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ABSTRACT 
 
 This paper describes a structured approach for measuring participant spillover. We developed 
this methodology after: 1) reviewing past approaches for measuring participant spillover to identify best 
practices; and 2) refining the methodology through practical experience measuring participant spillover 
for the Wisconsin Focus on Energy Business Programs. The paper describes how we approached the 
various challenges of a self-report participant spillover methodology including: finding the right 
decision-maker, avoiding double-counting, estimating program attribution, estimating spillover savings, 
and recording other indicators of market effects. The paper also summarizes the levels of participant 
spillover savings and other market effects that we found. Finally the paper discusses both the advantages 
and disadvantages of this approach. 
 
Introduction 
 
 In recent years there has been increased discussion and debate over the nature and extent of 
spillover effects from energy efficiency programs, whether these spillover effects are coming from 
program participants or non-participants influenced by the program. In some cases, dramatic claims 
have been made concerning the extent of spillover effects. The main focus of this paper is to describe a 
structured methodology for measuring participant spillover. We developed this methodology after: 1) 
reviewing past approaches for measuring participant spillover to identify best practices; and 2) refining 
the methodology through practical experience measuring participant spillover for the Wisconsin Focus 
on Energy Business Programs.1 
 Before discussing the methodology, it is useful to define participant spillover and provide some 
background on the Wisconsin Focus on Energy Business Programs.  
 
Defining Participant Spillover 
 

California’s Quality Assurance Guidelines For Statistical, Engineering, and Self-Report Methods 
for Estimating DSM Program Impacts2 give the following definitions for spillover and participant 
spillover: 

Spillover is defined as: Reductions in energy consumption and/or demand in a utility’s service 
area caused by the presence of the DSM program, beyond program-related gross savings of 
participants. These effects could result from:  

(a) additional energy efficiency actions that program participants take outside the program as 
a result of having participated;  

                                                 
1 Goldberg, M., C. Dyson, V. Goepfrich, December 22, 2005.  Business Programs: Participant Spillover Savings Study.  
Prepared for State of Wisconsin Department of Administration Division of Energy by KEMA Inc; Evaluation Contractor: PA 
Government Services Inc. 
2 Various Authors.  June, 1998.  Quality Assurance Guidelines for Statistical, Engineering, and Self-Report Methods for 
Estimating DSM Program Impacts.  Prepared for Retrofit Modeling Standards Subcommittee. 
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(b) changes in the array of energy-using equipment that manufacturers, dealers, and 
contractors offer all customers as a result of program availability; and  

(c) changes in the energy use of non-participants as a result of utility programs, whether direct 
(e.g., utility program advertising) or indirect (e.g., stocking practices such as (b) above, or 
changes in consumer buying habits).  

Part “a” of above definition is referred to as participant spillover. 
 
The Wisconsin Focus on Energy Program 
 
 Focus on Energy (Focus) is Wisconsin’s statewide program to improve the energy efficiency of 
Wisconsin electric and gas customers and to encourage greater use of renewable energy. Begun in April 
2001, Focus is funded by a fee assessed on electric and gas bills and serves approximately 85 percent of 
Wisconsin electric and gas customers. The Focus Business Programs (Focus BP) encourage energy 
efficiency in Wisconsin’s commercial and industrial sectors primarily through a strategy of resource 
acquisition using custom and prescriptive rebates. 
 
Methodology 
 
 The methodology that we used to estimate participant spillover energy savings for the Focus BP 
participants included the following steps: 
1. Locating the right decision-maker – We developed approaches for collecting the contact names of 

those associated with projects and then verifying their familiarity with the measures in question. 
2. Avoiding double-counting – We developed methods to minimize the chance that apparent participant 

spillover measures were being double-counted elsewhere as tracked program-influenced measures3. 
3. Estimating program attribution – We developed methods for estimating program attribution for both 

the participant spillover measures and the tracked program-influenced measures that preceded them.  
4. Estimating spillover savings – We developed methods for estimating the energy savings from the 

participant spillover measures that we had identified. 
5. Recording other indicators of market effects – We developed methods for measuring the program’s 

influence on the participant’s perceptions and practices that might be forerunners of future 
implementation of energy-efficient measures. 

