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THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY WORKSHOPS 

 
JOINT COMMENTS OF THE EAST OHIO GAS COMPANY D/B/A DOMINION 

ENERGY OHIO, VECTREN ENERGY DELIVERY OF OHIO, INC. D/B/A 
CENTERPOINT ENERGY OHIO, AND COLUMBIA GAS OF OHIO, INC. 

 
The Public Utilities Commission of Ohio (PUCO or the Commission) has scheduled a 

series of workshops on energy efficiency to be held in March and April 2022. In advance of 

those workshops, the Commission prepared a number of questions to facilitate the discussions 

and indicated that responses and comments may be submitted by January 28, 2022.1 The East 

Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion Energy Ohio (DEO), Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc. 

d/b/a CenterPoint Energy Ohio (CEOH), and Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc. (COH) (collectively, 

the Companies) appreciate the opportunity to present these joint comments on natural gas energy 

efficiency (EE) programs.  

I. INTRODUCTORY COMMENTS 

The State of Ohio’s energy policy encourages the provision of energy conservation 

programs and the alignment of natural gas company interests with customer interests in energy 

efficiency and conservation. R.C. 4929.02(A)(12) (“It is the policy of this state to, throughout 

this state … Promote an alignment of natural gas company interests with consumer interest in 

energy efficiency and energy conservation.”); R.C. 4905.70 (“The public utilities commission 

shall initiate programs that will promote and encourage conservation of energy and a reduction in 

the growth rate of energy consumption, promote economic efficiencies, and take into account 

long-run incremental costs.”). These public policy goals have grown increasingly important to 

customers, investors, and other stakeholders as energy efficiency and energy conservation 

 
1 https://puco.ohio.gov/wps/portal/gov/puco/utilities/electricity/resources/ee-workshops 
 



 

 2 

programs provide opportunities for utilities to provide additional benefits to the customers they 

serve and the communities that comprise the utilities’ service territory. 

Historically, the Commission has approved natural gas companies’ “voluntary, cost-

effective programs that produce demonstrable benefits, reasonably balance total costs, and 

minimize the impact to non-participants.” In re Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 

19-2084-GA-UNC, Opin. & Order (Feb. 24, 2021) (2021 CEOH DSM) ¶ 74; see also In re 

Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 19-1940-GA-RDR, Opin. & Order (Dec. 2, 2020) (2020 

COH DSM) ¶ 53 (same); In re Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 18-298-GA-

AIR, et al., Opin. & Order (Aug. 28, 2019) (2018 CEOH Rate Case) ¶ 102 (same); In re 

Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 16-1309-GA-UNC, Opin. & Order (Dec. 21, 2016) (2016 

COH DSM) ¶ 126 (same); In re East Ohio Gas Co. d/b/a Dominion East Ohio, Case No. 07-829-

GA-AIR, et al., Opin. & Order (Oct. 15, 2008) (2007 DEO Rate Case) at 22-23 (same). As the 

Commission has found, these prior decisions demonstrate that “there can be no doubt that, in 

recent history, Ohio regulatory policy has embraced natural gas DSM programs.” 2021 CEOH 

DSM Order ¶ 73. 

The Commission has also found that natural gas utilities’ DSM programs “comport[] with 

Ohio’s stated public policy of encouraging conservation of energy, as well as innovation and 

market access for demand-side natural gas services and goods, and promoting the alignment of 

utility and consumer interests in energy efficiency and energy conservation.” 2021 CEOH DSM 

Order ¶ 74; 2020 COH DSM Order ¶ 54 (“well-designed and cost-effective DSM programs are 

consistent with Ohio’s economic and energy policy objectives”). In addition, the Commission 

has stressed “the importance of including programs that educate consumers about energy 
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conservation and that encourage consumers to participate in energy conservation measures to 

more readily achieve long-term energy conservation benefits.” 2020 COH DSM Order ¶ 53. 

