
COMMENTS OF THE CITIZENS’ UTILITY BOARD OF OHIO
FOR THE PUCO ENERGY EFFICIENCY WORKSHOP

The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio’s (“PUCO” or “the Commission”) has planned a series of

energy efficiency workshops to solicit the views of stakeholders on whether cost-effective energy

efficiency programs are an appropriate tool to manage electric generation costs, and how those fit into

Ohio’s competitive electric and natural gas marketplaces. To assist the PUCO in development of those

energy efficiency workshops, the Citizens Utility Board of Ohio (“CUB Ohio”) respectfully submits the

following comments.

INTRODUCTION

CUB Ohio is a consumer organization working on behalf of residential and small business utility

customers. We are a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization with membership across the state of Ohio. Our

mission is to educate consumers to reduce their utility bills today, as well as to work toward a long-term

energy future that is affordable, reliable, and clean.

As a consumer advocate, CUB Ohio does not support or oppose the use of any particular fuel source.

Nevertheless, the most important “fuel” source is energy efficiency. The cheapest and cleanest unit of

power is the one we save – the one we don’t have to use. Energy efficiency is essential for residential

consumers to see lower bills, long-term savings, and a healthier environment. Therefore, CUB Ohio is

supportive of the PUCO’s efforts to review cost-effective energy efficiency programs as an appropriate

tool to manage electric generation costs, especially within Ohio's competitive marketplace after the recent

termination of electric energy efficiency standards.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The last decade of utility-run electric energy efficiency programs in Ohio (from 2009-2019) was

proof-positive that saving energy saves consumers money. Ohio saw a cumulative savings of 67.8 million

MWh of electricity and an energy cost savings of $7.03 billion for Ohio’s residents and consumers.1

Looking at that savings in a different way, the energy saved by utility efficiency programs was enough

electricity to power every home in Ohio for 1.2 years. With the total cost of these utility programs

1https://www.mwalliance.org/sites/default/files/meea-research/2009-2019_ohio_energy_and_bill_savings_august_2020.pdf?curre
nt=/taxonomy/term/11
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equaling $1.6 billion over that decade2, the return on customer investment into these programs was

astonishing - a simple comparison of savings to costs shows Ohio consumers got back $4.40 for every

dollar invested. Additionally, not only do these programs produce savings for customers during the year

of the installation of an energy efficiency measure, but save energy and money throughout the useful life

of that measure. That means the energy savings over the next generation in Ohio has the potential to truly

get us closer to a clean, affordable, and reliable grid of the future. In fact, if programs continued at the

same trajectory over the next decade, customers could see even more savings. This optimistic view of

energy savings is based not only on our assessments, but also projections by EDUs, government agency

projections, and expert third-party analysis, including:

● A 2017 report by the United States Department of Energy which estimated that Ohio has over

23,430 GWh of total potential energy savings by 2035;3

● A recent report by Gabel & Associates, forecasting that a decade-worth of programs reaching an

annual 1.5% reduction benchmark could save customers $9 billion on their utility bills;4 and

● AEP Ohio, in its recent June 2020 rate case proposal for demand-side management programs,

calculated benefits (savings) of $100 million compared to a cost of just $36.6 million. All but one

of the elements in their plan saved more than the costs invested, ranging from 130 percent of

costs to 410 percent of costs.5

However, a poor policy decision included in HB6, which passed with the help of a $61 million bribery

fund and is now the subject of federal prosecution for racketeering and conspiracy, terminated Ohio’s

energy efficiency standards and their benefits to Ohio consumers along with them. The termination of

these standards and mandated utility programs leaves savings on the table, making electric power more

expensive than it needs to be. Therefore, it is essential that the PUCO take this opportunity to ensure that,

absent mandatory programs, utilities are given the opportunity to quickly and transparently develop and

deploy robust voluntary energy efficiency programs. To assist in this effort, CUB Ohio intends to be an

objective partner with the PUCO, utilities, and fellow stakeholders to ensure that the state’s energy

savings potential is realized.