 The primary data collection instrument for this analysis was a survey of Focus BP program 
participants that was conducted in October 2005. We defined Focus BP participants broadly as anyone 
who had participated since the program began in 2001. We went back to the earliest participants to 
capture participant spillover effects that might have taken a long time to manifest 
 Throughout this paper, we differentiate between “CFL participants” -- participants who received 
only a compact fluorescent lamp (CFL) rebate from Focus BP -- and all remaining participants (“non-
CFL participants”). We assumed that non-CFL participants had a richer interaction with Focus BP than 
those who received only a CFL rebate and therefore were subject to a broader set of program influences. 
Therefore we treat these groups separately in our analysis. We sought to complete 250 surveys with non-
CFL participants and 50 surveys with CFL participants. 
 

                                                 
3 In this paper we use the term “tracked program-influenced measures” to indicate energy-efficient measures that the program 
claimed for energy savings credit by entering the measures into the program tracking databases, often in association with a 
financial incentive paid to the participant by the program. 
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Literature Review 
 
 Before developing our methodology we first reviewed recent program evaluation reports and 
conference papers that addressed participant spillover. We did this to learn the various methodologies 
being used for estimating participant spillover, learn what challenges other evaluators had encountered 
when attempting to estimate participant spillover; and collect other estimates of participant spillover 
energy savings so we could compare these to our own estimates. 
 This literature review revealed that most evaluators are using participant self report 
methodologies for estimating participant spillover. Although the self-report method has its limitations, 
the general consensus of the evaluation literature was that it is a reasonably reliable method, provides 
greater transparency, and is much less costly than alternative methods.4 However, the evaluation 
literature also indicated that there were a number of challenges to effectively using the self-report 
method. These challenges included: 
 Locating the right decision-maker - Large commercial and industrial companies have multiple 

decision-makers and it is often difficult to find someone who is familiar with both the tracked 
program-influenced measure and the spillover measure. Employee turnover can also complicate this. 

 Avoiding double-counting – Companies that received financial incentives from an energy efficiency 
program for one measure are likely to seek these incentives for future measures. Hence it is 
important to get the program’s latest tracking data to make sure that a potential participant spillover 
measure did not receive program support. 

 Estimating program attribution - A common way of assessing participant spillover is to ask how 
much the participant’s experience with the tracked program-influenced measure influenced their 
decision to implement measures that are candidates for spillover attribution. It is difficult to turn this 
“fuzzy” assessment of program influence into a more concrete attribution factor necessary for 
attributing a certain quantity of kilowatt-hours or therms from the spillover measure to the program. 

 Estimating the energy savings for the participant spillover measures. Because spillover measures 
occurred outside the program, evaluators do not have access to the same information about the size, 
type, and quantity of the implemented energy-efficient measures that they would find in a program 
tracking database. 
The following sections of this paper described how we tackled each one of these challenges. 

 
Locating the Right Decision-Maker 
 
 To locate the right decision-maker we did a number of things including: 
 Looked at multiple program tracking databases for project contact names – We looked at three 

different tracking databases maintained by the Focus BP program for project contact names. These 
sources provided as many as nine unique contact names for a particular measure. 

 Verified that the contact was familiar with the measures in question - Before proceeding to complete 
a survey with any contact we first confirmed their familiarity with the decision to install the program 
tracked energy-efficient measures. We provided brief descriptions of the measures installed through 
the program based on the program-tracking databases. We also provided the year each measure was 
installed and where it was installed. If a respondent was familiar with only a subset of the Focus BP 

                                                 
4 For example, one conference paper said: “Based on an assessment of past methodologies, we conclude that the Self-Report 
methodology was the most transparent and appropriate approach for evaluating this complex and diverse program and 
market, given what the BEA study was trying to accomplish and the needs of the evaluation audience.” (Chappell, Mahone, 
Brown, Keating, Megdal, Net Savings in Nonresidential New Construction: Is a Market Based Approach the Answer?, 
IEPEC 2005). The authors of this paper discuss why they selected the self-report method after carefully considering other 
methodological approaches such as Difference of Differences and econometric approaches. 
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measures, we completed the survey for the measures they were familiar with and obtained the names 
and telephone numbers of the appropriate contacts for the remaining measures. 

