumption. Customers 
must also show that they are making “reasonable” efforts to identify or implement energy efficiency and that 
they are subject to competitive pressures that make it helpful for them to be exempted from the CRM fees. 
Participating customers must submit new reports every five years to maintain exempt status. The utility is not 
involved in self-direct program administration; the state Department of Commerce manages self-direct 
accounts and is the arbiter of whether a company qualifies for self-direct and is satisfying its obligations.  

Montana Statewide (all regulated 
public utilities) 

Self-direct is available statewide in regulated utility service territory. About 90% of the population is served by 
NorthWestern Energy. NorthWestern Energy allows customers with demand larger than 1 MW to channel their 
cost-recovery mechanism (CRM) funds to an escrow account that repays them on a quarterly basis for 
completed self-direct projects. The annual maximum contribution is $500,000, and companies have two years 
to use their funds before they are returned to the larger pool of CRM revenues. NorthWestern administers the 
funds but provides no measurement or verification. Self-direct customers file annual reports with the Montana 
Department of Revenue. The department publishes these reports, and a public “challenge” process is 
provided for as the only scrutiny or review. About 60 customers use self-direct, approximately 89% of eligible 
large customers. 

New Jersey Statewide 

A Societal Benefits Credit (SBC) program, with elements of a self-direct program, allows commercial and 
industrial ratepayers to establish a credit against their SBC contributions. No company has implemented an 
SBC program to date. The credit would be equal to one-half of the costs incurred for the purchase and 
installation of Clean Energy Program–supported energy efficiency products and services in the preceding 
calendar year, and up to 50% of the SBC contributions for a given year, per utility account. 

The Large Energy Users Program is designed to promote self-investment in energy efficiency and combined 
heat and power projects with incentives of up to $4 million for eligible projects in the state’s largest 
commercial and industrial facilities. 
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State Availability Description 

New Mexico 
Statewide in the territories 
of three investor-owned 
utilities  

Eligible customers must have electricity consumption greater than 7,000 MWh per year. Participants can 
receive credit for up to 70% of the annual energy efficiency rider. Self-direct customers provide their own 
engineering analysis and must meet the same total resource cost test as all the other industrial and 
commercial offerings. The customer must demonstrate to the reasonable satisfaction of the utility that its 
expenditures are cost effective. Eligible expenditures must have a simple payback period of more than one 
year but less than seven years. 

New York Statewide (all six electric 
utilities) 

In an order issued February 26, 2015 (REV Order), the commission required staff to work with the utilities and 
large industrial customers to develop Self-Direct Program Guidelines to be filed by August 3, 2015. The order 
also required electric utilities to implement a self-direct program in accordance with the Self-Direct Program 
Guidelines no later than January 1, 2017. 

The Self-Direct Program is available to all individual customers with a 36-month average demand of 2 MW or 
greater. It is also available to customers with an aggregated 36-month average demand of 4 MW or greater, as 
long as one or more of the accounts being aggregated by the customer has at least a 36-month average 
demand of 1 MW. To be eligible to participate in the upcoming three-year cycle, current participants in the Self-
Direct Program must have accessed 100% of any funds rolled over from the previous cycle, at least 45% of the 
funds from their ESA by September 30 of the third year of the current cycle, and have achieved savings at or 
below the dollar per MWh to which the participant committed at the time of enrollment. 

The initial three-year cycle for the Self-Direct programs ran from 2017 through 2019. Enrollment in the Self-
Direct programs was generally minimal and, therefore, in a March 2018 order, the commission allowed each 
utility to determine whether to continue to offer its large energy-user customers a self-direct program. 



APPENDIX C               2020 STATE SCORECARD © ACEEE 

148 

 

State Availability Description 

Oregon 

Customers of Portland 
General Electric, PacifiCorp, 
and select customers of 
Emerald People’s Utility 
District  

Senate Bill 1149 directed Oregon’s two largest utilities, Portland General Electric and Pacific Power, to collect 
a public purpose charge from their customers to fund energy conservation and renewable projects in the state. 
However, large electric consumer sites that used more than 8,760,000 kWh in the prior year may be eligible 
for the Large Electric Consumer Public Purpose Program, also known as the Self-Direct Program, which allows 
them to self-direct the conservation and renewable portions of their public purpose charge rather than pay the 
utility directly. 

The Oregon Department of Energy (ODOE) reviews applications and approves sites that meet eligibility criteria 
to become self-direct consumers. Sites then spend their own funds to build pre-certified projects. Once the 
project is complete, they submit an application for credit to ODOE. ODOE reviews and approves the eligible 
project costs, which include a small fee paid to ODOE for program administration. Certified project costs are 
then added to the conservation or renewable credit balance, and the credits do not expire. Each month when a 
site has a conservation and renewable credit balance, they can offset the monthly conservation and 
renewable portion of the public purpose charge, meaning they do not pay the utility that portion of the PPC. 
The available credit balance is reduced by the monthly conservation and renewable offset amount.  

Two former Pacific Power sites in Emerald People’s Utility District (EPUD―a COU utility―territory participates in 
a self-direction program, but no COUs including EPUD are subject to public purpose charge requirements. 
Portland General Electric and Pacific Power cover approximately 80% of the electric customers in Oregon.  

Participants in the three participating programs have their proposed projects technically reviewed by the 
Oregon Department of Energy. This includes a technical review of claimed savings. A sampling of projects is 
reviewed for actual performance. Eighty sites, or roughly one-third of eligible sites, currently self-direct energy 
efficiency funds, accounting for about one-third of eligible load. Total savings for 2019 was 1,634,309 kWh. 
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State Availability Description 

Vermont Statewide for electric and 
natural gas customers 

For electric energy efficiency, there are three self-direct options available statewide: Self-Managed Energy 
Efficiency Program (SMEEP), Customer Credit Program (CCP), and Energy Savings Accounts (ESA). SMEEP is 
also available for the two eligible gas customers. 

The SMEEP options require prospective participants or their successors to have contributed $1.5 million to the 
Energy Efficiency Fund in 2008 or 2017 through the Efficiency Charge added on their electric bills to meet the 
requirements. Currently there are two customers in the program. Additionally, an eligible customer must 
commit to investing a minimum of $3 million over a three-year program cycle. For SMEEP electric, an eligible 
customer must demonstrate that it has a comprehensive energy management program with annual objectives 
or demonstrate that it has achieved certification of ISO standard 14001. They then provide a report to the PUC 
detailing the measures undertaken, estimated savings and related costs. These reports are then reviewed and 
approved by the PUC. 

In addition, the Vermont PUC has established an option for eligible Vermont business customers to self-
administer energy efficiency through the use of an Energy Savings Account (ESA) or the Customer Credit 
Program. These funds are still paid into the VEEUF and disbursed to the participants upon completion of an 
eligible energy efficiency measure. The ESA option allows Vermont businesses that pay an Energy Efficiency 
Charge (EEC) in excess of $5,000 total per year (or an average $5,000 total per year over three years) to use a 
portion of their EEC to support energy efficiency projects in their facilities. The ESA is run through the Efficiency 
Vermont program and related savings are reported and verified through the Savings Verification mechanism.  

For CCP, eligible customers must be ISO 14001-certified and meet several conditions similar to Energy Star for 
industrial facilities. For natural gas energy efficiency, eligible only for transmission and industrial electric and 
natural gas ratepayers. A pilot program has been developed to allow customers selected through a competitive 
process to be able to self-direct a large portion of the funds collected through the electric EEC paid by that 
customer to both electric and thermal energy efficiency projects. This pilot is capped at $2 million annually. 

Washington 

All utilities may develop self-
direct options for industrial 
and commercial customers, 
but of the IOUs, only Puget 
Sound Energy has 
developed a self-direct 
program 

Puget Sound Energy’s self-direct program is available only to industrial or commercial customers on electric 
rate-specific rate schedules. The self-direct program operates on a four-year cycle comprising two phases: 
noncompetitive and competitive. During the noncompetitive phase, customers have exclusive access to their 
energy efficiency funds, which are collected over the four-year period. When this phase ends, any unused 
funds are pooled together and competitively bid on by the members of the self-direct program. Customers 
receive payment in the form of a check once their project is complete and verified. Participating customers do 
not receive any rate relief when they complete energy efficiency investments. The utility pre- and post-verifies 
100% of the projects, including a review and revision of savings calculations to determine incentive levels. The 
program is included in the third-party evaluation cycle like any other utility conservation program. 
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State Availability Description 

Wisconsin Statewide 

A self-direct option is open to customers that meet the definition of a large energy customer according to the 
2005 Wisconsin Act 141. Under the self-direct option, a true-up at the end of the year returns contributions to 
participating customers for use on energy efficiency projects. Evaluation is required under Public Service 
Commission Administrative Code 137, with evaluation plans reviewed by that commission. This option has 
been available since 2008, but no customers have participated to date. 
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Appendix D. State Energy Efficiency Resource Standards 
State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Arizona 
2010 
Regulatory 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs, co-ops (~56%) 

Electric: Incremental savings targets began at 
1.25% of sales in 2011, ramping up to 2.5% in 
2016–20 for cumulative annual electricity savings 
of 22% of retail sales, 2% of which may come from 
peak demand reductions. 
Natural gas: ~0.6% annual savings (for cumulative 
savings of 6% by 2020).  
Co-ops must meet 75% of targets. 

2.1% (standard 
terminates in 

2020) 
Binding 

Docket No. RE-00000C-09-0427, 
Decision 71436 
Docket No. RE-00000C-09-0427, 
Decision 71819 
Docket No. RG-00000B-09-0428, 
Decision 71855 

2.5 

Arkansas 
2018 
Regulatory 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs (~50%) 

Electric: Incremental targets for PY 2020–22 of 
1.2% of 2018 retail sales for electric IOUs. 
Natural gas: Annual incremental reduction target 
of 0.50% for 2020–22 for natural gas IOUs. 

1.2% (net) Opt-out 

Order No. 17, Docket No. 08-144-U 
Order No. 1, Docket No. 13-002-U 
Order No. 7, Docket No. 13-002-U 
Order No. 31, Docket No. 13-002-U 
Order No. 43, Docket No.13-002-U 

1.5 

California 
2004, 2009, and 2015 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs (~73%) 

While SB 350, signed in 2015, called on state 
agencies and utilities to double cumulative 
efficiency savings achieved by 2030, work to 
develop specific utility targets is ongoing.  
Electric: Average incremental savings targets  
of about 1.3% of retail electricity sales from  
2020–25.  
Natural gas: Incremental savings targets average 
0.5% from incentive and codes and standards 
programs for natural gas from 2020–25. 
Utilities must pursue all cost-effective efficiency 
resources. 

1.6% (gross) 
1.3% (net) 

Binding 

 
CPUC Decision 15-10-028 
CPUC Decision 17-09-025 
CPUC Decision 19-08-034 
AB 995 
SB 350 (10/7/15) 
AB 802 (10/8/15) 

1.5 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Colorado 
2007 and 2017 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs (~56%) 

Electric: For 2015–18, PSCo was required to 
achieve incremental savings of at least 400 GWh 
per year; starting in 2019, this was increased to 
500 GWh, or roughly 1.7% of sales. HB 17-1227 
extends programs and calls for 5% energy savings 
by 2028 compared with 2018. 
Natural gas: Savings targets commensurate with 
spending targets (at least 0.5% of prior year’s 
revenue). 

