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Honorable Commissioners and PUCO staff:  Re: Energy Efficiency Workshops, 2022 
   
Thank you for holding your series of Energy Efficiency Workshops this winter/spring, and for 
inviting public responses. As identified above, I am a registered voter living in Lakewood, Ohio.  
 
Since 1980, almost all of my professional work has been in the area of energy efficiency, 
including service as Assistant Commissioner of the then NJ Dept. of Commerce, Energy, and 
Economic Development and its Director of its Division of Energy Planning and Conservation.  
In that role, I shared responsibility for Efficiency Programs and power plant siting with the 
state’s utility commission, and was responsible the federal grants to the state. Since 2001, I have 
been a staff member of or consultant to the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy 
(ACEEE), beginning as Buildings Program Director.1 
 
The basics of achieving “energy efficiency” in buildings and industry to save money, reduce 
waste, and reduce climate-threatening emissions have been well-understood since the time 
between the first and second energy crises of the last century.  Application of these principles has 
accelerated growth of the US economy by avoiding waste.  
 
I believe that the opportunities to save more, cost-effectively, are larger than savings to date, but 
there are many barriers to achieving greater savings.  These include: 

• Behavioral economic factors – how people make decisions – have been increasingly well 
understood for this area, as for so many others. 

• Access to capital financing, for all sectors, particularly residential and light commercial. 
• Getting to scale.  Until a technology reaches toward mass adoption, cost to manufacture, 

to market, and to install remain very high. 
 
All of these factors can be and are strongly affected by utilities.  In many states, effective and 
widely accepted utility investments on the customer’s side of the meter been very cost-effective, 
and have reached millions of customers.  Where the principles are understood, these “demand-
side” investments have directly benefitted utilities and their customers, by reducing utility 

 
1 A brief bio can be found at https://www.aceee.org/about/aceee-staff/harvey-sachs, as I am still associated as 
consultant in technology areas unrelated to these energy efficiency workshops. ACEEE did not support this letter’s 
preparation. 
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system costs such as avoiding new generation and expensive upgrades to transmission and 
distribution systems. 
 
 
Across the country, utilities actively develop and offer cost-effective efficiency programs.  This 
is not magic. In our context, “cost-effective” roughly means that their programs cost less than the 
cost of electricity that would otherwise be required. For example, rebates for high efficiency air 
conditioners might benefit all customers by reducing peak demand for generation or local 
distribution.   
 
The ACEEE “State Energy Efficiency Scorecard” has become a benchmark for comparing state 
efforts in the US.  The 14th edition was published in December 20202. It rates states on five 
factors: utility programs, transportation, building energy codes, state initiatives, and appliance 
standards.  Ohio does not perform well: 
 

Year Rank 
 Ohio Michigan 

2008 19 38 
2020 37 13 

 
Every state surrounding Ohio except West Virginia does better.  The other states doing worse 
can be divided into two belts: deep Southeast (SC, GA, AL, MS, and LA), and northern Midwest 
(ND, SD, WY, NE, OK).  Most of the second group have very low population densities, making 
effective program implementation difficult – as does Alaska, the only low-ranked geographic 
outliner. 
 

Comments on the Commission’s Questions 
 
My comments are prefaced by my awareness that launching any programs under the restrictions 
imposed by H.B-6 will be more difficult than it should be.,  Still, Ohio clearly would benefit 
from cost-effective utility energy efficiency programs, so I make a good-faith effort to respond to 
the questions as raised. 
 
1. Programs to protect at-risk populations. A good idea, if the PUCO would be able to require 

appropriate expenditures by the regulated utilities. 
2. Should EDUs offer EE programs? Energy Distribution Utilities have the closest connection 

and greatest data capabilities (e.g, site information).  Therefore, they should be the primary 
agencies.  Programs should be ratepayer funded by all ratepayers, divided into categories 
such as residential single-family and similar; small and large commercial, and small and 
large industrial.  “Bypassible riders” as a sure way to accelerate program failure.  Using a 
crude snow-on-roof guideline, there are many houses in my own town that would benefit 
from substantial “envelope” improvements – but many owners skeptical of the value who 
would choose to bypass instead of seeing cost-effective investments in others’ houses.   