 Obtained additional contact information from survey respondents - Towards the end of the survey, 
we asked all respondents for additional contact names and telephone numbers. These additional 
contact names proved particularly useful when engineering estimates (as opposed to deemed savings 
estimates) were need to calculate energy savings for participant spillover measures. 

 
Avoiding Double-Counting 
 
 To avoid double-counting we did a number of things including: 
 Reminding the respondent of all tracked program-influenced measures – As noted, we provided 

brief descriptions of the measures installed through the program based on the program-tracking 
databases. We also provided the year each measure was installed and where it was installed. Then 
we asked: “since making the energy efficiency improvements I just listed, has your organization 
made additional energy efficiency improvements at any of its Wisconsin locations.” 

 Asking about program influence over newly-identified measures – If a survey respondent had 
identified any energy efficiency improvements that we had not previously identified through the 
program tracking databases, respondents were asked: 1) “Do you think you received a rebate, a price 
discount, or any other financial assistance to help with this additional energy efficiency 
improvement?” And if they answered “yes” to this question, we followed up with: “Do you think the 
rebate, price discount, or the majority of any other financial assistance was paid for by Focus on 
Energy?” 2) “Do you think you received any assistance, other than financial, from Focus on Energy 
to make this additional energy efficiency improvement?” The answers to these questions allowed us 
to identify a subsequent energy efficiency improvement as either a measure likely installed through 
Focus BP (and included in the program tracking system) or a measure likely installed outside the 
program. 

 Double-checking the tracking databases – If a survey respondent identified energy efficiency 
improvements that we had not previously identified through the tracking databases, after the survey 
we double-checked these databases to make sure that we had not simply overlooked these measures. 

 
Estimating Program Attribution 
 
 To credit participant spillover energy savings to an energy-efficient measure, we had to make 
sure that it was installed due to previous participation in the program. For this to be the case, two criteria 
had to be met: 
1. The original tracked program-influenced measures must be at least partially attributable to the 
program (Attribution Factor A).  
2. The subsequent measure must be at least partially attributable to the participant’s experience 
with their earlier Focus BP measures (Attribution Factor B). 
 If a measure met these two criteria, we assigned it spillover savings. Otherwise we determined its 
spillover savings to be zero. Specifically, the subsequent measure’s spillover savings were calculated as:  

 (the measure’s annual savings) X (Attribution Factor A) X (Attribution Factor B). 

 It was necessary to apply both Attribution Factor A and Attribution Factor B because the fact 
that a program-tracked project causes spillover savings does not mean that the program should get credit 
for this spillover savings. If the program had no influence on the original tracked project, the program 
should not get credit for any additional measure installations resulting from that tracked project. 
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At first we considered limiting this study to participants previously surveyed for a Focus BP 
impact evaluation. For these participants we had a rigorous assessment of program attribution 
(Attribution Factor A) for at least some of their tracked program-influenced measures. However, 
restricting the spillover study to prior impact evaluation survey respondents would not have given us 
large enough initial pool to complete our target sample. For example, using this filter would have given 
us only 684 non-CFL participants to meet a goal of 250 survey completes and 194 CFL participants to 
meet a goal of 50 survey completes. In addition, limiting this study to participants included in an impact 
evaluation would require designing a sample that accommodated multiple impact evaluation sample 
designs rather than designing a sample specifically for this study. Finally we were concerned that 
employee turnover would often make it difficult for us to use the same respondent for estimating 
Attribution Factors A and B. For these reasons, we allowed any participant, regardless of whether or not 
they were previously included in an impact evaluation survey, to be eligible for this study. 
 
Determining program attribution for the tracked program-influenced measures 
 

Before asking survey respondents about the apparent participant spillover measures, we asked 
them a few questions about each of the tracked program-influenced measures they had installed. In 
addition to confirming they in fact had installed these tracked program-influenced measures, we asked: 

1. Was this the first time your organization made an energy efficiency improvement like this? 

2. How important a role did the equipment dealer, installation contractor, or other supplier play in the 
decision to make the energy efficiency improvement [interviewer briefly describes Focus 
improvement, including year and location at which the improvement was made]? 