The PUCO may hear arguments that energy efficiency is available to consumers in the marketplace

without the involvement of utilities and that customers should just seek out these investments on their

own. However, these arguments are misguided, as individualized “market-based approaches” simply

5 PUCO Case No. 20-0585-EL-AIR, et seq.

4https://static1.squarespace.com/static/60268486dc92ef10a5ee5ed2/t/6172c24cb1c16e6a0bfe61c5/1634910796900/Final+Ohio+
EWR+Report.pdf

3www.energy.gov/sites/prod/files/2017/05/f34/epri_state_level_electric_energy_efficiency_potential_estimates_0.pdf
2 Id.
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cannot achieve the same results or reach the same number of customers as utility programs. It is true that

Ohio has done a lot to provide energy-savings infrastructure, but the state has much room to achieve

greater efficiency gains and a corresponding reduction in cost to consumers. Market barriers prevent

consumers from identifying or affording energy management technologies even where they are

cost-effective. Years of evaluation of efficiency programs have shown that such programs deliver added

value for customers by giving them sustained, consistent information to encourage adoption of cost

effective energy efficiency measures they otherwise would not implement. Without these programs,

Ohioans will waste energy unnecessarily and leave cost-effective energy savings on the table. Further, the

staunch market-only stance these interests espouse provides no protection to at-risk populations - leaving

those customers who typically cannot make energy efficiency investments without utility support, literally

in the dark.

Opponents may also argue that utility-run energy efficiency programs force customers to pay for their

neighbors’ conservation measures without getting anything in return. This, too, is inaccurate. Customers

who don’t sign up for a specific efficiency program still reap benefits since well-run programs save

money for all customers by reducing peak electricity demands that drive a significant portion of costs for

generation, transmission, and distribution. Conversely, when high demand and high usage lead to high

prices, everyone pays those prices regardless of how efficient they are in their own homes. Likewise,

when one neighbor’s usage goes down – especially at peak times of grid stress – that reduction exerts

downward pressure on energy prices, including those paid by neighbors. Non-participants similarly

benefit from utility energy efficiency programs through the reduction in the need for transmission and

distribution infrastructure upgrades.

Providing programs designed to save energy and reduce monthly bills, resulting in both short and

long-term benefits to residential customers, is essential to implementing Ohio policy—and its implicit

promise to consumers—stated in ORC 4928.02(A): to ensure the “availability to consumers of adequate,

reliable, safe, efficient, nondiscriminatory, and reasonably priced retail electric service.”6 Thus, with every

day that energy efficiency programs remain mothballed, Ohio’s energy system becomes less affordable,

less reliable, and less clean. PUCO therefore must work with customer, utility, and environmental

interests to develop a pathway to voluntary, well-vetted, and cost-effective utility energy efficiency

programs that will resume yearly progress towards energy savings Ohio consumers deserve.

6 ORC 4928.02(A)
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RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC QUESTIONS

The PUCO has prepared fourteen questions designed to facilitate the discussions during the workshops.

CUB Ohio believes that each of the questions are important, but we have limited our comments to

addressing those most essential to assisting the development of workshops that will result in energy

efficiency programs that protect customers from high prices and continued pollution. For example, we

discuss energy efficiency throughout these comments with a focus on electricity, as we consider the same

benefits of utility programs and the market barriers exist for both electric and natural gas distribution.

Also, we focus on residential customers throughout these comments, but feel that Ohio’s small businesses

feel the same ill-effects from HB6’s termination of efficiency programs and like residential customers

should receive the benefits of energy efficiency. CUB Ohio does not waive the opportunity to address any

and all issues concerning energy efficiency policy in Ohio, whether addressed in these comments or not,

during the workshops or in any Commission activities coming from these workshops.

PUCO Question 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?

The termination of the energy efficiency standards, the consequent loss of utility programs, and the

continued fall-out of the HB6 scandal did a lot to negatively impact Ohio’s energy future. However, the

termination of mandates did not remove these and other stated energy policies from our code. The

termination of mandates did not change the fact that energy efficiency is our cheapest and cleanest

resource. And the termination of energy efficiency mandates did not change the fact that utilities are in the

best position to provide the scalable programs that result in incentives and rebates from retailers that

result in customers knowing of, understanding, and seeking out those savings. Thus, if we are going to

ensure affordable, reliable, and clean energy for Ohioans, then, yes, electric distribution utilities should

implement energy efficiency programs, and yes, some of those programs should be targeted to the elderly

and low-income customers.

It is important to take a step back, and view this issue from that of the average residential customer, or as

this question highlights, a low-income or elderly residential customer. Energy usage is sometimes farther

down on their priority list compared to the other concerns of health, work, and family, and the electric bill

is just one of many that need to be paid. In a highly complex and technical field like energy, tailored
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utility programs can help point consumers toward the best cost-saving opportunities that they otherwise

might not arrive at on their own because it may not eclipse other short- term priorities. Pointing customers

toward efficiency programs that help them in the long-run typically requires motivation, education, and

innovation:

● Motivation comes in the form of a financial incentive. These incentives can vary from an in-store

discount to an after purchase rebate, with the goal of enticing customers to choose the most

efficient product or to buy down the upfront cost. Sometimes these discounts help guarantee that

retailers will put these on their shelves;

● Education is usually coupled with such incentives in the form of dedicated marketing efforts

designed to educate customers on the benefits of specific efficient products and services. This

provides important information from a potentially trusted (or at the very least a known) source.