1.7% Binding 

Colorado Revised Statutes 40-
3.2-101, et seq.; 
Docket No. 13A-0686EG Dec. 
C14-0731 
HB17-1227 
Proceeding no. 17A-04262EG: 
Settlement Agreement (2/26/18) 
Dec. C18-0417 approving 
settlement agreement in 
proceeding 17A-0462EG 

2.0 

Connecticut 
2007 and 2013 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs (~93%) 

Electric: Average incremental savings of 1.11% of 
sales from 2019 through 2021. 
Natural gas: Average incremental savings of 0.59% 
per year from 2019 through 2021. 
Utilities must pursue all cost-effective efficiency 
resources. 

1.1% Binding 

Public Act No. 07-242 
Public Act No. 13-298 
2019–21 Electric and Natural 
Gas Conservation and Load 
Management Plan 

1.5 

Hawaii 
2004 and 2009 
Legislative 
Electric 
Statewide goal (100%) 

In 2009, transitioned away from a combined RPS-
EERS to a stand-alone Energy Efficiency Portfolio 
Standard (EEPS) goal to reduce electricity 
consumption by 4,300 GWh by 2030 (equal to ~30% 
of forecast electricity sales, or 1.4% annual savings). 

1.4% Binding 
HRS §269-91, 92, 96 
HI PUC Order,  
Docket No. 2010-0037 

1.0 

Illinois 
2007 and 2016 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
utilities with more than 
100,000 customers, Illinois 
DCEO (~89%) 

Electric: Incremental savings targets vary by utility, 
averaging 1.77% of sales from 2018 to 2021, 
2.08% from 2022 to 2025, and 2.05% from 2026 
to 2030. SB 2814 also sets a rate cap of 4%, 
allowing targets to be adjusted downward should 
utilities reach spending limits. 
Natural gas: 8.5% cumulative savings by 2020 
(0.2% incremental savings in 2011, ramping up to 
1.5% in 2019). 

2.0% Cost cap 

S.B. 1918 (2009) 
Public Act 96-0033 
§ 220 ILCS 5/8-103 
S.B. 2814 (2015) 
Public Act 99-0906 
Illinois Energy Efficiency 
Stakeholder Advisory Group 

2.5 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Iowa 
2009 and 2018 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs (75%) 

Requirements for utility submission of energy 
efficiency goals to the Iowa Utilities Board (IUB) are 
outlined in Iowa Code § 476.6(13). Incremental 
savings targets vary by utility and have been 
reduced significantly by a 2% cost cap for electric 
energy efficiency under Iowa Code § 
476.6(15)(c)(2) (1.5% cap for natural gas). Current 
gross savings targets average 0.9% of electric 
sales and 0.2% for natural gas according to five-
year utility plans (2019–23).  
Iowa Code § 476.6(13) requires municipal utilities 
and rural cooperatives to offer energy efficiency 
savings programs, but their plans are not reviewed 
or approved by the IUB. 

0.9% Binding 

Senate Bill 2386 
Docket EEP-2012-0001 
SF 2311 (2018) 
Iowa Code chapter 1135, § 476.6 

1.0 

Maine 
2009 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
Efficiency Maine (100%) 

Electric: Incremental gross savings targets of 
~1.25% per year for 2020–2022 or roughly 1% 
net savings. 
Natural gas: Incremental savings of ~0.1% per 
year for 2020–2022. 
Efficiency Maine operates under an all cost-
effective mandate.  

1.25% (gross) 
1.0% (net) 

Opt-out 

Efficiency Maine Triennial Plan 
(2014–16) 
Efficiency Maine Triennial Plan 
(2017–19) 
Efficiency Maine Triennial Plan 
(2020–22) 
HP 1128 – LD 1559 

2.5 

Maryland 
2008 and 2015 
Legislative  
Electric 
IOUs (97%) 

Electricity use reduction goal of 15% per capita by 
2015 (10% by utilities, 5% achieved 
independently); 15% reduction in per capita peak 
demand by 2015 compared with 2007.  
After 2015, targets vary by utility, ramping up by 
0.2% per year to reach 2% incremental savings. 

2.0% (gross) 
1.6% (net) 

Binding 

Maryland Public Utility Companies 
Code § 7-211  
Maryland PSC Docket Nos. 9153–
9157 
Order No. 87082 

1.5 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Massachusetts 
2009 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs, co-ops, munis, Cape 
Light Compact (85%) 

Electric: Net annual savings of 3.45 million MWh 
(not including fuel switching) for 2019–21, 
equivalent to savings of about 2.7% of retail sales 
per year. 
Natural gas: Savings goals of 1.25% of retail sales. 
Net annual savings of 95.89 MMTherms for 
2019–21. 
Additional goal of 261.9 million net lifetime 
MMBtu for 2019–21.  
All cost-effective efficiency requirement. 

2.7% Binding 

M.G.L. ch. 25, § 21;  
D.P.U. 18-110 through D.P.U. 18-
119 (MA Joint Statewide Three-
Year Energy Efficiency Plan for 
2019 through 2021.) 

3.0 

Michigan 
2008 and 2016 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
Statewide goal (100%) 

Electric: 1.0% incremental savings. 
Natural gas: Incremental savings of 0.75%. 
Targets carry forward in perpetuity for most utilities 
but end in 2021 for non-rate-regulated utilities 
(approximately 10% of state electric load). 

1.0% Binding Act 295 (2008) 
S.B. 438 (2016) 1.5 

Minnesota 
2007 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs, co-ops with more than 
5,000 customers, and 
munis with more than 
1,000 customers (~97%) 

Electric: 1.5% incremental savings in 2010 and 
each year thereafter. Senate File 1456 signed in 
May 2017 exempts some rural utilities from 
meeting energy efficiency requirements through 
the Conservation Improvement Program (CIP). 
Natural gas: 0.75% incremental savings per year in 
2010–12; 1% incremental savings in 2013 and 
each year thereafter. 

1.5% (net) 
1.2% (gross) 

Binding Minn. Stat. § 216B.241 
SF 1456 1.5 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Nevada 
2005 and 2009 
Legislative 
Electric 
IOUs (88%) 

20% of retail electricity sales to be met by 
renewables and energy efficiency by 2015, and 
25% by 2025. Energy efficiency may meet a 
quarter of the standard through 2014 but is 
phased out of the RPS by 2025. 
SB 150, signed June 2017, directed the Nevada 
Public Utilities Commission to set new savings 
goals for NV Energy. The utility’s 2018 Joint IRP 
Demand Side Plan established statewide goals of 
1.18% in 2019, 1.14% in 2020, and 1.14% in 
2021. 

1.1% Binding 

NRS 704.7801 et seq.; 
Docket: 17-08023 – Investigation 
and rulemaking to implement 
Senate Bill 150 (2017) 
Docket No. 18-06003 

1 

New Hampshire 
2016 
Regulatory 
Electric and nat. gas 
Statewide goal (100%) 

Electric: 0.8% incremental savings in 2018, 
ramping up to 1% in 2019 and 1.3% in 2020. 
Natural gas: 0.7% in 2018, 0.75% in 2019, and 
0.8% in 2020. 

1.3% Binding NH PUC Order No. 25932,  
Docket DE 15-137 1.5 

New Jersey 
2018 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
Statewide goal (100%) 

Electric: Under 2018 legislation A3723/S2314, 
utilities must achieve 2% of electric savings (as a 
percentage of average annual usage from the prior 
three years) within five years. 
Natural gas: Must achieve 0.75% of natural gas 
usage (as a percentage of average annual usage 
from the prior three years) within five years. 

1.6% Binding A3723/S2314 (2018) 2 

New Mexico 
2008 and 2013 
Legislative 
Electric 
IOUs (69%) 

The state’s three public utilities must achieve 5% 
savings of 2020 retail sales by 2025. HB 291 
(2019) directs the Public Regulation Commission 
to set additional targets through 2030. 

1.0% Binding NM Stat. § 62-17-1 et seq. 
HB 291 1 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

New York 
2008, 2016, 2018, and 
2020 
Regulatory 
Electric and nat. gas 
Statewide goal (100%) 

An April 2018 NYSERDA white paper called for 
185 TBtus of cumulative annual site energy 
savings under the 2025 energy use forecast, as 
well as an electric site savings sub-target of 3% of 
IOU sales in 2025. 
A December 2018 PSC Order adopting the 3% 
electric goal calls for utilities to propose detailed 
targets. Natural gas goals ramp up to 1.3% by 
2025. In January 2020, the PSC authorized annual 
incremental utility-specific budgets and savings 
targets for electric, gas, and heat pump portfolios. 

2.0% Binding 

NY PSC Order Authorizing the 
Clean Energy Fund Framework 
Energy Efficiency Metrics and 
Target Options Report (November 
2016) 
New Efficiency: New York (2018) 
NY PSC Case 18-M-0084 

2.5 

North Carolina 
2007 
Legislative 
Electric 
Statewide goal (100%) 

Renewable Energy and Energy Efficiency Portfolio 
Standard (REPS) requires renewable generation 
and/or energy savings of 6% by 2015, 10% by 
2018, and 12.5% by 2021 and thereafter. Energy 
efficiency is capped at 25% of target, increasing to 
40% in 2021 and thereafter. REPS for electric 
cooperatives and munis requires renewable 
generation and/or energy savings of 3% by 2012, 
6% by 2014, and 10% by 2018. 

Combined 
RPS/EERS Opt-out NC Gen. Stat. § 62-133.8 

04 NCAC 11 R08-64, et seq. 0 

Oregon 
2010 
Regulatory 
Electric and nat. gas 
Energy Trust of Oregon 
(~61%) 

Electric: Incremental targets average ~1.3% of 
sales annually for the period 2020–2021.  
Natural gas: ~0.5% of sales annually for 2020–
2021  

1.3% (gross) 
1.2% (net) 

Binding 

Energy Trust of Oregon  
2020 Annual Budget and 2020–
2021 Action Plan 
Grant Agreement between Energy 
Trust of Oregon and OR PUC 

1.5 

Pennsylvania 
2004 and 2008 
Legislative 
Electric 
Utilities with more than 
100,000 customers (96%) 

Varying targets have been set for IOUs amounting 
to yearly statewide incremental savings of 0.6% for 
2021–2026. EERS includes peak demand targets.  
Energy efficiency measures may not exceed an 
established cost cap. 

0.6% Cost cap 

66 Pa. C.S. § 2806.1  
Act 129 Phase IV Program 
Implementation Order 
(6/18/2020): Docket No. M-
2020-3015228.   

0.5 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Rhode Island 
2006 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
IOUs, munis (~99%) 

Electric: Average incremental savings of 2.5% for 
2018–20. EERS includes demand response 
targets. 
Natural gas: Incremental savings of 0.97% for 
2018–20. 
Utilities must acquire all cost-effective energy 
efficiency. 

2.5% Binding 

RIGL § 39-1-27.7 
Docket No. 4443 
National Grid’s 2018–20 Energy 
Efficiency and System Reliability 
Procurement Plan 

3.0 

Texas 
1999 and 2007 
Legislative 
Electric 
IOUs (74%) 

20% incremental load growth in 2011 (equivalent 
to ~0.10% annual savings); 25% in 2012, and 
30% in 2013 and onward. Peak demand reduction 
targets of 0.4% compared with previous year. 
Energy efficiency measures may not exceed an 
established cost cap. 