3. Do you think you received a rebate, a price discount, or any other financial assistance to help with 
the energy efficiency improvement [interviewer briefly describes Focus improvement, including 
year and location at which the improvement was made]? And if they answered (3) “yes,” we 
followed up with: 

• How important was the rebate, price discount, or other financial assistance in the decision to make 
this energy efficiency improvement? 

• Do you think the rebate, price discount, or the majority of any other financial assistance was paid 
for by Focus on Energy? 

4. Do you think you received any assistance, other than financial, from Focus on Energy to make the 
energy efficiency improvement [interviewer briefly describes Focus improvement, including year 
and location at which the improvement was made]? And if they answered (4) “yes,” we followed up 
with: “How important was this non-financial assistance from Focus on Energy in the decision to 
make this energy efficiency improvement?” 

 These questions had a dual purpose. We used the responses to calculate program attribution for 
tracked program-influenced measures (Attribution Factor A). We also designed these questions to get 
the respondents to think about the role that Focus BP played in their decisions to install the tracked 
program-influenced measures. 

For CFL participants, program attribution for their tracked program-influenced CFLs was based 
on the question “how important was the rebate in the decision to purchase the [quantity] compact 
fluorescent light bulbs at [store] in [year]?” Table 1 gives the values assigned to Attribution Factor A 
based on the reported level of importance.  
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Table 1. Program Attribution for Tracked Program-Influenced CFLs 
Reported Importance of Focus 

BP in Installing CFL 
Assigned Attribution 

Factor A 
1 (not at all important) 0.00 
2 0.25 
3 0.50 
4 0.75 
5 (very important) 1.00 

 
For non-CFL participants, program attribution for their tracked program-influenced measures 

was assessed across all of their tracked program-influenced measures and multiple indicators of the 
importance of Focus BP. As a first pass, we took the maximum of the customer’s “importance of Focus” 
responses across all their tracked program-influenced measures and considered both financial and non-
financial Focus assistance. We then applied the same assignment rules to this maximum importance as 
indicated in Table 1. We chose to use the maximum “importance of Focus” response rather than average 
of these responses, because we realized that one important effect of Focus BP could be enough to 
influence a measure, even though other program effects were inconsequential. We later assessed the 
sensitivity of the results to using the maximum importance response rather than an average or minimum. 
As it turned out, the results were almost identical using an average or minimum importance score to 
those using the maximum importance score. 

A few non-CFL participants did not think they received financial assistance (from anybody) or 
non-financial assistance from Focus BP for any of their tracked program-influenced measures. These 
participants did not answer the importance of the financial assistance or the importance of non-financial 
assistance from Focus BP questions. Therefore, for these non-CFL participants, we based program 
attribution for their tracked program-influenced measures on the maximum of the participant’s responses 
to the importance of the supplier question across all their tracked program-influenced measures. Again, 
we used the same assignments of attribution based on the reported level of importance. 

Finally, a few non-CFL participants did not think they received financial assistance or non-
financial assistance from Focus BP for any of their tracked program-influenced measures and they 
responded, “don’t know” to the importance of the supplier question(s). For these non-CFL participants, 
we based program attribution for their tracked program-influenced measures on whether or not any of 
their tracked program-influenced measures represented the first time the participant had made that type 
of improvement. If at least one of a non-CFL participant’s tracked program-influenced measures 
represented the first time they made that type of improvement, we assessed the importance of Focus BP 
as a 3 (middle importance level); otherwise, we assessed the importance of Focus as a 1 (not at all 
important). Based on Table 1, the corresponding values of Attribution Factor A were 0.50 and 0, 
respectively. 
 
Estimating program attribution for subsequent measures 
 

For both CFL and non-CFL participants, program attribution for participant spillover measures 
was based on the question, “if you had not made the earlier energy efficiency improvements I just listed, 
how likely would you have been to make this additional energy efficiency improvement.”5 Table 2 gives 
                                                 
5 The wording of this question is slightly different for participants who received only a Focus BP CFL rebate: “if you had not 
purchased the rebated compact fluorescent light bulbs I just described, how likely would you have been to make this energy 
efficiency improvement?” 
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the possible responses to this question as well as the values then assigned to Attribution Factor B. We 
assigned Attribution Factor B a value of 0 for the “very likely” response to ensure the follow up 
necessary to estimate the annual savings for a participant spillover measure is worth the effort. We 
assigned a value to Attribution Factor B for a “don’t know” response depending on the type of 
participant (CFL or non-CFL) and whether or not the participant spillover measure was in the same end-
use category as the participant’s tracked program-influenced measures. 
 