Furthermore, this education is sometimes also offered through technical training to installers,

market participants, and retailers to help them understand how best to deliver savings options to

customers ; and

● Innovation in distribution and demand-side management, by working with customers,

contractors, and market actors to find new ways to achieve system benefits through reducing the

amount of load and peak load resulting in cost savings (downward pressure on prices) for

everyone. This usually begins with data-driven study to determine whether consumers are buying

energy efficiency measures on their own or whether market adoption rates show consumers are

leaving savings on the table. That innovation , too, sparks innovation in other competitive market

actors to find more and better programs. allowing for more customers to take advantage of

savings (whether from new buildings or new technology) and spread the costs and benefits to all

customers.

The past two years of the pandemic have shone a light on the inequities in our economic systems,

including energy usage and distribution. Due to the pandemic, residential homes are becoming home

offices and classrooms, by necessity. This increase in residential energy use results in higher bills, and

even more impact on low income residential customers who are already finding it hard to make ends

meet. Those residential customers with fixed incomes or of less means deserve the right to benefit in the

cost savings, energy savings, and environmental protection that comes with utility scale energy efficiency

programs. With the continued uncertainty around the future of the pandemic, combined with the

long-term change in how business is done, residential energy use will continue to change, and thus more

should be done to rethink energy efficiency residential offerings. A portfolio of utility programs that

include one or more programs targeted to the elderly and low-income customers ensures these customers
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are protected, especially since many times these programs are less than cost-effective and thus may not be

profitable enough for non-utility providers.

PUCO Question 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?

Yes, EDUs should offer programs to all residential customers. As a consumer organization, we oppose

increases in customer charges resulting from unjust, unwarranted, and one-sided utility spending. That

position is why CUB Ohio continues to oppose increases born onto the backs of customers from

misguided investments in the OVEC coal plants and misuse of customer money to fuel the HB6 scandal.

However, investments that provide benefits to all customers, and especially those where benefits greatly

exceed their costs are just, warranted, and thus validly can be funded through non-bypassable surcharges

on all customers’ electric bills.

As stated above, all customers benefit from energy efficiency programs whether they are shopping,

non-shopping, participants or not, as these programs provide value territory-wide. Savings achieved due

to energy efficiency programs’ displacement of traditional power generation via reduced demand, has

value. Program-spurred reduction of the need for, and associated costs of, future infrastructure expansion

in generation, distribution, and transmission because of that reduced demand has value. Lower health

costs and better quality of life from avoided power plant emissions and resulting reductions in toxic air

pollution, has value. All of that value should be shared by all who benefit.

Thus, a non-bypassable charge for cost-effective programs that provide more benefit than cost is a smart

consumer investment. There are inequities that result if only non-shopping customers pay for utility scale

energy efficiency. First, a bypassable rider would overcharge SSO customers for benefits shopping

customers experience. At the same time, shopping customers are hurt as they will not have access to

well-vetted, PUCO approved, energy efficiency programs that may provide them direct savings they are

not receiving from their retail provider. Lastly, it is absurd to think that retailers and contractors would

deal with the confusion and headaches of trying to determine whether their customer is eligible because

they are an SSO customer, or receive a certain rebate or not depending on other factors - they simply

would not.
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PUCO Question 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?

The “socialized” benefits to all customers in an EDU territory, described above, only accrue if there are

wide-ranging and robust programs offered to all residential customers. The market has not reached the

point of “effective delivery” of energy efficiency products and services so cannot achieve the benefits at

the scale needed. Looking at products and services actually available in the competitive marketplace

today for residential customers shows insufficient broad energy management assistance that utility energy

efficiency programs can provide. For example, today’s market features HVAC contractors trying to help

customers maintain comfortable temperatures at home as well as retail suppliers trying to make sure they

have the energy they need to power their household at a reasonable price, but a one-stop shop for reducing

energy waste based on the best information and most advanced technologies is something not widely

available to Ohioans. Targeted utility programs can successfully address those barriers, and the PUCO

should allow Ohio electric utilities to identify those gaps in services and propose programs to help fill

them cost-effectively.