0.2% Cost cap,  
opt-out 

SB 7 
HB 3693 
Substantive Rule § 25.181 
SB 1125 

0 

Vermont 
2000 
Legislative 
Electric 
Efficiency Vermont, 
Burlington Electric (98%) 

Electric: Annual incremental savings totaling 
357,400 MWh over 2018–20, or approximately 
2.4% of annual sales. EERS includes demand 
response targets. 
Natural gas: Three-year annual incremental 
savings of 192,599 Mcf spanning 2018–20 or 
0.5% of sales. 
Energy efficiency utilities must set budgets at a 
level that would realize all cost-effective energy 
efficiency. 

2.4% Binding 

30 V.S.A. § 209;  
Efficiency Vermont Triennial Plan 
2018–20 
Order Re: Quantifiable 
Performance Indicator Targets for 
Vermont Gas Systems (12/23/15) 
EEU-2016-03: PUC Order on 
10/12/17 re: Performance 
Targets 

2.5 

Virginia 
2020  
Legislative 
Electric 
IOUs (87%) 

The 2020 Virginia Clean Economy Act requires 
Dominion Energy to achieve 5% energy savings by 
2025 relative to a 2019 baseline. ApCo must 
achieve 2% by 2025, relative to a 2019 baseline. 
Statewide these goals translate to average 
incremental annual savings of approximately 1.2% 
over four years.  

1.2% Binding Virginia Clean Economy Act 1.0 
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State 
Year(s) enacted 
Authority 
Applicability (% sales 
affected) Description 

Average 
incremental 
electric savings 
target per year 
(2020–2025) Stringency Reference Score 

Washington 
2006 
Legislative 
Electric 
IOUs, co-ops, munis (83%) 

Biennial and 10-year goals vary by utility. Law 
requires savings targets to be based on the 
Northwest Power Plan, which targets acquiring 
1,400 average MW by 2021, 3,000 aMW by 2026, 
and 4,300 aMW by 2035. 
Electric: Targets average ~0.94% incremental 
electricity savings per year. 
Natural gas: HB 1257 (2019) establishes a natural 
gas conservation standard requiring each gas 
company to acquire all conservation measures 
that are available and cost effective. Each 
company must set an acquisition target every two 
years, with initial targets taking effect by 2022. 
All cost-effective conservation requirement. 

0.9% Binding 

Ballot Initiative I-937 
Energy Independence Act,  
ch. 19.285.040 
WAC 480-109-100 
WAC 194-37 
Seventh Northwest Power Plan 
(adopted 2/10/16) 
Washington Department of 
Commerce 2019 Biennial Report 

1.0 

Wisconsin 
2011 
Legislative 
Electric and nat. gas 
Statewide goal (100%) 

Four-year goal for 2019–22 of 224,666,366 total 
net life-cycle MMBtus (combined electric and 
natural gas). Energy efficiency measures may not 
exceed an established cost cap. 
Electric: Minimum electric net life-cycle savings 
target of 22,832 GWh for 2019–22 or 1,840 GWh 
first-year savings across 2019–22. This translates 
to roughly 0.6–0.7% of sales per year in 2019–22. 
Natural gas: Focus on Energy targets minimum net 
life-cycle natural gas savings goal of 1,243 
MMTherms for measures implemented in 2019–
22, or 95.9 MMTherms of first-year savings, 
equating to approximately 0.6% savings as a 
percentage of sales on a net basis. 

0.7% Cost cap 

2005 Wisconsin Act 141 Order, 
Docket 5-FE-100: Focus on 
Energy Revised Goals and 
Renewable Loan Fund (10/15) 
PSCW Memorandum, Docket 5-
FE-101 (5/18) 
PSCW Decision, Docket 5-FE-101 
(6/18) 

1.0 
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Appendix E: State Electric Vehicle (EV) Fees 

State EV fee 

Average gasoline tax 
collected for gasoline 

vehicles 
Ratio of EV fee to 
gas tax revenues 

Alabama $200  $80.03  2.50 

Alaska -  $27.81  - 

Arizona -  $75.09  - 

Arkansas $200  $87.16  2.29 

California $100  $181.33  0.55 

Colorado $50  $89.30  0.56 

Connecticut -  $103.95  - 

Delaware -  $113.50  - 

District of 
Columbia -  $101.99  - 

Florida -  $79.03  - 

Georgia $213  $124.17  1.71 

Hawaii $50  $72.70  0.69 

Idaho $140  $132.31  1.06 

Illinois $100  $81.25  1.23 

Indiana $150  $122.98  1.22 

Iowa $65  $133.20  0.49 

Kansas $100  $99.29  1.01 

Kentucky - $122.77  - 

Louisiana -  $92.08  - 

Maine -  $136.76  - 

Maryland -  $154.75  - 

Massachusetts -  $105.05  - 

Michigan $100  $122.75  0.81 

Minnesota $75  $137.04  0.55 

Mississippi $150  $83.57  1.79 

Missouri $75  $74.50  1.01 

Montana -  $113.00  - 

Nebraska $75  $137.91  0.54 

Nevada -  $103.83  - 

New Hampshire -  $110.18  - 

New Jersey -  $166.78  - 
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State EV fee 

Average gasoline tax 
collected for gasoline 

vehicles 
Ratio of EV fee to 
gas tax revenues 

New Mexico -  $71.77  - 

New York -  $106.44  - 

North Carolina $130  $159.46  0.82 

North Dakota $120  $96.54  1.24 

Ohio $200  $124.03  1.61 

Oklahoma -  $85.44  - 

Oregon $110  $115.59  0.95 

Pennsylvania -  $249.58  - 

Rhode Island -  $152.38  - 

South Carolina $60  $81.60  0.74 

South Dakota -  $125.11  - 

Tennessee $100  $111.02  0.90 

Texas -  $96.13  - 

Utah $90  $111.64  0.81 

Vermont -  $134.98  - 

Virginia $64  $70.75  0.90 

Washington $150  $190.66  0.79 

West Virginia $200  $169.78  1.18 

Wisconsin $100  $142.37  0.70 

Wyoming $200  $101.06  1.98 

Source: Atlas Public Policy 2020 
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Appendix F: Public EV Charging Stations 

State 
Number of public EV 

charging stations 2019 population 
Stations per 

100,000 people 

Vermont 217 623,989 34.78 

District of 
Columbia 

 
147 

705,749 
20.83 

Hawaii 273 1,415,872 19.28 

California 6,177 39,512,223 15.63 

Colorado 899 5,758,736 15.61 

Oregon 606 4,217,737 14.37 

Washington 1,008 7,614,893 13.24 

Massachusetts 860 6,892,503 12.48 

Rhode Island 129 1,059,361 12.18 

Maryland 709 6,045,680 11.73 

Maine 154 1,344,212 11.46 

Utah 361 3,205,958 11.26 

Connecticut 340 3,565,287 9.54 

New York 1,605 19,453,561 8.25 

Georgia 847 10,617,423 7.98 

Virginia 610 8,535,519 7.15 

New Hampshire 94 1,359,711 6.91 

Kansas 200 2,913,314 6.87 

Nevada 208 3,080,156 6.75 

Missouri 410 6,137,428 6.68 

Florida 1,346 21,477,737 6.27 

Wyoming 36 578,759 6.22 

North Carolina 642 10,488,084 6.12 

Arizona 444 7,278,717 6.10 

Tennessee 400 6,829,174 5.86 

Minnesota 321 5,639,632 5.69 

Delaware 53 973,764 5.44 

Oklahoma 212 3,956,971 5.36 

Illinois 612 12,671,821 4.83 

Pennsylvania 592 12,801,989 4.62 

Nebraska 89 1,934,408 4.60 

Iowa 138 3,155,070 4.37 
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State 
Number of public EV 

charging stations 2019 population 
Stations per 

100,000 people 

Ohio 511 11,689,100 4.37 

South Carolina 223 5,148,714 4.33 

New Jersey 376 8,882,190 4.23 

Texas 1,227 28,995,881 4.23 

Michigan 411 9,986,857 4.12 

Wisconsin 222 5,822,434 3.81 

North Dakota 29 762,062 3.81 

New Mexico 77 2,096,829 3.67 

Idaho 63 1,787,065 3.53 

Montana 37 1,068,778 3.46 

West Virginia 61 1,792,147 3.40 

Kentucky 138 4,467,673 3.09 

South Dakota 27 884,659 3.05 

Alaska 22 731,545 3.01 

Indiana 190 6,732,219 2.82 

Arkansas 84 3,017,804 2.78 

Alabama 135 4,903,185 2.75 

Mississippi 69 2,976,149 2.32 

Louisiana 94 4,648,794 2.02 
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Appendix G. Tax Incentives for High-Efficiency Vehicles  
State Tax incentive 

Arizona 
Electric vehicle (EV) owners in Arizona pay a significantly reduced vehicle license tax—$4 
for every $100 in assessed value—as part of the state’s Reduced Alternative Fuel Vehicle 
License Tax program.  

California 

AB 118 targets medium- and heavy-duty trucks in a voucher program that aims to reduce 
the up-front incremental cost of purchasing a hybrid vehicle. Vouchers for up to 
$117,000 are available, depending on vehicle specifications, and are issued directly to 
fleets that purchase hybrid trucks for use within the state. California also offers rebates 
of up to $5,000 for light-duty zero-emission EVs and plug-in hybrid EVs on a first-come, 
first-served basis. 

Colorado 

In 2019 the Colorado legislature approved HB 1159, a bill that extends the state’s 
alternative fuel vehicle tax credits through 2025. It sets a flat $5,000 credit, through 
2019, for the purchase of a light-duty electric vehicle and makes the credit assignable to 
a car dealer or finance company, effectively turning the credit into a point-of-sale 
incentive. The tax credit declines to $4,000 for vehicles purchased in 2020, $2,500 for 
vehicles purchased in 2021 and 2022, and $2,000 for vehicles purchased in 2023–
2025. Higher incentives are available for light-, medium-, and heavy-duty trucks. 

Connecticut 

Connecticut’s Hydrogen and Electric Automobile Purchase Rebate Program provides as 
much as $3,000 for the incremental cost of the purchase of a hydrogen fuel cell electric 
vehicle, an all-electric vehicle, or a plug-in hybrid EV. Rebates are calculated on the basis 
of battery capacity. Vehicles with a battery capacity of 18 kWh or more earn $3,000, 
while those with capacities between 7 kWh and 18 kWh earn $1,500. Vehicles with 
batteries smaller than 7 kWh are eligible for a rebate of $750. 

Delaware 

As part of the Delaware Clean Transportation Incentive Program, the following rebates 
are available:  
• $3,500 for battery EVs under $60,000 MSRP 
• $1,500 for plug-in hybrid EVs and EVs with gasoline range extenders under $60,000 
MSRP 
• $1,000 for battery and plug-in hybrid EVs over $60,000 MSRP 

District of 
Columbia 

The District of Columbia offers a reduced registration fee and a vehicle excise tax 
exemption for owners of all vehicles with an EPA-estimated city fuel economy of at least 
40 miles per gallon.  