For more than a decade, natural gas companies have delivered successful, cost-effective, 

and voluntary natural gas EE programs to consumers in their service territories. These programs 

have encouraged customers, including lower-income customers, to engage in more energy 

efficient behavior and invest in more energy efficient products. They have helped customers to 

decrease their natural gas usage, reduce their long-term energy burdens, and lower their bills as a 

result of energy savings. They have supported energy efficiency jobs and other economic 

development in Ohio. They have fostered innovation in the energy efficiency marketplace. They 

have promoted long-term environmental benefits to improve the health, working conditions, and 

living conditions of Ohio’s citizens. When examining the natural gas utility’s role in providing 

energy efficiency programs in the marketplace, it is important to recognize the success that 

existing programs have had in achieving energy savings for customers and the numerous benefits 

that these programs bring to Ohio businesses and residents. 

II. RESPONSES TO COMMISSION QUESTIONS 

The Companies’ comments specifically address Commission questions Nos. 3, 4, 9, 10, 

12, 13, and 14. These comments will not address questions that focused exclusively on energy 

efficiency programs offered by electric distribution utilities (i.e., Nos. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 11). 

Question No. 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? 

As noted in the Companies’ introductory comments, the General Assembly authorized 

the Commission to take certain actions with respect to natural gas energy efficiency programs: 
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“initiate programs that will promote and encourage conservation of energy and a reduction in the 

growth rate of energy consumption” and “[p]romote an alignment of natural gas company 

interests with consumer interest in energy efficiency and energy conservation”. R.C. 4905.70; 

R.C. 4929.02(A)(12). These legislative directives do not support a regulatory approach that 

would effectively restrict utilities from competing in the energy efficiency marketplace.  

But in addition to these state policies, there are other reasons that the Commission should 

not restrict natural gas companies from voluntarily offering EE programs or otherwise shift some 

or all of those programs to other potential providers, like retail suppliers. First, the programs 

have been successful. They have educated consumers on a number of ways to lower their 

consumption and, in turn, their energy costs. They have incentivized customers to install EE 

measures to better manage their usage or eliminate energy waste. And they have supported the 

EE supply chain and helped to transform the EE economy, both locally and throughout the state. 

The existing regulatory framework has allowed natural gas companies to leverage relationships 

with vendors to deliver to their customers cost-effective EE programs that have produced energy 

savings, created and sustained EE jobs, and provided other benefits to Ohio’s citizens. 

Second, the existing regulatory framework has established accountability. Natural gas 

companies have presented the Commission with proposed EE programs for approval, specifying 

funding amounts, explaining program design, detailing program measures, estimating 

participation levels, and demonstrating that the programs would be cost effective—and therefore 

provide customers with net benefits—before implementing them and collecting the associated 

costs. Staff and other stakeholders have had the opportunity to review and comment on these 

program proposals. And with respect to costs recovered through rider mechanisms, the 

Commission can review the utility’s actual EE costs on an annual basis to monitor the utility’s 
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execution of the programs and the development of the EE market. This framework allows the 

Commission to further the legislative directives, ensuring the availability of efficiency programs 

for all customers, while providing the regulatory oversight needed to ensure the programs run as 

approved. Barring a major change in law or Commission practice, nothing approaching this level 

of oversight is available with respect to non-utility providers, so all in all, regulatory oversight 

would be significantly diminished if the Commission prevents utilities from offering products 

and services in the EE marketplace. 

Third, there is no basis to think that the elimination of a major EE provider and facilitator 

(the utility) would result in an expansion of new providers in the marketplace. The Companies 

recognize that non-utilities can and do provide EE services. But to the Companies’ knowledge, in 

the natural gas marketplace at least, no evidence in prior Commission proceedings has shown 

that other providers, including competitive retail natural gas suppliers (CRNGS), are willing and 

financially able to take the utility’s place and cost-effectively educate and make available EE 

programs to all customers, whether lower or higher income. Unlike retail suppliers, the utility 

has a direct connection with all customers. And economic incentives differ. Generally speaking, 

retail suppliers make their profits from selling gas, not from promoting conservation and the 

efficient use of gas. They may be less likely to invest in or promote EE programs in any manner, 

let alone one that would be cost-effective, as opposed to natural gas companies whose business 

interests are not generally dependent on the volumes of commodity consumed. The Companies 

believe that restricting utilities from the EE marketplace would deprive customers of educational 

and financial opportunities to improve their homes and reduce their usage. The marketplace is 

not closed—if other entities can reach customers and provide services more cost-effectively, 

nothing prohibits their doing so, and the reality is that in many ways, the utility facilitates 
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connections between providers and customers. But dismantling utility-sponsored programs or 

preventing utilities from offering new programs would simply reduce customers’ choices and 

their ability to afford and install EE measures.  