Moreover, we cannot rely on a piecemeal approach, of unvetted programs from varying numbers of

competitive suppliers and expect to achieve the economies of scale necessary to achieve reductions

needed for Ohio’s electric supply to be affordable, reliable, and clean. Customers are often reluctant to

pay more for products up front even if it’s in their economic interest to do so. This becomes more of an

issue when customers do not have access to or understanding of information about the nature of

efficiency opportunities, the magnitude of the savings potential, what products or services are the best for

them, and from whom they can or should buy. Utility efficiency programs help customers who would not

otherwise invest in cost-effective efficiency measures. The best way to make sure benefits of efficiency

programs are spread as widely as possible is to make sure that the portfolio of programs is diverse enough

to offer opportunities for all customers to participate and that there is enough budget to support broad

participation. It is also important to maintain stability in the offering of programs over time because not

all customers are in the market to buy significant energy consuming products each year.

What is more, a piecemeal approach is ineffective and unvetted programs from varying numbers of

competitive suppliers will not achieve the economies of scale necessary for peak demand reductions and

consequent improvements in affordability, reliability, and cleanliness. Customers are often reluctant to
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pay more for products up front, even if it’s in their economic interest to do so. This becomes more of an

issue when customers do not have access to, or understanding of, information about the nature of

efficiency opportunities, the magnitude of the savings potential, what products or services are the best for

them, and from whom they can or should buy. Utility efficiency programs help customers who would not

otherwise invest in cost-effective efficiency measures. The best way to make sure benefits of efficiency

programs are spread as widely as possible is to make sure that the portfolio of programs is diverse enough

to offer opportunities for all customers to participate and that there is enough budget to support broad

participation. It is also important to maintain stability in the offering of programs over time because not

all customers are in the market to buy significant energy-consuming products each year.

PUCO Question 4.) How should program magnitude be determined?

The magnitude of the utility programs should be dependent on whether the program’s net benefits to all

customers outweighs the program’s costs.

PUCO Question 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?

Year-over-year change in the amount of energy efficiency from Ohio that clears the PJM capacity market

is an important metric when analyzing the effectiveness of utility programs. However, such a metric is not

sufficient to determine the success of the transition from mandates to market. Success should be

measured on energy savings, cost savings for customers, customer participation numbers—all on an

annual as well as a cumulative basis. Such analysis should include not only energy savings, but peak

demand savings as well.

While CUB Ohio is supportive of utility-run energy efficiency programs, to show success, it is important

to ensure that such programs are the most cost-effective. Such cost-effective tests as the Utility Cost Test

(UCT), designed to compare energy efficiency program spending to the savings seen by the utility system,

have been utilized in other states and by other utilities. The PUCO could also develop its own test. No

matter the test used, it is key to ensure that net savings to customers outweigh the costs.

Yet, CUB Ohio rejects the assumptions behind this question and cautions the Commission against upfront

limits on energy efficiency programs. It is a broad and diverse portfolio of energy efficiency programs

8



that result in broader use and participation (and therefore more savings and more benefits). As long as

those programs are cost-effective, it should be those metrics for success stated above that should

determine the limitations on what is offered to Ohio energy customers. With pandemic-fueled inflation

and a climate crisis to contend with, Ohio cannot afford an arbitrary limit on how much energy savings

our utilities (and CRES providers) can provide. Requiring annual reporting by the EDUs about the

performance of the program, and external evaluation will help ensure only the best programs for

customers are offered.

PUCO Question 10.) What should be the application mechanism and process be for a company to
pursue the offering of an energy efficiency program?

No matter the vehicle or vehicles used to allow for utilities to apply for voluntary energy efficiency

programs, PUCO staff and stakeholder review is paramount. Without the mandates and the consequent

penalties for non-compliance that the energy efficiency standards provided, it will be the responsibility of

the PUCO, Commission staff, and stakeholders to fully evaluate energy efficiency offerings. The process

should begin with a multi-year proposal by the utility of a portfolio of programs for all customers and

classes. The analysis of the portfolio of programs would include all stakeholders and require a

collaborative approach throughout the development, approval, and implementation phases. Further, the

analysis would include annual reviews of the programs using the best available metrics for evaluation,

measurement, and verification (EM&V).