Louisiana 
Louisiana offers an income tax credit equivalent to 50% of the incremental cost of 
purchasing an EV under the state’s alternative-fuel vehicle tax credit program. Alternatively, 
taxpayers may claim the lesser of 10% of the total cost of the vehicle or $3,000.  

Maine 
Maine is preparing to offer a $2,000 rebate for qualified electric vehicles, a $1,000 
rebate for plug-in hybrids, and an enhanced rebate for low-income individuals, using 
monies from the Volkswagen Settlement Fund. 

Massachusetts The Massachusetts Offers Rebates for EVs (MOR-EV) program offers rebates of up to 
$2,500 to customers purchasing plug-in EVs.  

New Jersey 
All zero-emission vehicles in New Jersey are exempt from state sales and use taxes. In 
addition, vehicles that have an EPA fuel economy rating of less than 19 mpg or cost 
$45,000 or more in sales or lease price are subject to a fuel-inefficient vehicle fee. 
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State Tax incentive 

New York 

Pursuant to legislation passed in April 2016, NYSERDA developed a rebate program for 
zero-emission vehicles that launched in March 2017. Rebates of up to $2,000 per 
vehicle are available for battery EVs, plug-in hybrid EVs, and fuel cell vehicles. New York 
also started the New York Truck Voucher Incentive Program, in 2014. Vouchers of up to 
$60,000 are available for the purchase of hybrid and all-electric class 3–8 trucks.  

Oklahoma Oklahoma offers income tax credits of up to $50,000 for the purchase of electric 
vehicles. Credit amounts are determined by the gross vehicle weight rating of the vehicle.  

Oregon 

The Oregon Clean Vehicle Rebate Program offers rebates of $1,500–2,500 toward the 
purchase of a new hybrid or battery electric vehicle, depending on battery capacity. 
Rebates of $2,500 are available to low- and moderate-income households for the 
purchase of new and used EVs. All eligible vehicles must have a base MSRP of less than 
$50,000.  

Pennsylvania 
The Alternative Fuels Incentive Grant Program offers rebates to assist eligible residents in 
purchasing new alternative fuel vehicles. Qualified electric vehicles earn a rebate of 
$1,750. 

Texas Electric vehicles weighing 8,500 pounds or less and purchased after September 1, 2013, 
are eligible for a $2,500 rebate. 

Utah 

Until December 2020, taxpayers are eligible for tax credits for the purchase of qualifying 
electric heavy-duty vehicles. Vehicles purchased in 2019 were eligible for an $18,000 tax 
credit. The tax credit amount has been gradually reduced from $25,000 in 2017 to 
$15,000 by 2020. 

Virginia 
The Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals and Energy, in collaboration with the Virginia 
Department of Transportation, offers up to $10,000 to state agencies and local 
governments for the incremental cost of new or converted alternative fuel vehicles. 

Washington 

Tax credits are available to businesses that purchase new alternative fuel commercial 
vehicles. Businesses may claim up to $250,000 or credits for 25 vehicles per year 
through January 1, 2021. HB 2042, passed in March 2019, also extends tax credits for 
light-duty passenger vehicles.  

Source: DOE 2020a
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Appendix H. State Transit Funding 
State FY 2018 funding 2018 population* Per capita transit expenditure 

Massachusetts $2,105,381,276  6,882,635 $305.90 

New York $5,222,193,300  19,530,351 $267.39 

Alaska $181,178,229  735,139 $246.45 

Connecticut $651,477,883  3,571,520 $182.41 

Illinois $2,302,779,973  12,723,071 $180.99 

Maryland $1,032,129,469  6,035,802 $171.00 

Pennsylvania $1,689,999,183  12,800,922 $132.02 

District of Columbia $564,610,302  5,000,000 $112.92 

Delaware $102,177,731  965,479 $105.83 

Minnesota $493,700,000  5,606,249 $88.06 

California $2,635,079,270  39,461,588 $66.78 

Rhode Island $58,441,037  1,058,287 $55.22 

Virginia $454,232,979  8,501,286 $53.43 

New Jersey $389,474,344  8,886,025 $43.83 

Michigan $307,190,392  9,984,072 $30.77 

Wisconsin $113,487,500  5,807,406 $19.54 

Florida $375,809,491  21,244,317 $17.69 

Washington $106,996,000  7,523,869 $14.22 

Vermont $7,955,199  624,358 $12.74 

Indiana $65,288,653  6,695,497 $9.75 

North Carolina $93,943,490  10,381,615 $9.05 

Tennessee $56,040,141  6,771,631 $8.28 

Oregon $29,158,082  4,181,886 $6.97 

Iowa $15,932,516  3,148,618 $5.06 

North Dakota $3,831,141  758,080 $5.05 

Kansas $11,000,000  2,911,359 $3.78     

Nebraska $6,297,705  1,925,614 $3.27 

Wyoming $1,718,187  577,601 $2.97 

New Mexico $5,700,000  2,092,741 $2.72 

Colorado $15,000,000  5,691,287 $2.64 

Arizona $11,652,906  7,158,024 $1.63 

Georgia $16,000,744  10,511,131 $1.52 

Oklahoma $5,750,000  3,940,235 $1.46 
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* Population figures represent total area served by transit system. Source: AASHTO 2019. 

 

West Virginia $2,262,989  1,804,291 $1.25 

Texas $34,991,068  28,628,666 $1.22 

South Carolina $6,000,000  5,084,156 $1.18 

Arkansas $3,526,664  3,009,733 $1.17 

Maine $1,540,322  1,339,057 $1.15 

South Dakota $1,000,000  878,698 $1.14 

Louisiana $4,955,000  4,659,690 $1.06 

New Hampshire $1,353,603  1,353,465 $1.00 

Montana $825,000  1,060,665 $0.78 

Ohio $6,500,000  11,676,341 $0.56 

Mississippi $1,600,000  2,981,020 $0.54 

Kentucky $1,845,949  4,461,153 $0.41 

Missouri $1,710,875  6,121,623 $0.28 

Idaho $312,000  1,750,536 $0.18 

Alabama $0  4,887,681 $0.00 

Hawaii $0  1,420,593 $0.00 

Nevada $0  3,027,341 $0.00 
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Appendix I. State Transit Legislation 
State Description  Source 

Alabama 

Alabama Act 2018-161 requires the Alabama 
Department of Economic and Community Affairs to 
create, oversee, and administer the Alabama Public 
Transportation Trust Fund, establishing a path to 
increase public transportation options in the state. 

legiscan.com/AL/bill/SB85/2018 

Arkansas 

Passed in 2001, Arkansas Act 949 established the 
Arkansas Public Transit Fund, which directs monies 
from rental vehicle taxes toward public transit 
expenditures.  

www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly
/2001/R/Acts/Act949.pdf 

California 

California’s Transportation Development Act provides 
two sources of funding for public transit: the Location 
Transportation Fund (LTF) and the State Transit 
Assistance (STA) Fund. The general sales tax collected 
in each county is used to fund each county’s LTF. STA 
funds are appropriated by the legislature to the state 
controller’s office. The statute requires that 50% of STA 
funds be allocated according to population and 50% be 
allocated according to operator revenues from the prior 
fiscal year. 

www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/S
tate-TDA.html 

Colorado 

In 2018 Colorado adopted SB1, which significantly 
expands state funding for transit. SB1 creates a new 
multimodal options fund dedicated to public transit and 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure and operations.  

leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb18-001 

Florida 

House Bill 1271 allows municipalities in Florida with a 
regional transportation system to levy a tax, subject to 
voter approval, that can be used as a funding stream 
for transit development and maintenance. 

www.myfloridahouse.gov/section
s/Bills/billsdetail.aspx?BillId=44
036 

Georgia 

The Transportation Investment Act, enacted in 2010, 
allows municipalities to pass a sales tax for the express 
purpose of financing transit development and 
expansion.  

gsfic.georgia.gov/transportation-
investment-act  

Hawaii 

Section HRS 46-16.8 of the Hawaii Revised Statutes 
allows municipalities to add a county surcharge to state 
tax; the surcharge is then funneled toward mass transit 
projects. 

www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurren
t/Vol02_Ch0046-
0115/HRS0046/HRS_0046-
0016_0008.htm 

Illinois 
House Bill 289 allocates $2.5 billion for the creation 
and maintenance of mass transit facilities from the 
issuance of state bonds.  

legiscan.com/gaits/text/70761  

https://legiscan.com/AL/bill/SB85/2018
https://legiscan.com/AL/bill/SB85/2018
http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2001/R/Acts/Act949.pdf
http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2001/R/Acts/Act949.pdf
http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2001/R/Acts/Act949.pdf
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/State-TDA.html
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/State-TDA.html
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/MassTrans/State-TDA.html
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb18-001
https://leg.colorado.gov/bills/sb18-001
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/sections/Bills/billsdetail.aspx?BillId=44036
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/sections/Bills/billsdetail.aspx?BillId=44036
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/sections/Bills/billsdetail.aspx?BillId=44036
http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/sections/Bills/billsdetail.aspx?BillId=44036
https://gsfic.georgia.gov/transportation-investment-act
https://gsfic.georgia.gov/transportation-investment-act
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol02_Ch0046-0115/HRS0046/HRS_0046-0016_0008.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol02_Ch0046-0115/HRS0046/HRS_0046-0016_0008.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol02_Ch0046-0115/HRS0046/HRS_0046-0016_0008.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol02_Ch0046-0115/HRS0046/HRS_0046-0016_0008.htm
http://www.capitol.hawaii.gov/hrscurrent/Vol02_Ch0046-0115/HRS0046/HRS_0046-0016_0008.htm
http://legiscan.com/gaits/text/70761


APPENDIX I          2020 STATE SCORECARD © ACEEE 

168 

 

State Description  Source 

Indiana 

House Bill 1011 specifies that a county or city council 
may elect to provide revenue to a public transportation 
corporation from the distributive share of county 
adjusted gross income taxes, county option income 
taxes, or county economic development income taxes. 
An additional county economic development income 
tax no higher than 0.3% may also be imposed to pay 
the county’s contribution to the funding of the 
metropolitan transit district. Only six counties within the 
state may take advantage of this legislation.  

legiscan.com/IN/text/HB1011/id
/673339 

Iowa  

The Iowa State Transit Assistance Program devotes 4% 
of the fees for new registration collected on sales of 
motor vehicle and accessory equipment to support 
public transportation. 

www.iowadot.gov/transit/funding
.html 

Kansas 

Transportation Works for Kansas legislation, adopted  
in 2010, provides financing for a multimodal 
development program in communities with immediate 
transportation needs. 

votesmart.org/bill/11412/30514
/transportation-works-for-kansas-
program%20%28T-
Works%20for%20Kansas%20Pro
gram%29  

Maine 

The Maine Legislature created a dedicated revenue 
stream for multimodal transportation in 2012. The 
Multimodal Transportation Fund uses sales tax 
revenues derived from vehicle rentals. Funds must be 
used for purchasing, operating, maintaining, improving, 
repairing, constructing, and managing the assets of 
non-road forms of transportation.  