Fourth, relying on a purely private framework to deliver EE offerings would likely cause 

customer confusion and create barriers for customer participation. EE programs function best 

when there is continuity in the offerings and messaging. That continuity would suffer if 

customers could no longer rely on their local, long-standing utility, but instead needed to rely 

solely on unregulated suppliers, who may or may not remain engaged in the market. There is the 

potential for inefficient, inconsistent, and (especially given the absence of regulatory oversight) 

misleading EE marketing campaigns. There could be complications for programs, such as home 

energy reports, that rely on and leverage regular communication channels (like monthly bills) to 

reinforce messaging and behavioral changes. There could be issues with access to customer 

information, consolidated billing for services and products, and other tools that may be available 

to encourage participation (e.g., on-bill financing and on-bill repayment).  

Natural gas utilities have successfully delivered EE programs within a consistent 

regulatory framework that includes Commission oversight to ensure customers have a real path 

to better energy management and reduced energy waste. EE programs will not achieve success if 

they must be arbitrarily stopped and started again only when other entities fail to deliver. The 

Companies believe that eliminating a regulated delivery channel (utility led, overseen by the 

PUCO) and leaving a purely unregulated, market-based model would be inconsistent with Ohio 

law and not in the best interests of customers. 

Question No. 4:  How should program magnitude be determined? 

For natural gas companies, the Commission has reviewed program magnitude on a case-

by-case basis, when the companies have sought regulatory approval of the amount of DSM/EE 
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funding to collect in rates. See 2021 CEOH DSM Order; 2016 COH DSM Order. This 

Commission review has included an evaluation of program design, program funding, and 

program cost-effectiveness. In determining which EE measures to include in program offerings 

in their service territories, natural gas companies develop estimates of incremental costs, energy 

savings, useful life, and potential participation levels to evaluate and verify the cost-effectiveness 

of the programs as designed, as well as other qualitative benefits. Such analysis is available to 

Staff and other stakeholders and permits the Commission to confirm the benefits and value of the 

programs to customers, as well as the prudence and reasonableness of the budgeted funding.  

In the Companies’ experience, the existing Commission review process has provided 

parties with ample opportunity to evaluate and determine the appropriate magnitude for DSM/EE 

program funding, on a program-by-program basis, based on the characteristics of the service 

territory for the natural gas utility.  

Question No. 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 nonshopping 
customers (except for at-risk populations)? R.C. 4929.02 (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? 

For the same reasons identified in the response to Question No. 3, the Companies do not 

believe that it would be of sound regulatory policy to restrict utility EE offerings to only non-

shopping customers. Such a restriction would (i) not further the state’s EE policies; (ii) ignore 

and diminish the successes and benefits of natural gas companies’ EE programs; (iii) remove 

regulatory oversight and accountability; (iv) create or exacerbate market failures in the EE 

marketplace; and (v) cause customer confusion and barriers to customer participation. In 

addition, for those natural gas utilities offering an auction-based retail default service (like the 

Companies), every Choice-eligible customer has a direct retail relationship with the supplier and 
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would be considered a shopping customer. For such utilities, a “non-shopping” restriction would 

effectively rule out utility-sponsored programs for the vast majority of customers. 

Question No. 10: What should be the application mechanism and process for a 
company to pursue the offering of an energy efficiency program?  