 
2 https://www.aceee.org/research-report/u2011 
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3. Can non-utility private sector entities fill  the need? Four decades of experience have 
demonstrated that private sector entrepreneurs cannot aggregate customers effectively to 
provide services to residential and light commercial customers.  There are simply too many 
market barriers.  Particularly relevant is an ACEEE publication.3 

4. Determining program magnitude. Ohio has many similarities to other states, but also has 
some unique attributes.  This question cannot be appropriately answered without careful 
research that includes within-state building characteristics (age, size, condition, prior 
weatherization, etc.), climate variability, ownership and income distribution, and others. 
Again, there are decades of experience with these studies, and they are a low-cost way to do 
intelligent program design that minimizes waste of time, money, and institutional credibility 
– perhaps the scarcest resource. 

5. Educating small-business owners (and leaseholders and property-owners). This is essential 
for buy-in by all properties. Successful programs have been operated directly by EDUs, and 
others by contractors working under the umbrella of EDUs.  Both buy-in and fairness to all 
parties require that such programs be non-bypassable, like all other utility expenditures to 
reduce costs and/or improve resilience. 

6. Are CRES providers a good alternative? Probably not.  They do not have the market share or 
detailed information available to incumbent EDUs (and their natural gas equivalents), nor the 
PUCO oversight responsibility and authority. This is required to prevent cream-skimming in 
program design, and efficient service delivery.  More importantly, CRES profits are directly 
linked to electricity sales; they have strong incentives not to serve through improved 
efficiency 

7. Integration into capacity bidding. I do not have enough experience to respond, but 
understand that PJM is actively working in this area. It is incumbent on the PUCO to learn 
from the deep research, experiments, other research, and experience of PJM and other 
credible, relevant authorities. 

8. Can mandated EDU efficiency programs transition to market-based programs? I have not 
found examples of any success with such programs delivering effective, scaled, programs for 
residential and light commercial ratepayers.  There are many consulting firms who have 
worked in this area; it is not an area that should rely on narrow opinion, given the attempts 
that have been made. An analogy might be made with public health programs that are 
universally funded because the benefits are universal. Ratepayer funding has consistently 
been found to be an effective and efficient alternative to tax-based methods. 

9. Should the existing demand-side management programs implemented by the natural 
gas utilities be transitioned to the market-based paradigm?  No. I doubt strongly that the 
PUCO’s research can find a solid base of successful efforts to retain scale and effectiveness 
by transitioning to market-based programs.  With four decades of US demand-side program 
experience, most or all of which has been intensively evaluated, why should Ohio consider 
reinventing that wheel for Ohio? No response at this time. 

10. What should be the application mechanism and process be for a company to pursue the 
offering of an energy efficiency program? No response at this time. 

11. What is the impact of FERC Order 2222 in designing energy efficiency or demand 
response programs in Ohio? Please allow me to repeat my response to question 7: IF and 
only if the PUCO’s research can find a solid base of successful efforts to retain scale and 
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effectiveness by transitioning to market-based programs.  With four decades of US demand-
side program experience, most or all of which has been intensively evaluated, it is absurd to 
consider reinventing that wheel for Ohio. 

12. How has the COVID-19 pandemic has affected energy efficiency programs for 2020-2021 
offerings, and how might the pandemic ha changed the nature of energy efficiency products 
and services going forward? No response at this time. 

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

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?  Many solutions have been attempted and thoroughly evaluated in many 
jurisdictions. One way to begin reviewing is through the ACEEE Summer Studies on Energy 
Efficiency in Buildings4.  This will lead to evaluation reports at contractor and PUC sites. 

 
Thank you again for convening these workshops. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Harvey M. Sachs, Ph.D 
 

 
4  A web search for “ACEEE Summer Studies in Buildings” leads to links to the biennial, week-long programs and 
papers. Papers beginning in 2000 are expected to be available for free download. 