www.mainelegislature.org/legis/s
tatutes/23/title23sec4210-
B.html 

Maryland  

In 2018 Maryland passed the Maryland Metro/Transit 
Funding Act. Maryland’s Transportation Trust Fund 
must provide at least $167 million in revenues to the 
Washington Suburban Transit District through an 
annual grant that will be used to pay capital costs of 
the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority. In 
addition, the legislation requires that at least $29.1 
million of the revenue from the Transportation Trust 
Fund be provided for capital needs of the Maryland 
Transit Administration (MTA) in fiscal years 2020, 
2021, and 2022. The legislation further requires that 
those appropriations for the MTA be increased by at 
least 4.4% over the previous year, starting with the 
fiscal year 2019 budget. 

mgaleg.maryland.gov/2018RS/c
hapters_noln/Ch_352_hb0372E.
pdf; see Transportation Article 
§3–216.and §7–205 

Massachusetts 

Section 35T of Massachusetts general law establishes 
the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority State 
and Local Contribution Fund. This account is funded by 
revenues from a 1% sales tax.  

malegislature.gov/Laws/General
Laws/PartI/TitleII/Chapter10/Sec
tion35t  

Michigan 

The Michigan Comprehensive Transportation Fund 
funnels both vehicle registration revenues and auto-
related sales tax revenues toward public transportation 
and targeted transit demand management programs.  

www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(hlkm5
k45i240utf2mb0odtzt))/mileg.as
px?page=getObject&objectName
=mcl-247-660b 

http://legiscan.com/IN/text/HB1011/id/673339
http://legiscan.com/IN/text/HB1011/id/673339
http://www.iowadot.gov/transit/funding.html
http://www.iowadot.gov/transit/funding.html
http://www.iowadot.gov/transit/funding.html
http://votesmart.org/bill/11412/30514/transportation-works-for-kansas-program%20%28T-Works%20for%20Kansas%20Program%29
http://votesmart.org/bill/11412/30514/transportation-works-for-kansas-program%20%28T-Works%20for%20Kansas%20Program%29
http://votesmart.org/bill/11412/30514/transportation-works-for-kansas-program%20%28T-Works%20for%20Kansas%20Program%29
http://votesmart.org/bill/11412/30514/transportation-works-for-kansas-program%20%28T-Works%20for%20Kansas%20Program%29
http://votesmart.org/bill/11412/30514/transportation-works-for-kansas-program%20%28T-Works%20for%20Kansas%20Program%29
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/23/title23sec4210-B.html
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/23/title23sec4210-B.html
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/23/title23sec4210-B.html
http://www.mainelegislature.org/legis/statutes/23/title23sec4210-B.html
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2018RS/chapters_noln/Ch_352_hb0372E.pdf
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2018RS/chapters_noln/Ch_352_hb0372E.pdf
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2018RS/chapters_noln/Ch_352_hb0372E.pdf
http://mgaleg.maryland.gov/2018RS/chapters_noln/Ch_352_hb0372E.pdf
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleII/Chapter10/Section35t
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleII/Chapter10/Section35t
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleII/Chapter10/Section35t
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(hlkm5k45i240utf2mb0odtzt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-247-660b
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(hlkm5k45i240utf2mb0odtzt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-247-660b
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(hlkm5k45i240utf2mb0odtzt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-247-660b
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(hlkm5k45i240utf2mb0odtzt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-247-660b
http://www.legislature.mi.gov/(S(hlkm5k45i240utf2mb0odtzt))/mileg.aspx?page=getObject&objectName=mcl-247-660b
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State Description  Source 

Minnesota 

House File 2700, adopted in 2010, is an omnibus 
bonding and capital improvement bill that provides 
$43.5 million for transit maintenance and construction. 
The bill also prioritized bonding authorization so that 
appropriations for transit construction for fiscal years 
2011 and 2012 would amount to $200 million.  

wdoc.house.leg.state.mn.us/leg/
LS86/CEH2700.1.pdf 

New York 

In 2010 New York adopted Assembly Bill 8180, which 
increased certain registration and renewal fees to fund 
public transit. It also created the Metropolitan Transit 
Authority financial assistance fund to support subway, 
bus, and rail.  

www.ncsl.org/issues-
research/transport/major-state-
transportation-legislation-
2010.aspx#N 

North Carolina 
In 2009 North Carolina passed House Bill 148, which 
called for the establishment of a congestion relief and 
intermodal transportation fund. 

www.ncleg.net/sessions/2009/bi
lls/house/pdf/h148v2.pdf 

Oregon 

Oregon has a Lieu of State Payroll Tax Program that 
provides a direct, ongoing revenue stream for transit 
districts that can demonstrate equal local matching 
revenues from state agency employers in their service 
areas.  

www.oregonlegislature.gov/citize
n_engagement/Reports/2008Pu
blicTransit.pdf 

Pennsylvania 

Act 44 of House Bill 1590, passed in 2007, allows 
counties to impose a sales tax on liquor or an excise 
tax on rental vehicles to fund the development of 
county transit systems.  

www.legis.state.pa.us/WU01/LI/
LI/US/HTM/2007/0/0044..HTM 

Tennessee 

Senate Bill 1471, passed in 2009, calls for the creation 
of a regional transportation authority in major 
municipalities. It allows these authorities to set up 
dedicated funding streams for mass transit either by 
law or through voter referendum.  

state.tn.us/sos/acts/106/pub/p
c0362.pdf 

Utah 

Utah’s comprehensive transportation funding bill, 
passed in 2015, allows counties to implement a 0.25% 
local sales tax to fund locally identified transportation 
needs. Of all revenues collected using this mechanism, 
40% must be awarded to the county transit agency.  

le.utah.gov/~2015/bills/static/H
B0362.html 

Virginia 

House Bill 2313, adopted in 2013, created the 
Commonwealth Mass Transit Fund, which receives 
approximately 15% of revenues collected from the 
implementation of a 1.5% sales and use tax for 
transportation expenditures.  

lis.virginia.gov/cgi-
bin/legp604.exe?131+ful+CHAP
0766 

Washington 

In 2015 SB 5987, the Connecting Washington 
Package, was passed, allocating $16 billion toward 
transportation connectivity, maintenance, and 
development projects.  

apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billd
ocs/2011-
12/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/H
ouse/2660.SL.pdf 

West Virginia 

In 2013 the West Virginia Commuter Rail Access Act 
(Senate Bill 03) established a special fund in the state 
treasury to pay track access fees accrued by commuter 
rail services operating within the state’s borders. The 
funds can be rolled over from year to year and are 
administered by the West Virginia State Rail Authority. 

www.legis.state.wv.us/Bill_Status
/bills_text.cfm?billdoc=SB103%2
0SUB1%20ENR.htm&yr=2013&s
esstype=RS&i=103 

http://wdoc.house.leg.state.mn.us/leg/LS86/CEH2700.1.pdf
http://wdoc.house.leg.state.mn.us/leg/LS86/CEH2700.1.pdf
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/transport/major-state-transportation-legislation-2010.aspx#N
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/transport/major-state-transportation-legislation-2010.aspx#N
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/transport/major-state-transportation-legislation-2010.aspx#N
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/transport/major-state-transportation-legislation-2010.aspx#N
http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/transport/major-state-transportation-legislation-2010.aspx#N
http://www.ncleg.net/sessions/2009/bills/house/pdf/h148v2.pdf
http://www.ncleg.net/sessions/2009/bills/house/pdf/h148v2.pdf
http://www.ncleg.net/sessions/2009/bills/house/pdf/h148v2.pdf
http://www.oregonlegislature.gov/citizen_engagement/Reports/2008PublicTransit.pdf
http://www.oregonlegislature.gov/citizen_engagement/Reports/2008PublicTransit.pdf
http://www.oregonlegislature.gov/citizen_engagement/Reports/2008PublicTransit.pdf
http://www.oregonlegislature.gov/citizen_engagement/Reports/2008PublicTransit.pdf
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/WU01/LI/LI/US/HTM/2007/0/0044..HTM
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/WU01/LI/LI/US/HTM/2007/0/0044..HTM
http://www.legis.state.pa.us/WU01/LI/LI/US/HTM/2007/0/0044..HTM
http://state.tn.us/sos/acts/106/pub/pc0362.pdf
http://state.tn.us/sos/acts/106/pub/pc0362.pdf
http://le.utah.gov/%7E2015/bills/static/HB0362.html
http://le.utah.gov/%7E2015/bills/static/HB0362.html
http://le.utah.gov/%7E2015/bills/static/HB0362.html
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+ful+CHAP0766
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+ful+CHAP0766
http://lis.virginia.gov/cgi-bin/legp604.exe?131+ful+CHAP0766
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2011-12/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/2660.SL.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2011-12/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/2660.SL.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2011-12/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/2660.SL.pdf
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2011-12/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Laws/House/2660.SL.pdf
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/Bill_Status/bills_text.cfm?billdoc=SB103%20SUB1%20ENR.htm&yr=2013&sesstype=RS&i=103
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/Bill_Status/bills_text.cfm?billdoc=SB103%20SUB1%20ENR.htm&yr=2013&sesstype=RS&i=103
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/Bill_Status/bills_text.cfm?billdoc=SB103%20SUB1%20ENR.htm&yr=2013&sesstype=RS&i=103
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/Bill_Status/bills_text.cfm?billdoc=SB103%20SUB1%20ENR.htm&yr=2013&sesstype=RS&i=103
http://www.legis.state.wv.us/Bill_Status/bills_text.cfm?billdoc=SB103%20SUB1%20ENR.htm&yr=2013&sesstype=RS&i=103
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Appendix J. State Progress toward Public Building Energy Benchmarking  
State Percentage benchmarked/Progress status 

California 100% of state-owned, executive branch facilities, benchmarked since 2013 

Connecticut 42% of state buildings, 100% of the Connecticut Technical High School system, 100% 
of several K–12 school districts, 100% of Connecticut Community Colleges 

Delaware 80% 

District of Columbia Nearly 99% of government-owned floor area 

Florida 20% of state-owned or leased facilities with more than 5,000 square feet of air-
conditioned space 

Hawaii More than 29 million square feet of public facilities 

Iowa 80,2 million square feet benchmarked; 1,572 sites and 2,148 buildings 
benchmarked in the Iowa B3 Benchmarking Program 

Kentucky  801 buildings, representing more than 16 million square feet of facilities 

Maryland 100% of state facilities 

Massachusetts  100% of about 80 million square feet of state-owned facilities 

Michigan 88% of state-owned facilities 

Minnesota 
More than 7,500 public buildings with more than 300 million square feet, 
representing 22 state agencies, 410 cities, 55 counties, 60 higher-education 
campuses, and 214 school districts 

Mississippi 95% of agencies covered by the energy and cost data reporting requirements under 
the Mississippi Energy Sustainability and Development Act of 2013 

Missouri Approximately 50% of square footage managed by the Office of Administration and 
the Department of Corrections 

Montana 63.6% 

Nevada 86% of total state building square footage 

New Hampshire 95% of state-owned building square footage 

New Mexico Approximately 20% 

North Carolina 100% of state-owned buildings and community college buildings 

Oregon 100% of state-owned and occupied buildings greater than 5,000 square feet 

Rhode Island 100% of all state, municipal, and public-school square footage 

South Carolina 100% of state-owned buildings 

Tennessee 100% of state-owned and -managed facilities 

Utah 75% of buildings managed by the Division of Facilities Construction and Management 

Vermont 70% of the state-owned and -operated building space that the ENERGY STAR® 
Portfolio Manager is capable of benchmarking 

Washington 55% of state agency square footage, 30% of college square footage, 17% of university 
square footage 