Table 2. Program Attribution for Subsequent Measures 

If Had Not Installed Tracked 
Program-Influenced Measure, 

Reported Likelihood of 
Installing Subsequent Measure 

Assigned Attribution 
Factor B 

Very likely 0.00 
Somewhat likely 0.55 
Not very likely 0.90 
Very unlikely 1.00 

 
Estimating energy savings for participant spillover measures 
 

To estimate the annual savings for participant spillover measures, we used deemed savings 
estimates when available; otherwise, we based the estimates on engineering reviews. From the initial 
survey we had a brief description of the participant spillover measure, which included both the location 
(street address and city) and the year it was installed. We followed up with respondents that had 
participant spillover measures (Attribution Factor B greater than 0) to obtain any additional information 
necessary to estimate the annual savings.  

To estimate the savings for each participant spillover measure, we applied the survey respondent-
specific Attribution Factor A and the measure and respondent-specific Attribution Factor B using the 
previously-cited formula: 

 (the measure’s annual savings) X (Attribution Factor A) X (Attribution Factor B). 

The next step was to total each survey respondent’s spillover savings over all subsequent 
measures, separately for each energy unit: kW, kWh, and therms. To estimate the spillover savings for 
the population of all program participants over the years of interest, the sample weights were applied to 
the estimates of respondent-level spillover savings.  
 
Other Indicators of Market Effects 
 

Although the installation of energy-efficient measures was the ultimate market effect of interest for 
our participation spillover analysis, we realized that changes in participant perceptions and practices 
may be forerunners of future installations. Therefore we asked non-CFL participants, who had likely 
received a richer program interaction than the CFL participants, if their participation had changed their 
practices or perceptions in relation to some of the common barriers to adoption of energy efficiency 
measures. They were asked whether their experience with Focus BP had: 
 Increased their confidence in the energy savings from efficiency measures, 
 Increased their confidence in the reliability of energy-efficient technology, 
 Improved their energy management practices, or 
 Introduced them to new suppliers. 
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Summary of Findings 
 
Spillover Levels 
 

Our analysis found that 12 percent of the CFL participants and 5 percent of the non-CFL 
participants in Focus BP installed spillover measures (i.e. subsequent measures with at least some 
positive attribution to the program. The total spillover savings for CFL and non-CFL participants 
combined ranged from less than 1 percent to 6 percent of in-program savings. This range in estimates 
was largely because a single respondent reported a very high level of spillover CFL installation. Based 
on different treatments of this outlier case, we estimated spillover savings from CFL participants at 
between 2 and 36 percent of the in-program savings. 

For the CFL participants, all the spillover measures reported were lighting measures. This 
finding was not surprising since the CFL rebate was likely the only direct interaction of the program 
with such customers. In addition spillover effects have often been attributed to CFL purchasing since 
shoppers may purchase multiple bulbs in a single trip even if rebates are not available for all of them. 

For most of the non-CFL participants with spillover savings, the spillover measure was for a 
different end use than the original tracked program-influenced measure. This also was understandable 
since if participants had received program financial incentives for one type of energy-efficient measure 
and then subsequently did another installation with a similar technology, they would likely also seek 
financial incentives for this second measure. However, if the second measure was a different 
technology, they might not be aware that program incentives were available. 

Figures 1 and 2 show the percentage of CFL and non-CFL participants who implemented 
energy-efficient measures since their participation and to what degree these subsequent energy-efficient 
measures were attributed to the program. The dark segments indicate those participants who were 
credited with some participant spillover. 

