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AES Ohio Energy Efficiency Workshop Responses 

 

1.) It is the policy of this state for electric service to “protect at-risk populations.”  R.C. 4928.02(L).  It is also the policy 
of this state to encourage innovation and market access for cost-effective demand-side retail electric service 
including demand-side management programs.  R.C. 4928.02(D).  In light of the termination of the mandated energy 
efficiency programs under R.C.4928.66, should electric distribution utilities (EDUs) implement energy efficiency 
programs? Should some or all programs be targeted to the elderly and low-income customers?    

RESPONSE:  Yes, AES Ohio supports energy efficiency programs and believe that the EDUs are uniquely positioned 
to cost-effectively deliver the programs to customers.  AES Ohio has a solid track record delivering the previously 
mandated programs, exceeding the targets and consistently delivering cost-effective programs.  EDUs offer the 
advantage of program scale to promote cost efficiencies and can work effectively with the many stakeholders in our 
service area, such as contractors, distributors and trade groups.  In addition, the EDUs are under the jurisdiction of 
the PUCO, providing a mechanism to ensure prudent expenditures, cost effective programs, reporting, and 
stakeholder input. 

In terms of low-income programs, yes, low-income programs should be an important part of an energy efficiency 
portfolio.  AES Ohio jointly implemented low-income programs with Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy and People 
Working Cooperatively.  These programs help reduce energy costs for low-income customers, helping to control 
potential arrears and costs for all customers. 

2.) Should EDUs offer energy efficiency programs to all residential customers?  How should these programs be 
funded? Or, in order to promote competition, customer choice, and access to energy efficiency programs, should 
the EDUs implement cost-effective energy efficiency programs only for their residential standard service offer (SSO) 
customers, paid for through a bypassable rider? Why?  

RESPONSE: In order to plan and implement an effective program, all residential customers should be eligible to 
participate and share in both the benefits and the costs of the programs.  This allows the programs to reach scale 
and be delivered in a cost-effective manner.  In addition, energy efficiency portfolios should be cost-effective and as 
such, all customers benefit, whether they are participants or not.  Therefore costs should be shared among all 
residential customers. 

3.) Rather than promoting contemporaneous energy efficiency products/services through utilities and certified 
competitive energy/natural gas suppliers, should utilities offer programs only when private sector providers (not 
limited to competitive retail electric service (CRES) and competitive retail natural gas (CRNG) providers) fail to 
effectively deliver such products/services to the market?  

RESPONSE: AES Ohio believes that the EDUs should be the entities to deliver the energy efficiency programs that 
would fall under the purview of the PUCO.  That way, the EDUs will be able to reach scale, for cost-effectiveness 
purposes, and have a level of certainty to enter into multiple-year arrangements to deliver the programs.  There is 
nothing preventing CRES providers from delivering energy efficiency programs today as a part of their unregulated 
service. 
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4.) How should program magnitude be determined?  

RESPONSE: There needs to be a balance between program size, efficiencies, economies of scale, overall impact to 
customers, and cost effectiveness. It seems reasonable to have smaller overall portfolios as compared to the 
mandated portfolios. 

5.) State policy for electric service encourages the education of small business owners in the use of energy efficiency 
programs.  R.C. 4928.02(M).  Should EDUs offer energy efficiency programs to all small commercial customers, paid 
for by a nonbypassable rider with the option of an opt-out for those customers?  Should EDUs offer energy efficiency 
programs only for small commercial SSO customers, paid for through a bypassable rider?  For each EDU, which rate 
classes should be considered small commercial customers? How should small business customers be educated 
regarding energy efficiency programs?  

RESPONSE:  This issue is currently being considered by the legislature and as such, AES Ohio defers to that forum. 

6.) Are CRES providers prepared to meet demand for energy efficiency programs in the competitive market?  Would 
the sale of energy efficiency measures be subject to the Consumer Sales Practices Act?    

RESPONSE: Not applicable to AES Ohio. 

7.) For electric energy efficiency programs, are there obstacles to bidding residential and small commercial SSO 
customers’ energy efficiency savings into the PJM capacity market?  Would the amount of revenue be de minimus?   
Given the absence of shared savings or administrative fees paid to EDUs, should the PUCO revisit the existing 80/20 
sharing of capacity revenue?  