Not all states with benchmarking requirements provided the percentage of buildings benchmarked. All states listed above, except Missouri, 
require benchmarking in public facilities. Missouri has a voluntary program.  
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Appendix K. State Energy Savings Performance Contracting: Investments and 
Savings 

State 

2019 
investments  
($ million) 

2019 incremental electricity 
savings for all active ESCO 
projects 

2019 annual savings from  
active projects  

California $14 6 million kWh 57 million kWh 

Colorado $28.7 23,203,131 kWh  

Maryland   $3,206,939 in savings once 
commissioning occurs 1,209,328 MMBtus 

Massachusetts $20.8   

Montana $7.2 3,066,183 kWh 3,340,534 kWh (2017, 2018, and 
2019) 

New Mexico $12.4 39,638,521 kWh 115,472,641 kWh 

North Carolina $22.9  $2,000,451 in guaranteed 
savings 

Pennsylvania $5.8 3,218,886 kWh 5,145,593 kWh 

Utah $4.6  3,830,885 kWh (expected) 

Virginia $53.5 1,100,000 kWh 18,200,000 kWh 

Washington $38.9 10,307,113 kWh 477,383,938 kWh 

We excluded ESPC program budgets and projected energy and cost savings from states in order to focus on investments and cost and energy 
savings already achieved. This table includes only data that were provided by states in response to our data request.
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Appendix L. Total Energy and Cost Savings from State Financial Incentives 

State Title Program administrator 
Program-level  
energy savings 

Program-level  
monetary savings  

Estimated avoided 
CO2 emissions 

 

Alabama AlabamaSAVES Revolving 
Loan Program State Energy Office 

1,000,000 kWh 
(construction on project  
in 2020) 

$50,000 (construction on 
project in 2020) 

 

Alabama Energy Efficient Retrofit 
Program State Energy Office 694,000 kWh (FY 19 annual 

savings) 
$100,502 (FY 19 annual 
savings) 491 metric tons 

California Energy Conservation 
Assistance Act California Energy Commission  $1,053,808 (CY 2019)  

California 
Energy Conservation 
Assistance Act—Education 
Subaccount 

California Energy Commission  $1,628,677 (CY 2019) 
 

California 
Property Assessed Clean 
Energy (PACE) Loss 
Reserve Program 

California Alternative Energy and 
Advanced Transportation 
Financing Authority 

1.1 billion kWh per year 
(estimated, based on PACE 
financings enrolled as of 
October 2019) 

 

 

Colorado Agricultural Energy 
Efficiency Program Colorado Energy Office 2.6 million kWh (estimated) 

to date   

Colorado Energy Savings for Schools Colorado Energy Office 3.5 million kWh (estimated) 
to date   

Colorado 
C-PACE: Colorado 
Commercial Property 
Assessed Clean Energy 

Sustainable Real Estate 
Solutions 

54.5 million kBtus annually 
(projected) 

$29.5 million (projected) to 
date 

 

Delaware Energy Efficiency 
Investment Fund Rebates 

Department of Natural 
Resources and Environmental 
Control 

12,505,366 (2019 net 
savings)  7,479.55 tons  

Delaware Energize Delaware Farm 
Program Sustainable Energy Utility 747,094 (2019 net savings)  853.2 tons  

Delaware State Revolving Loan Fund 
Department of Natural 
Resources and Environmental 
Control 

343,103 (2019 net savings)  278.85 tons  
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State Title Program administrator 
Program-level  
energy savings 

Program-level  
monetary savings  

Estimated avoided 
CO2 emissions 

 

Iowa Energy Bank Revolving 
Loan Program Iowa Area Development Group 127,593 kWh (2019) $10,207 (2019) 97 tons (2019) 

Maine Efficiency Maine Consumer 
Products Program Efficiency Maine Trust 67,811.3 MMBtus (FY 2019) $777,061  

Maine Efficiency Maine Home 
Energy Savings Program Efficiency Maine Trust 1,327,410 MMBtus  

(FY 2019) $11,187,676  

Maine Efficiency Maine Low-
Income Initiatives Efficiency Maine Trust 485,606 MMBtus (FY 2019) $6,289,344  

Maine Efficiency Maine C&I 
Prescriptive Program Efficiency Maine Trust 946,449 MMBtus (FY 2019) $9,165,825  

Maine Efficiency Maine C&I 
Custom Program Efficiency Maine Trust 1,780,153 MMBtus  

(FY 2019) $9,354,773  

Maryland Be SMART Home Efficiency 
Loan Program 

Maryland Department of 
Housing and Community 
Development  

Anticipated energy savings of 
126,551 kWh/year (FY 2020) 

Anticipated monetary 
savings of $28,593  
(FY 2020) 

 

Massachusetts 
Home Energy Market Value 
Performance Program 
(Home MVP) 

Department of Energy 
Resources 

4,578,063/year as of May 
2020  

1,799.8 metric 
tons/year as of 
May 2020 

Massachusetts Rapid LED Streetlight 
Conversion Grant Program 

Metropolitan Area Planning 
Council  33,917 kWh  

10,122 metric 
tons as of June 
2020 

Montana Alternative Energy 
Revolving Loan Program 

Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality 499,653 kWh $54,444 649,549 pounds 

(2020) 

Nebraska Dollar and Energy Savings 
Loans 

Nebraska Department of 
Environment and Energy  $1,154,980 (2019)  

New Mexico Sustainable Building Tax 
Credit (personal) State Energy Office 16,776,195 source energy 

for 2019 
$845,962 from 2019 
projects 3,347 tons 

New York Low-Rise Residential New 
Construction Program NYSERDA 98,000 kWh/most recent 

year   
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State Title Program administrator 
Program-level  
energy savings 

Program-level  
monetary savings  

Estimated avoided 
CO2 emissions 

 

North Dakota Energy Conservation Grant Department of Commerce  Estimated $269,110 (July 
2019 to June 2020)  

Oregon Industrial Self-Direct of 
Public Purpose Funds Oregon Department of Energy 1,634,309 kWh (2019) $103,578 (2019) 599.8 MTCO2e 

(2019) 

Rhode Island Pascoag Utility District 
Energy Efficiency Program 

Office of Energy Resources, 
Pascoag Utility District 262,000 kWh $24,906 53.60 short tons 

in 2020 

Tennessee Energy Efficient Schools 
Initiative—Loans 

Energy Efficient Schools 
Initiative 15,037,512 kWh (FY 2019) $28 million 10,632 metric 

tons per year 

Tennessee 
Pathway Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy 
Loan Program 

Pathway Lending 14,603,160 kWh from 2019 
loans 

Average estimated annual 
energy savings of $37,365 
per program participant for 
program year 2019 

10,325 metric 
tons per year 
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Appendix M. State Efficiency Spending and Savings Targets for Low-Income 
Customers 

State Spending/savings requirements for low-income energy efficiency programs 

California 

California Public Utilities Code Section 382(e) set a goal to provide low-income 
energy efficiency measures to 100% of eligible and willing customers by 2020. A. 
14-11-007 (2016) strengthened the goal and updated interpretation of the “willing 
and feasible to participate” factor. 

Connecticut 

Utilities are required to allocate their limited-income budget in parity with the 
revenues expected to be collected from that sector. Public Act 11-80, Section 33, 
establishes a goal of weatherizing 80% of homes. This goal is not specific to low-
income customers, but activity in the low-income program helps the companies 
achieve this goal. Also, as part of the performance management incentive (PMI) 
calculation, the utilities are required to spend at least 95% of their low-income 
budget. Electric, natural gas, oil, and propane savings metrics also fall under the 
low-income program attached to the PMI calculation.  

Delaware 

Delaware established legislative energy savings targets in 2009 with the adoption 
of SB 106. The legislation set up a Sustainable Energy Trust Fund to collect charges 
assessed by energy providers in service of energy savings goals. SB 106 specifies 
that 20% of assessments be provided to the Weatherization Assistance Program. 
The Delaware Weatherization Assistance Program has an annual goal of completing 
400 homes. 

Electric utility restructuring legislation passed in 1999 specified that Delmarva 
Power and Light (DPL) collect 0.095 mills per kWh (approximately $800,000 
annually) from customers to be forwarded to the Department of Health and Social 
Services, Division of State Service Centers, to be used to fund low-income fuel 
assistance and weatherization programs. 

To make low-income energy efficiency programs more accessible, a Guidance 
Document was drafted in 2016 as part of the merger settlement approved by the 
PSC between Exelon and Delmarva Power and Light to allocate $4 million of the 
funds toward low-income customer energy efficiency programs. This Guidance 
Document applies to DPL customers, and funds are available to support 
organizations delivering energy efficiency programs to low-income ratepayers. 
Organizations that receive grants to run low-income energy efficiency programs will 
increase energy efficiency measures for low-income Delaware households, increase 
statewide electric and gas savings, engage and inform low-income households 
about the benefits of energy efficiency, develop a community-based approach to 
address energy efficiency issues in low-income housing by mobilizing public and 
private-sector resources, and ensure to the greatest extent feasible that job training, 
employment, and contracting generated by this grant will be directed to low-income 
persons. All settlement-funded low-income programs must be officially recommended 
by the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) and approved by the PSC. 

District of 
Columbia 

The Clean and Affordable Energy Act (CAEA) of 2008 established a separate Energy 
Assistance Trust Fund to support: “(1) the existing low-income programs in the 
amount of $3.3 million annually; and (2) the Residential Aid Discount subsidy in the 
amount of $3 million annually.” For the 2017–21 program cycle the low-income 
spending requirement was adjusted to 20% of expenditures. 



APPENDIX M          2020 STATE SCORECARD © ACEEE 

176 

 

State Spending/savings requirements for low-income energy efficiency programs 

Illinois 

In December 2016, the Illinois State Legislature passed the Future Energy Jobs Bill 
(SB 2814). The legislation directs utilities to implement low-income energy 
efficiency measures of no less than $25 million per year for electric utilities that 
serve more than 3 million retail customers in the state (ComEd), and no less than 
$8.35 million per year for electric utilities that serve fewer than 3 million but more 
than 500,000 retail customers in the state (Ameren). 

Maine 

LD-1559, passed in June 2013, states that Efficiency Maine Trust shall “target at 
least 10% of funds for electricity conservation collected under subsection 4 or 4-A 
or $2,600,000, whichever is greater, to programs for low-income residential 
consumers, as defined by the board by rule.” 

Massachusetts 

In the late 1990s, Massachusetts restructuring law established a low-income 
conservation fund through a 0.25 mills per kWh charge on every electric customer’s 
bill. A conservation charge on natural gas customers’ bills has funded natural gas 
low-income energy efficiency programs. 

In 2010 the program received additional funding through the 2008 Green 
Communities Act, which required that 10% of electric utility program funds and 20% 
of gas program funds be spent on comprehensive low-income energy efficiency and 
education programs. The legislation further directed that these programs be 
implemented through the low-income weatherization assistance program (WAP) and 
fuel assistance program network with the objective of standardizing implementation 
among all utilities. 

In addition to the WAP-coordinated programs that directly serve low-income clients, 
the utilities fund the Low-Income Multifamily Retrofit Program, which provides cost-
effective energy efficiency improvements to multifamily buildings, including those 
owned by nonprofit and public housing authorities. The program is aimed at one- to 
four-unit residential buildings where at least 50% of the units are occupied by low-
income residents earning at or below 60% of area median income. Eligible projects 
involve efficiency upgrades for buildings with currently high energy consumption, 
specifically for space heating, hot water, air sealing, and insulation of building 
envelopes, lighting, and appliances. 