 
Figure 1. Distribution of CFL Participants’ Subsequent Energy Efficiency Implementation 
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Figure 2. Distribution of Non-CFL Participants’ Subsequent Energy Efficiency Implementation 
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Other Indicators of Market Effects 
 
 As noted, non-CFL participants were asked if their participation had: 1) Increased their 
confidence in the energy savings from efficiency measures; 2) Increased their confidence in the 
reliability of energy-efficient technology; 3) Improved their energy management practices; or 4) 
Introduced them to new suppliers. Eighty-nine percent of these non-CFL participants agreed that Focus 
BP had helped in at least one of these four ways. 
 Figure 3 shows how these indicators of market effects differed depending on the type of 
customer. For participants with spillover savings, one noticeable indicator of market effects is the 
proportion who indicated that program participation introduced them to new suppliers. All the spillover 
participants cited this program influence compared to 50 percent or less for the other participant types. 
Introducing customers to new suppliers who will subsequently promote other energy efficiency 
measures is one means by which Focus BP would like to stimulate ongoing energy efficiency 
improvements outside the program. While the total number of participants with spillover savings is 
small, this finding suggests that the role of suppliers is one factor that makes a difference to whether 
participants have subsequent spillover savings or not. 
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Figure 3. Market Effects Indicators for Non-CFL Participants 
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Summary 
 
 This paper describes a structured approach for measuring participant spillover. This approach 
addresses the various challenges of a self-report participant spillover methodology including: finding the 
right decision-maker, avoiding double-counting, estimating program attribution, estimating spillover 
savings, and recording other indicators of market effects.  
 To properly implement this methodology, however, it is important that evaluators have access to 
a program’s historical tracking data as well as more current tracking data. Before we surveyed a 
participant, we prepared an inventory of all the energy-efficient measures that their company had 
implemented over the program’s history including information such as contact person, type of 
technology, installation location, and year of installation. This was useful for a number of reasons 
including: 
 Since large commercial and industrial customers often have multiple decision-makers and multiple 

program-influenced projects, it allowed us to determine more precisely which company contact 
should be asked about which project. 

 By being able to provide the survey respondent with a complete list of tracked program-influenced 
measures we were able to minimize “double counting.” 

 By being able to talk about the full breadth of energy efficient measures that the respondent had 
conducted with the Focus BP program, we were able to increase the chance that they would identify 
causal links between tracked program-influenced measures and any subsequent energy-efficient 
measures they implemented “outside the program.” 

 Being able to talk more precisely about the past projects – e.g., “the lighting retrofit that you did in 
your Milwaukee plant in 2004” – was especially important since our method of calculating spillover 
savings involves multiplying two attribution factors. 

o Attribution Factor A measured the influence of the program on the tracked project. Since 
some of these tracked projects were a few years old, providing this additional detail 
would help jog the memory of the respondent and therefore produce a more reliable 
attribution estimate. 
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o Attribution Factor B measured the influence of the tracked project on the potential 
spillover project. In this case, providing this additional detail would help the respondent 
recall any causal links between the tracked project and the potential spillover project. For 
example, being reminded that Focus BP provided financial incentives for a lighting 
project in a Milwaukee plant in 2004 would make it easier for the respondent to realize 
that this project influenced a subsequent untracked lighting project in a Green Bay plant 
in 2005. 

Yet some evaluators may not be able to readily collect comprehensive historical participation 
information of this kind due to incomplete or inconsistent  
 One possible objection to this approach is that it forces survey respondents to assess program 
attribution (Attribution Factor A) for a tracked project that may have happened as many as four years 
previous. Although this is a valid concern, there a number of considerations: 
 In our analysis, Attribution Factor A rarely removed a project from spillover consideration – We 

found that Attribution Factor A was responsible for eliminating spillover savings (e.g., because 
Attribution Factor A was zero) in only 3 of 91 cases. 

 While using a program attribution estimate that was collected soon after project implementation 
might be preferable for Attribution Factor A, this is difficult to do. As noted, even though we had 
historical program attribution ratings for nearly 900 Focus BP participants, it would have been 
difficult to complete 300 surveys with a starting sample of this size. In addition, employee turnover 
can complicate the use of historical attribution factors for Attribution Factor A. Ideally one would 
want the same decision-maker to estimate both Attribution Factor A and Attribution Factor B.  

 
References 
Brost, M., A. Thanarat, P. Jacobs, C. Chappell, 2003.  Contrasting Approaches to Estimating Program 

Net Savings in NRNC.  In International Energy Program Evaluation Conference Proceedings, 
251-261. 