The Companies understand the Commission to be asking about the application 

mechanism and process for a “public utility.” With that understanding, the Companies state that 

for natural gas companies, the proper application is ultimately dependent on the nature of the 

utility’s request. Regardless of the type of application filed, however, prior proceedings 

demonstrate that the Commission consistently undertakes a comprehensive review of utilities’ 

natural gas EE programs. This regulatory review historically has included an upfront review of 

program design, budgeted program costs, projected energy savings, and cost-effectiveness of 

proposed programs over a defined term. See 2021 CEOH DSM Order; 2016 COH DSM Order. 

In these proceedings, Staff and intervenors have had the opportunity to assess and offer 

recommendations on proposed programs.  

With that said, the Companies believe that such applications may generally be filed as a 

request for an increase in rates under R.C. 4909.18, approval of an alternative rate plan under 

R.C. 4929.05, or authority to continue existing programs under other purpose codes (e.g., AAM 

and UNC). In addition, there are separate, annual reviews of the prudence and reasonableness of 

the incurred DSM costs collected through rider mechanisms. See, e.g., In re Vectren Energy 

Delivery of Ohio, Inc. d/b/a CenterPoint Energy Ohio, Case No. 21-820-GA-RDR, Finding & 

Order (Oct. 20, 2021); In re The East Ohio Gas Company d/b/a Dominion Energy Ohio, Case 

No. 20-1626-GA-RDR, Finding and Order (Feb. 10, 2021). This is not to exclude other possible 

mechanisms, but these are the most common and have been sufficient to enable appropriate 

review. 
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The common theme is that the utility seeks approval of EE program funding prior to 

implementing the programs and prior to collecting the associated costs in rates. This process, 

ensuring Commission review but allowing flexibility for different situations, has been an 

effective and efficient approach for the regulatory review of EE program offerings. This process 

has allowed the Commission to maintain oversight over the development and progress of natural 

gas EE programs to ensure that customers continue to benefit from these offerings and that 

programs are designed so that all customers have access to tools that can help them reduce their 

consumption and conserve energy. 

In contrast, if by “company” the Commission was referring to retail natural gas suppliers 

or unregulated entities, the Companies expect that there would be a challenge raised to the 

Commission’s statutory jurisdiction to regulate EE programs offered by companies that are not 

public utilities.  

Question No. 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? 

In February 2021, the Commission held (again) that utility-sponsored voluntary natural 

gas EE programs that were cost-effective and produced demonstrable benefits should be 

approved, finding that “the landscape of natural gas EE programs has not changed such that a 

different conclusion is warranted.” 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 62. The Commission also rejected 

the position that it should defund existing EE programs to provide additional COVID-19 bill 

payment assistance to residential customers. Id. ¶¶ 64-65; see also 2020 COH DSM Order ¶ 51. 

“[T]he Commission cannot utterly abandon enduring regulatory policy each time an emergency, 

even a ‘once in a century’ emergency, is encountered.” 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 65. 
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In those decisions, the Commission found that there were many other levers that could be 

and were being pulled to provide customers with bill payment relief during the COVID-19 

pandemic. It would not have been sound regulatory policy to repurpose EE funding to provide 

other, unrelated services. Natural gas EE programs did not need to be dismantled. EE jobs and 

vendor relationships did not need to be lost. Energy efficiency remains a source for economic 

development and an industry experiencing growth. Employment remains a large factor in making 

energy affordable. Eliminating or scaling back on existing natural gas DSM programs during the 

COVID-19 pandemic would not have been in the public interest. Moreover, natural gas EE 

programs for these companies remained available to customers in 2020 and 2021, and do not 

have to be rebuilt in 2022.  

During this period, the Companies also learned a number of critical lessons from the 

impact of COVID-19 on EE programs. First, there remains a strong interest in installing EE 

measures in homes and businesses. To the extent that there was any slowdown in services in 

2020 during the lockdown, the industry rebounded in 2021 and will continue to expand in 2022.  