Michigan 

SB 438, approved in December 2016, extended the state’s 1% annual energy 
savings requirement for utilities through 2021. The bill does not specify a minimum 
required level of spending or savings for low-income energy efficiency programs, 
other than to direct that distribution customers’ funding responsibilities for low-
income residential programs be proportionate to the distribution customers’ 
funding of the total energy optimization (EO) program: “The established funding 
level for low-income residential programs shall be provided from each customer 
rate class in proportion to that customer rate class’s funding of the provider’s total 
energy optimization programs.” 

Minnesota 

Municipal gas and all electric utilities must spend at least 0.2% of their gross 
operating revenue from residential customers on low-income programs. Legislation 
in 2013 raised the minimum low-income spending requirement for gas IOUs from 
0.2% to 0.4% of their most recent three-year average gross operating revenue from 
residential customers. 
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State Spending/savings requirements for low-income energy efficiency programs 

Montana 

SB 150, passed in 2015, made changes to the state’s system benefit fund, 
increasing a public utility’s minimum funding level for low-income energy and 
weatherization assistance from 17% to 50% of the public utility’s annual electric 
universal systems benefits level. A cooperative utility’s minimum annual funding 
requirement for low-income energy assistance remains at 17% of its annual USB 
funding level. SB 150 also clarified that eligible projects can be located on tribal 
reservations. 

Nevada 

In July 2001 Nevada passed AB 661, which created the Nevada Fund for Energy 
Assistance and Conservation (FEAC) through a universal energy charge (UEC) 
assessed on retail customers of the state’s regulated electric and gas utilities. 
Nevada’s Energy Assistance Code specifies the UEC is 3.30 mills per therm of 
natural gas and 0.39 mills per kWh of electricity purchased by these customers. 
NRS 702.270 requires that 25% of the money in the FEAC be distributed to the 
Nevada Housing Division for programs of energy conservation, weatherization, and 
energy efficiency for eligible households. 
In June 2017, SB 150 was signed into law. It directs the Public Utilities Commission 
to establish annual energy savings goals for NV Energy and requires utilities to set 
aside 5% of efficiency program budgets for low-income customers. 

New Hampshire 

In August 2016 the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission approved a 
settlement agreement establishing a statewide energy efficiency resource standard. 
The agreement provides for an increase in the minimum low-income share of the 
overall energy efficiency budget from 15.5% to 17%. 

New Mexico 

The state’s energy efficiency targets, established in 2005 within the Efficient Use of 
Energy Act, were amended in 2019 with the passage of HB 291. The legislation 
calls for a 5% reduction of energy consumption as a percentage of 2020 sales by 
2025 and also directs that no less than 5% of the amount received by the public 
utility for program costs shall be specifically directed to energy efficiency programs 
for low-income customers. 

New York 

In December 2018, the PSC ordered the development of a Statewide LMI Portfolio, 
to include ratepayer funded initiatives administered by NYSERDA and the utilities.  
The Order also required that a minimum of 20% of any additional energy efficiency 
investments through the utilities be directed to the LMI market segment. In January 
2020, the PSC authorized utility specific LMI budgets, totaling a minimum of $289 
million through 2025. Combined with the NYSERDA ratepayer funded LMI budget, 
the LMI Portfolio will include at least $650 million of new investments in LMI energy 
efficiency through 2025. 

Oklahoma 

Under OAC 165:35-41-4, all electric utilities under rate regulation of the Oklahoma 
Corporation Commission must propose, at least once every three years—and be 
responsible for the administration and implementation of—a demand portfolio of 
energy efficiency and demand response programs within their service territories. 
The regulations specify that demand portfolios must address programs for low-
income and hard-to-reach customers “to assure proportionate Demand Programs 
are deployed in these customer groups despite higher barriers to energy efficiency 
investments.” 

https://www.leg.state.nv.us/Session/79th2017/Bills/SB/SB150.pdf
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State Spending/savings requirements for low-income energy efficiency programs 

Oregon 

Senate Bill 1149, requiring electric industry restructuring for the state’s largest 
investor-owned utilities, was signed into law in July 1999. The law established an 
annual expenditure by the utilities of 3% of their revenues to fund “Public 
Purposes,” including energy efficiency, development of new renewable energy, and 
low-income weatherization. Per the legislation, 13% of the public purpose charge 
would be allocated to low-income weatherization through the Energy Conservation 
Helping Oregonians program. 

Pennsylvania 

In June 2015, the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission issued an implementation 
order for Phase III of the Energy Efficiency and Conservation Program, setting five-
year cumulative targets of 5.1 million MWh, equivalent to about 0.77% incremental 
savings, per year through 2020. The order also requires each utility to obtain a 
minimum of 5.5% of their total consumption reduction target from the low-income 
sector.  

Texas 

As amended by SB 1434 in June 2011, Substantive Rule § 25.181 states that 
“each utility shall ensure that annual expenditures for the targeted low-income 
energy efficiency program are not less than 10% of the utility’s energy efficiency 
budget for the program year.”  

Vermont 

Efficiency Vermont (EVT), the state’s energy efficiency utility established in 1999, is 
funded through a systems benefits charge on all utility customers’ bills. Most of the 
costs of the electric efficiency measures implemented by EVT and the community-
based weatherization agencies are paid for by EVT, with any remaining balances 
covered by the federal Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP). Other funding for 
WAP comes from the state’s Weatherization Trust Fund, which was created in 1990 
through legislative enactment of a gross-receipts tax of 0.5% on all non-
transportation fuels sold in the state. 
As specified by Vermont law, 50% of the net proceeds from the sale of carbon 
credits through the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative are deposited into a fuel 
efficiency fund to provide energy efficiency services to residential consumers who 
have incomes of no more than 80% of the state median income. 

Virginia 
The 2018 Grid Modernization and Security Act (SB966) required that at least 5% of 
energy efficiency programs benefit low-income, elderly, and disabled individuals. 
The 2020 Virginia Clean Economy Act increased this target to 15%. 

Wisconsin 

The Reliability 2000 Law, passed in 1999, created a program for awarding grants to 
provide assistance to low-income households for weatherization and other energy 
conservation services, payment of energy bills, and the early identification and 
prevention of energy crises. The law specifies that 47% of total low-income funds 
must be dedicated to weatherization. The legislation required the Department of 
Administration to collect $24 million for low-income public benefits services the first 
year and to calculate a low-income need target in subsequent years. This low-
income need target is based on the estimated number of low-income families 
(households at or below 150% of the poverty level) multiplied by the estimated 
need per eligible household. 
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Appendix N. Cost-Effectiveness Rules for Utility Low-Income Efficiency 
Programs 

State Special cost-effectiveness provisions for low-income energy efficiency programs 

Arizona 

Since 2011 Arizona Administrative Code Title 14, Chapter 2, Article 24 (R14-2-
2412) has directed that “an affected utility’s low-income customer program 
portfolio shall be cost effective, but costs attributable to necessary health and 
safety measures shall not be used in the calculation.” 

Arkansas Arkansas does not require program-level cost effectiveness for low-income 
programs. 

California 

California applies the Energy Savings Assistance Program Cost Effectiveness test 
(ESACET) and the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test to the low-income program. These 
tests incorporate nonenergy benefits and are used for informational purposes only, 
with no set minimum threshold for cost effectiveness.  

Colorado 

Decision No. C08-0560 directs the Colorado Public Service Commission to pursue 
all cost-effective low-income demand-side management (DSM) programs, “but to 
not forgo DSM programs simply because they do not pass a 1.0 TRC test.” It also 
directs that, in applying the TRC to low-income DSM programs, “the benefits 
included in the calculation shall be increased by 20%, to reflect the higher level of 
nonenergy benefits that are likely to accrue from DSM services to low-income 
customers.” This was increased to 50% for low-income measures and products in 
April 2018 under Decision No. C18-0417. 
To avoid unintended impacts to calculations of benefits pursuant to performance 
incentives, the decision also allows utilities to exclude these costs in these 
determinations: “To address this concern we find that the costs and benefits 
associated with any low-income DSM program that is approved and has a TRC 
below 1.0 may be excluded from the calculation of net economic benefits. Further, 
the energy and demand savings may be applied toward the calculation of overall 
energy and demand savings, for purposes of determining progress toward annual 
goals.” 

Connecticut 

Connecticut has established formal rules and procedures for evaluation, which are 
stated in Public Act 11-80 and Evaluation Rules and Roadmap. The Program 
Administrator test has been the primary cost-effectiveness test in Connecticut. 
However, the TRC test is the primary test for the Home Energy Solutions Limited-
Income program. Connecticut regulators have repeatedly approved non-cost-
effective low-income programs. 

Delaware 

The Evaluation, Measurement, and Verification Committee in 2016 recommended 
specific net-energy impacts or net-energy benefits for low-income programs. These 
include weatherization-reduced arrearages and participant health and safety 
benefits. Specific values were also applied to the net-energy benefits and are 
locked in for three years. These net-energy benefits were unanimously recognized 
and approved by the EEAC. 

District of 
Columbia 

While no specific rules are in place for low-income programs per se, programs that 
are not cost effective may be included in the DC Sustainable Energy Utility’s 
portfolio as long as the overall portfolio is cost effective based on the Societal Cost 
test. A 10% adder is applied to program benefits to account for additional 
nonenergy benefits including comfort, noise reduction, aesthetics, health and 
safety, ease of selling/leasing the home or building, improved occupant 
productivity, fewer work absences due to reduced illnesses, ability to stay in one’s 
home and avoid moves, and macroeconomic benefits. 
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State Special cost-effectiveness provisions for low-income energy efficiency programs 

Florida Applying program-level cost-effectiveness tests to low-income energy efficiency 
programs is not required by the energy efficiency statutes in Florida.  

Idaho 

In April 2013 the PUC largely adopted its staff’s recommendations from an October 
2012 report regarding methodology for evaluating low-income weatherization 
assistance programs (LIWAP) and the criteria for increased funding (Order No. 
32788, Case No. GNR-E-12-01). In this order, the PUC determined that a utility may 
“include a 10% conservation preference adder for their low-income weatherization 
programs,” but that if the utility believes the adder would make its cost-
effectiveness calculations inconsistent, then the company need not use the adder. 
The PUC encouraged the utilities to include nonenergy benefits of low-income 
weatherization assistance programs (LIWAPs) when calculating cost effectiveness 
but declined to construct a “specific cost-effectiveness test for low-income 
programs at this time.” Instead, the PUC said it would continue reviewing LIWAPs on 
a case-by-case basis. 

Illinois 
Section 8-103B (Energy Efficiency and Demand-Response Measures) of SB 2814 
excludes low-income energy efficiency measures from the need to satisfy the TRC 
test. 

Indiana 

Under Senate Bill 412 and Indiana Code 8-1-8.5-10(h), an electricity supplier may 
submit its energy efficiency plan to the commission for a determination of the 
overall reasonableness of the plan either as part of a general basic rate proceeding 
or as an independent proceeding. A petition submitted may include a home energy 
efficiency assistance program for qualified customers of the electricity supplier 
whether or not the program is cost effective. 