Chappell, C., D. Mahone, M. Brown, K. Keating, L. Megdal.  2005.  Net Savings in Nonresidential New 
Construction: Is a Market Based Approach the Answer?  In International Energy Program 
Evaluation Conference Proceedings, 819-832. 

Cooney, K., D. Violette, M. Ozog.  2004.  Addressing Uncertainty in the Evaluation of Market 
Transformation Activities.  In Proceedings of the 2004 ACEEE Conference, 6-56--6-68.  
Washington, D.C.:  American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. 

Goldberg, M., C. Dyson, V. Goepfrich, December 22, 2005.  Business Programs: Participant Spillover 
Savings Study.  Prepared for State of Wisconsin Department of Administration Division of 
Energy by KEMA Inc; Evaluation Contractor: PA Government Services Inc. 

Haeri, H.  2004.  Evaluation of the Transition C&I Retrofit Programs.  Prepared for The Energy Trust of 
Oregon by Quantec, LLC. 

Hall, N., C. Best, J. Roth, P. Jacobs, L. Lutzenhiser.  2005.  Assessing Markets To Design Programs 
That More Fully Attack Key Market Barriers and Take Advantage of Market Opportunities – 
Why Do We Continue To Miss So Many Opportunities?  In International Energy Program 
Evaluation Conference Proceedings, 697-714. 

2007 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Chicago 812

_______________________________________________________



Kandel, A., California Energy Commission.  2002.  Theory-Based Estimation of Energy Savings from 
DSM, Spillover, and Market Transformation Programs Using Survey and Billing Data.  Prepared 
for California Energy Commission. 

Kim, H., R. Ridge, P. DeCotis, L. Pakenas.  2005.  Benefit Cost Analysis of a Portfolio of Energy 
Efficiency Programs: B/C Ratios Calculated at the Program, Sector, and Portfolio Levels.  In 
International Energy Program Evaluation Conference Proceedings, 17- 28. 

McRae, M., J. Peters, M. Sutter, R. Ridge, B. Bronfman.  2005.  Efficient Building Equipment in 
Oregon: What They Got and How They Got It.  An Impact and Process Evaluation of the Energy 
Trust’s Building Efficiency Program.  In International Energy Program Evaluation Conference 
Proceedings, 971-982. 

Patil, Y, S. Haselhorst, M. D’Antonio, G. Epstein. 2005.  NSTAR Business Solutions Program 
Evaluation: Noteworthy Approaches and Findings From a C&I Retrofit Program Evaluation. In 
International Energy Program Evaluation Conference Proceedings, 947-958. 

Scott, S., J. Stout.  2005.  Impact Evaluation of Oregon Industrial Transition Projects.  Prepared for 
Energy Trust of Oregon, Inc. by MetaResource Group and Currents Consulting. 

Sebold, F. D., A. Fields, L. Skumatz, S. Feldman, M. Goldberg, K. Keating, and J. Peters. 2001. A 
Framework for Planning and Assessing Publicly Funded Energy Efficiency. Prepared for C. A. 
Dickerson, Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Study ID PG&E-SW040. 

Skumatz, L., D. Violette, R. Woods.  2004.  Successful Techniques for Identifying, Measuring, and 
Attributing Causality in Efficiency and Transformation Programs.  In Proceedings of the 2004 
ACEEE Conference, 2-260--2-273.  Washington, D.C.:  American Council for an Energy-
Efficient Economy. 

Sumi, D., O. Bloch, J. Erickson. 2005.  How to Balance Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Strategies Across 
Programs with Near-term vs. Longer-term Impacts for Public Benefits Programs. In 
International Energy Program Evaluation Conference Proceedings, 633-644. 

Titus, E., M. Nevius, J. Michals.  2004.  How Do We Measure Market Effects?  Counting the Ways, and 
Why It Matters.  In Proceedings of the 2004 ACEEE Conference, 6-117--6-128.  Washington, 
D.C.:  American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. 

Various Authors.  June, 1998.  Quality Assurance Guidelines for Statistical, Engineering, and Self-
Report Methods for Estimating DSM Program Impacts.  Prepared for Retrofit Modeling 
Standards Subcommittee. 

2007 Energy Program Evaluation Conference, Chicago 813

_______________________________________________________