Second, flexibility in how programs are funded allows the utilities to adapt to changing 

market conditions. If the natural gas company is able to reallocate program funding, modify 

eligibility requirements, or change rebate amounts, the utility can adjust to saturation or inflation 

rates for certain EE measures. Likewise, if a natural gas company is unable to spend all of its 

funding in a given year, the utility can use those additional funds the following year to target a 

particular program and increase energy savings. This flexibility in funding allows the natural gas 

company to manage its programs to ensure that they remain cost-effective and beneficial to 

customers. 
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Lastly, the COVID-19 pandemic has led to changes in customer behaviors that will 

continue to evolve and be studied. For example, as more customers envision remote work or 

working from home as a long-term trend and desire, that shift in load may impact the design of 

certain EE programs. As businesses transform both their office space and their interactions with 

consumers post-COVID-19, EE commercial measures may become more indispensable.  

The natural gas EE industry will continue to assess and adapt to the impact of the 

COVID-19 pandemic on energy consumption and conservation. But the goal will remain the 

same—deliver cost-effective, beneficial programs to customers to help them manage their usage. 

Question No. 13: What role, if any, should considerations such as artificial intelligence, 
data sharing, and privacy play in Ohio energy efficiency programs? 

Data sharing means data disclosing. As with any situation involving the disclosure of 

customer information by the public utility, careful consideration must be given as to what 

specific information can be disclosed, to whom that information can be disclosed, for what 

reasons can that information be disclosed, and what customer consents, if any, are needed.  

The Companies, as the caretakers for sensitive customer data, take their customers’ 

privacy seriously and are committed to protecting their personal information. In addition, Ohio 

Adm.Code 4901:1-13-06 requires natural gas companies to maintain a written summary of their 

customers’ rights and obligations, including their privacy rights. Ohio Adm.Code 4901:1-13-12 

restricts the disclosure of certain customer-specific information without the customer’s written 

consent and provides that customers can object to other information (i.e., name, address, and 

usage) being released to retail natural gas suppliers. Consistent with these rules and principles, 

customers should be able to maintain some control over the sharing of personal information. 

Data sharing with retail natural gas suppliers and other third parties not working with the 

public utilities in the context of energy efficiency programs raises similar privacy concerns. It 



 

 12 

remains critically important that customers taking service from the utility do not have their data 

put unnecessarily at risk. Customers’ expectation of privacy regarding their personal 

information, including usage, should be respected. Moreover, the costs of data sharing, 

depending on the specific data and the form requested, should be weighed against the 

justifications and benefits of sharing the data. If the Commission intends to further consider the 

sharing of customer data in the context of energy efficiency programs, it should do so in the 

context of a rulemaking, where all stakeholders, including the public utilities, can raise legal and 

public policy concerns. 

With respect to the role of artificial intelligence (AI), the Companies believe that utility-

sponsored EE programs encourage innovation in the EE marketplace and enhance the EE 

measures available to consumers. As product offerings evolve and incorporate more AI, the 

Companies believe that they will offer consumers more ways to monitor and manage their 

energy consumption. However, as tools for energy management become more sophisticated, 

more attention should be given to cybersecurity and data management.  

Question No. 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?  

Every regulated jurisdiction has its own distinctive set of public policy goals, statutory 

authorizations, and rule requirements. With respect to the oversight of natural gas company EE 

programs in Ohio, the Commission has clearly stated the requirements for these programs: 

voluntary; cost-effective; demonstrable customer benefits; reasonably balanced total costs; and 

minimized impact to non-participants. The Companies remain committed to offering programs 

that meet these criteria, educating their customers about these programs, and working to ensure 

that participation in these programs remains robust and projected energy savings are achieved. 
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While the Companies may review other state offerings and generally maintain knowledge 

of the EE market nationally, they do not specifically propose any approaches from other 

jurisdictions with respect to the regulation of natural gas EE programs, but intend, in the context 

of their own EE offerings, to continue to monitor, incorporate or propose best practices observed.  

III. CONCLUSION 

The EE programs offered by natural gas companies in Ohio have given customers many 

options to manage their natural gas bills. These programs are valuable to the industry for the jobs 

they create. They are valuable to the marketplace for the choices and innovation they offer for 

EE products and services. And they are valuable to the public for the financial incentives, energy 

and bill savings, and long-term health and environmental benefits they provide. For these 

reasons, the Commission should continue to support these successful, cost-effective, and 

voluntary natural gas EE programs. 
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