Iowa 
According to IAC 199–35.5(4)(c)(3), “Low-income and tree-planting programs shall 
not be tested for cost effectiveness, unless the utility wishes to present the results 
of cost-effectiveness tests for informational purposes.” 

Kansas Low-income programs are not required to pass strict benefit–cost analysis so long 
as they are found to be in the public interest and supported by a reasonable budget.  

Kentucky 

Requirements for low-income programming are similar to those governing other 
programmatic offerings, and these were established by precedent in a 1997 
proceeding surrounding the approval of LG&E’s DSM program portfolio. The rules 
for benefit–cost tests are stated in Case No. 1997-083. These benefit–cost tests 
are required for total program-level screening, with exceptions for low-income 
programs, pilots, and new technologies. The commission also found in Case No. 97-
083 that “If [a] filing fails any of the traditional [cost-effectiveness] tests, LG&E and 
its Collaborative may submit additional documentation to justify the need for the 
program.” 

Maine 

Maine has not had specific cost-effectiveness guidelines in place for low-income 
programs. However, the cost-effectiveness test for all programs provides for 
consideration of nonenergy benefits including “reduced operations and maintenance 
costs, job training opportunities and workforce development, general economic 
development and environmental benefits, to the extent that such benefits can be 
accurately and reasonably quantified and attributed to the program or project.” 
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State Special cost-effectiveness provisions for low-income energy efficiency programs 

Maryland 

In Order No. 87082 the PUC required cost-effectiveness screening for limited-
income programs but indicated the programs may still be implemented without 
satisfying the test, stating: 
“We accept the recommendation of the Coalition that, while cost-effectiveness 
screening of the limited income sub-portfolio shall be required in the same manner 
as with respect to the other EmPOWER sub-portfolios, the results of the limited-
income sub-portfolio screening shall serve as a point of comparison to other 
jurisdictions and past programmatic performance rather than as the basis for 
precluding certain limited-income program offerings.” 

Massachusetts 

Massachusetts relies on the TRC test as its primary test for DSM programs but 
specifically calculates additional benefits from low-income programs in its benefit–
cost ratio. 
DPU 08-50-B specifies that an energy efficiency plan must include calculations of 
non-electric benefits, specifically those related to: “(A) reduced costs for operation 
and maintenance associated with efficient equipment or practices; (B) the value of 
longer equipment replacement cycles and/or productivity improvements associated 
with efficient equipment; (C) reduced environmental and safety costs, such as 
those for changes in a waste stream or disposal of lamp ballasts or ozone-depleting 
chemicals; and (D) all benefits associated with providing energy efficiency services 
to Low-Income Customers.” 
In 2010, in its 2010–12 Three-Year Plan Order, the Massachusetts Department of 
Public Utilities (DPU) ordered the program administrators to conduct a more 
thorough analysis of nonenergy impacts through evaluation studies. The DPU, with 
few exceptions, approved these studies. A study for the Massachusetts program 
administrators, conducted by NMR Group, incorporates findings from a review of 
the nonenergy impacts literature to quantify nonenergy benefits, including those for 
low-income programs.  

Michigan 

Sec. 71 (4)(g) of SB 438 appears to exempt low-income programs from 
demonstrating cost effectiveness. To demonstrate that the provider’s energy waste 
reduction programs, excluding program offerings to low-income residential 
customers, will collectively be cost effective, SB 438 states: “An energy waste 
reduction plan shall . . . demonstrate that the provider’s energy waste reduction 
programs, excluding program offerings to low-income residential customers, will 
collectively be cost effective.” 

Minnesota 

The rules for benefit–cost tests are stated in MN Statutes 261B.241 and Rule 
7690.0550. The benefit–cost tests are required for portfolio, total program, and 
customer project-level screening with exceptions for low-income programs. Subd 
7(e) of 216B.241 directs that “costs and benefits associated with any approved 
low-income gas or electric conservation improvement program that is not cost 
effective when considering the costs and benefits to the utility may, at the 
discretion of the utility, be excluded from the calculation of net economic benefits 
for purposes of calculating the financial incentive to the utility. The energy and 
demand savings may, at the discretion of the utility, be applied toward the 
calculation of overall portfolio energy and demand savings for purposes of 
determining progress toward annual goals and in the financial incentive 
mechanism.” 

Mississippi Mississippi does not require program-level cost effectiveness for low-income 
programs. 
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Montana 
Montana specifies the TRC as its primary test for decision making. The benefit–cost 
tests are required for the individual measure level for program screening, but there 
are exceptions for low-income programs, pilots, and new technologies. 

Nevada 

Nevada Housing Division for programs of energy conservation, weatherization, and 
energy efficiency for eligible households does not require a cost–benefit analysis. 
Legislation in 2017 established that low-income programs do not have to pass cost-
effectiveness screening as long as the portfolio of all DSM programs passes. 
Also, a nonenergy benefits adder of 25% is applied to low-income programs. 
Regular programs receive a 10% adder. Depending on the percentage of low-
income participation in a program, the nonenergy benefits adder is adjusted using a 
weighted average formula. 

New Hampshire 

With respect to nonenergy benefits for low-income programs, as noted in Order No. 
23,574, both low-income programs and educational programs could still be 
approved by the commission even if they do not surpass a 1.0 benefit–cost ratio 
given their additional hard-to-quantify benefits.  

New Jersey 
Implementation of a low-income energy efficiency program is required by New 
Jersey statute N.J.S.A. 48:3-61. In 2020 the Board of Public Utilities approved the 
New Jersey Cost Test, which includes a 10% adder for low-income benefits. 

New Mexico 

The Utility Cost test (UCT) is conducted in New Mexico and is considered the primary 
test for decision making and evaluating program cost effectiveness. HB 267 directs 
that “In developing this test for energy efficiency and load management programs 
directed to low-income customers, the commission shall either quantify or assign a 
reasonable value to reductions in working capital, reduced collection costs, lower 
bad-debt expense, improved customer service effectiveness and other appropriate 
factors as utility system economic benefits.” 
It was later codified in New Mexico Administrative Code that “In developing the 
Utility Cost test for energy efficiency and load management measures and programs 
directed to low-income customers, unless otherwise quantified in a commission 
proceeding, the public utility shall assume that 20% of the calculated energy 
savings is the reasonable value of reductions in working capital, reduced collection 
costs, lower bad-debt expense, improved customer service, effectiveness, and other 
appropriate factors qualifying as utility system economic benefits” [17.7.2.9 
NMAC–Rp. 17.7.2.9 NMAC, 1-1-15]. 

New York 

New York screens programs at the measure level and requires each to have a TRC 
score of at least 1.0, with some exceptions. It appears that New York’s TRC test 
does not explicitly address nonenergy benefits of low-income programs. However, 
the New York Public Service Commission (PSC) has generally recognized and 
considered low-income-specific benefits in deciding on funding for utility low-income 
programs. For example, in a 2010 order, the commission approved a low-income 
program with a TRC ratio of 0.91, finding that “As a general principle, all customers 
should have reasonable opportunities to participate in and benefit from Energy 
Efficiency Portfolio Standard (EEPS) programs. It is also important that supplemental 
funding be provided to address gas efficiency measures in this program.” 

North Carolina 

North Carolina’s low-income programs are generally not required to meet cost-
effectiveness thresholds in order for utilities to provide energy efficiency programs 
to a sector of the population that would likely not otherwise participate in energy 
efficiency. 
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Oklahoma 
Oklahoma Administrative Code (OAC) 165:35-41-4 directs that demand programs 
targeted to low-income or hard-to-reach customers may have lower threshold cost-
effectiveness results than other efficiency programs. 

Oregon 

The rules for benefit–cost tests are stated in Docket UM 551, Order 94-590, which 
lays out a number of situations in which the PUC may make exceptions to the 
standard societal test calculation. Order 15-200, signed June 23, 2015, concerns 
Idaho Power Company’s request for cost-effectiveness exceptions to its DSM 
programs. The commission adopted the recommendation of staff that cost-
effectiveness requirements in Order 95-590 do not apply to low-income 
weatherization programs, such as the Weatherization Assistance for Qualified 
Customers Program. 

Pennsylvania 

In Order M-2015-2468992, the PUC specifies 2016 Total Resource Cost test 
requirements. Pennsylvania relies on the TRC test and considers it to be its primary 
cost-effectiveness test. A benefit–cost test is required for portfolio-level screening. 
The commission requires that the electric distribution companies provide benefit 
and cost data for both low-income and non-low-income residential program savings 
in their annual reports and that TRC tests be applied to all low-income programs 
and all residential programs. However, the commission does not require a separate 
PA TRC test calculation for the low-income sector. 

South Carolina South Carolina does not require program-level cost effectiveness for low-income 
programs. 

Texas 

In an order adopted September 28, 2012, the commission directed that low-income 
programs would not be required to meet the cost-effectiveness standard in 
Substantive Rule § 25.181, but rather would only need to meet standards required 
by the savings-to-investment ratio (SIR) methodology. All measures with an SIR of 
1.0 or greater qualify for installation. The SIR is the ratio of the present value of a 
customer’s estimated lifetime electricity cost savings from energy efficiency 
measures to the present value of the installation costs, inclusive of any incidental 
repairs, of those energy efficiency measures. 

Utah 

The rules for benefit–cost tests are stated in Docket No. 09-035-27. Utah uses the 
TRC test, Utility Cost test (UCT), Participant Cost test (PCT), and Ratepayer Impact 
Measure (RIM). Approval of individual DSM programs or portfolios of programs 
should be based on an overall determination that the program or portfolio is in the 
public interest after consideration of all four tests and the passage of the threshold 
test, the UCT. Utah also utilizes the PacifiCorp TRC (PTRC) test, which follows the 
Northwest convention of adding 10% to the avoided costs to account for 
unquantified environmental and transmission and distribution impacts. 

Vermont 
Vermont specifies the Societal Cost test to be its primary test for decision making. A 
15% adjustment is applied to the cost-effectiveness screening tool for low-income 
customer programs. 

Virginia Virginia does not require program-level cost effectiveness for low-income programs. 
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Washington 

Per WAC 480-109-100, low-income weatherization is not included in the portfolio or 
sector-level cost-effectiveness analysis. Companies may implement low-income 
programs that have a TRC ratio of 0.67 or above. The rules for benefit–cost tests 
are directed by the Energy Independence Act of 2006, codified in Chapter 194-37 
WAC, which specifies that the TRC test include all nonenergy impacts that a 
resource or measure may provide that can be quantified and monetized. 
Washington also applies an additional 10% benefit to account for non-quantifiable 
externalities, consistent with the Northwest Power Act. 
In Docket UE-131723, signed March 12, 2015, the commission revised the rule 
language to allow, rather than require, utilities to pursue low-income conservation 
that is cost effective consistent with the procedures of the Weatherization Manual 
finding that “in recognition that low-income conservation programs have significant 
nonenergy benefits, we find it appropriate for utilities to maintain robust low-income 
conservation offerings despite the unique barriers these programs face.” 

Wisconsin 

Administrative code requires programs for residential and nonresidential program 
portfolios to each pass portfolio-level cost effectiveness. One of the established 
reasons for setting portfolio-level testing rather than program- or measure-level 
testing is to provide more flexibility for low-income programs. 

 