RESPONSE:  Overall, AES Ohio supports the previous 80/20 construct.  AES Ohio has had a successful track record of 
bidding EE resources into the PJM market in past years.  The 80/20 split gives the vast majority of benefits to 
customers but allows utilities the opportunity to maximize their bids. For instance, in PJM year 2018/2109 the AES 
Ohio PJM bid brought in more than $1 million dollars of which 80% was returned to customers to reduce program 
costs.  However, a critical mass of customer participation and scale are necessary to make this work. 

8.) How should the PUCO measure success in transitioning from mandated energy efficiency programs to a market-
based paradigm?  Is it sufficient to measure year-over-year change in the amount of energy efficiency from Ohio 
that clears the PJM capacity market? What, if any, cost-effectiveness test should be used? What, if any, limitations 
should there be on which energy efficiency programs may be offered?  

RESPONSE: Cost effective measurements and MW clearing the market are two good measures of success. We 
recommend the Utility Cost Test (UCT).  The UCT measures the benefits of a program with respect to the utility's 
cost, namely administrative costs and customer incentives, of achieving those benefits. Passing the UCT means the 
utility is running the programs efficiently, thereby benefitting customers. 

9.) Should the existing demand-side management programs implemented by the natural gas utilities be transitioned 
to the market-based paradigm where they offer efficiency programs only to non-shopping customers (except for at-
risk populations)?  R.C. 4928.03(A)(3).  Are there differences in the electric and natural gas industries that would 
prevent competitive retail natural gas suppliers from meeting the demand for efficiency programs in a competitive 
market?  

RESPONSE: Not applicable to AES Ohio. 
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10.) What should be the application mechanism and process be for a company to pursue the offering of an energy 
efficiency program?   

RESPONSE: AES OH has a pending case that requests recovery for energy efficiency programs through distribution 
rates.  As such, AES OH will limit our comments regarding this issue other than to state that the Commission has 
latitude in approving, and providing recovery for, energy efficiency programs under the Ohio Revised Code. 

11.) What is the impact of FERC Order 2222 in designing energy efficiency or demand response programs in Ohio?  

RESPONSE: AES Ohio needs more information about the implementation of FERC Order 2222 prior to commenting 
on its impact to energy efficiency and demand response programs. 

12.) How has the COVID-19 pandemic affected energy efficiency programs for 2020-2021 offerings, and how might 
the pandemic have changed the nature of energy efficiency products and services going forward?  

RESPONSE: For AES Ohio, the COVID-19 pandemic caused a temporary suspension of program that had in-person 
contact.  These included Residential Appliance Recycling, Residential Income Eligible Efficiency, Residential Multi-
Family Direct Install, and Small Business Direct Install.  As the year progressed, AES Ohio and its partners learned 
new ways to deliver programs while working to minimize risks.  AES Ohio programs saved 230,590 MWh and 34.43 
MW in 2020, compared to 222,940 MWh and 33.5 MW in 2019 and 206,784 MWh and 30.52 MW in 2018.  
Ultimately, the impact of the pandemic had a minimal effect on overall portfolio performance.  Going forward, there 
is a heightened awareness of building air quality and air flow, for example, as the pandemic unfortunately continues.  
This is one example of a potential new area for energy efficiency. 

13.) What role, if any, should considerations such as artificial intelligence, data sharing, and privacy play in Ohio 
energy efficiency programs?  

RESPONSE: These are important considerations.  These issues continue to evolve and affect not only energy 
efficiency and need to be monitored for impact.  Privacy, in particular, will play an increasingly important role. 

14.) What creative solutions have other jurisdictions and entities employed in the implementation of energy 
efficiency programs to accomplish objectives such as cost-effectiveness, customer education, benefits to at-risk 
populations, robust program adoption, and measured energy savings? 

RESPONSE: AES Indiana, sister company to AES Ohio, operates a full suite of energy efficiency programs on a 
voluntary basis, meaning that there are no mandated savings targets.  They have worked collaboratively with 
stakeholders to gain approval of a broad array of energy efficiency programs, including low income and demand 
response programs.  Additionally, these programs have met customer needs in new areas such as an innovative 
demand response/managed electric vehicle charging program. 

 

 