Full evaluation of these portfolios of programs, though, would couple collaboration with required public

proceedings before the Commission. We see multiple possible avenues for that public process. One

process for evaluating voluntary energy efficiency programs could be through an electric security plan

(“ESP”) case. An ESP utility rate case would allow the Commission and stakeholders to compare

demand- and supply-side options together in the same docket. Another option is to include energy

efficiency programs in a utility’s rate case hearing, where the burden of proof to show that the proposals

in the application are just and reasonable shall be upon the public utility.7 Outside of the construct of a

rate case, the PUCO could follow the procedure developed in proposed HB389, currently before the

General Assembly. In that legislation, the utility is permitted to apply to the commission for approval of a

portfolio of energy savings programs. The application would include descriptions of the size and scope of

the programs; the program’s costs, planned energy savings, and cost effectiveness; the program costs,

availability, and planned energy savings listed by program for residential customer and nonresidential

retail customer classes; and any programs that could impact all customer classes.

7 O.R.C. 4909.18
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PUCO Question 13.) What role, if any, should considerations such as artificial intelligence, data
sharing, and privacy play in Ohio energy efficiency programs?

As recognized in PUCO Question 1, fostering innovation is a stated policy of Ohio’s energy law, and the

Commission should ensure that such innovation is encouraged, not suppressed by the termination of

mandated energy efficiency programs. The use of advancements in data sharing and AI, coupled with

investments in a smarter and more modern grid, lead to more and less-expensive energy efficiency

measures. This is especially true as it relates to improving demand-side management. For example, CUB

Ohio supports time-of-use tariff to help with overall price signals and potentially complement customer

education efforts. As technology continues to evolve, there have been significant advances in the ability to

deliver customer-focused, data-enabled energy savings for homes and businesses thanks to computational

capabilities that did not previously exist. The availability of continuous energy usage information made

available by Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) has revolutionized the ability of households and

businesses to control their energy usage, and provided potential for partnership with third parties who can

provide services to help them do so.

Smart thermostats are a case in point. Wi-fi enabled smart thermostats allow for direct load control and

can reduce peak demand. This reduces costs for customers while relieving pressure on the grid,

automatically. Yet, while the technology may be automated, the market for these technologies is not. A

nationwide assessment in 2021 by market researchers at Parks Associates showed that 23% of US

broadband households who recently bought a smart thermostat report that an incentive, discount, or rebate

from their energy provider triggered that purchase.8 The PUCO should harness the power of utility

programs and scalability to encourage efficiency plans targeted to promote market development in smart

thermostats and other emerging technology.

Deployment of AMI offers significant operational benefits for utilities and the potential for significant

energy savings for customers so long as they have convenient access to their own energy data. We believe

prioritizing advanced technology and leveraging AMI, time of use, and data access will result in customer

benefits that allow customers to shift demand off-peak, both for traditional and emerging load (such as

electric vehicles). Yet privacy, too, is important to consumers. Any plans and programs should protect

privacy of customer information (including through use of cyber security measures). The customer is the

principal owner of retail electric consumption data, and the EDU should serve as the guardian of that data

8https://www.parksassociates.com/blog/article/pr-03242021#:~:text=New%20research%20from%20Parks%20Associates,energy
%20provider%20triggered%20that%20purchase.
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and allow access to third parties when the customer has authorized it. The Commission plays an important

role in making certain that utilities and CRES providers adhere to the privacy concerns of customers as

they also ensure customers reap the benefits of technology to reduce their bills.

PUCO Question 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?

CUB Ohio is part of the Midwest CUB Network which includes the Citizen Utility Boards of Illinois,

Michigan, and Wisconsin. Throughout the PUCO’s process to facilitate utility energy efficiency

programs, and during the development and deployment of those programs in the future, CUB Ohio will be

there to provide examples of the best practices coming from the Midwest region. One example from

Illinois is the great work being done by Elevate. Elevate not only had a nearly 20 year track record of

deploying Smart Electricity Options, similar to those mentioned in Question 13, but also a focus on

Multi-Family Home Efficiency. Elevate’s Multi-Family Energy Savings Program works with local

partners to administer programs on behalf of ComEd, Peoples Gas, North Shore Gas, and Nicor Gas,

providing owners with free products and incentives for energy efficiency improvements at their

properties. This is the type of program that can help residential customers throughout Ohio.

CONCLUSION

In sum, utilities can—and must—play a role in encouraging and delivering cost-effective efficiency

programs to achieve the greater system benefits over a sustained period of years than the market would

achieve on its own. CUB Ohio looks forward to the energy efficiency workshops, and to continuing to

assist the PUCO to develop a renewed state-wide focus on achieving energy savings for Ohioans. We plan

to supplement these comments in our presentation before the PUCO during the March 23, 2022

workshop.

January 28, 2022 Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Trent Dougherty
Trent Dougherty, Esq.
Hubay|Dougherty
P.O. Box 12460
Columbus, Ohio 43212
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Counsel for the Citizens’ Utility Board of Ohio
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