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Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy’s Comments on the Commission’s Energy Efficiency 

Questions 

 Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy (“OPAE”) is an Ohio non-profit corporation with a 

stated purpose of advocating for affordable energy policies for low-and moderate-income 

Ohioans. Moreover, many of OPAE’s members are Community Action Agencies. Under the 

federal legislation authorizing the creation and funding of these agencies, originally known as the 

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Community Action Agencies are charged with advocating 

for low-income residents of their communities.  

The Importance of Energy Efficiency Programs to Low-Income Families 

 Since 1981, Ohio has assisted families that cannot afford their utility bills with payment 

assistance, payment plans, and energy efficiency programs, including weatherization programs.  

The General Assembly has traditionally favored weatherization funding over payment assistance 

because it is a permanent solution to energy affordability.  After receiving weatherization 

services, many households no longer need help to afford their utility bills. Weatherization 

programs limit the need for bill pay assistance; reduce bad debt and customer disconnection; and, 

help keep families from being uprooted from their homes, schools and nearby jobs simply 

because they do not have enough money to pay an energy bill. 

  Another benefit of weatherization that is now recognized is the positive effect it has on a 

family’s health, an impact that can be measured.  Most of those receiving weatherization services 

have an elderly or disabled person, or children in the home.  These families often lack the 

resources to maintain their homes.  Weatherization and other energy efficiency programs identify 

gas leaks, unsafe wiring and appliances that are ducting carbon monoxide into the home.  This 

happens more often than you think.  We see many homes where families cannot afford to replace 

a broken furnace and, instead, use electric space heaters or propane burners that are risks for fire 

and carbon monoxide emissions.   

 Our members have been in a home that lost gas service and instead relied on kerosene 

heaters in the home. The walls were black with tar and soot from the heaters. Our members were 

able to get the family electric heaters the same day to keep them warm safely while work 

progressed. Ultimately, our members were able to replace their furnace and weatherize their 

home so the family could safely and efficiently heat their home without deadly carbon monoxide 

building up. While weatherizing another family’s home our professionals discovered the home 
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didn’t have a standard circuit breaker but an antiquated electric box. The box contained three 

lead bars intended to melt to avoid electric overload. Our member agencies were able to 

maximize both gas and electric utility energy efficiency and weatherization dollars to weatherize 

that family’s home and replace the antiquated electric box with a modern circuit panel. These 

programs have real and life-saving impacts for families in addition to the costs savings they 

provide. After weatherization, utility bills are affordable, people stay warm, their homes are safer 

to live in, and they can afford pay for the food and medications they need. 

 A recent national evaluation found that the weatherization services our nonprofits deliver 

actually reduce medical costs for families by an average of $14,000 over the life 16-year life of 

the measures.1  Cutting funding for weatherization programs is effectively telling a family they 

cannot save over $800 per year; savings that occurs because family members no longer miss 

work or school because of illness; fewer prescriptions are needed, and emergency room visits go 

down.  This is particularly the case for people with asthma, COPD, which is especially important 

right now in the time of COVID-19. Weatherization also reduces Medicaid costs and protects 

families. 

 Finally, low-income customers are often reticent to accept or seek out government 

assistance when they are in crisis. Instead, they will do what they need to do to heat their homes 

which as shown above can be dangerous and deadly. OPAE has found, however, low-income 

customers are far more likely to seek and accept assistance through their utility programs. In part 

because these customers pay their bills, or do their best to pay, and therefore recognize these 

programs as a service or benefit they are paying for as opposed to a handout. This is just another 

reason to ensure the strong and consistent low-income efficiency programs.  

 It is with these real world impacts on our neighbors at the forefront that OPAE submits 

the following comments in response to the Public Utilities Commission of Ohio’s (the 

“Commission”) questions regarding energy efficiency programs in Ohio’s electric industry. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 http://weatherization.ornl.gov/wp-

content/uploads/pdf/WAPRetroEvalFinalReports/ORNL_TM-2014_345.pdf.   

http://weatherization.ornl.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/WAPRetroEvalFinalReports/ORNL_TM-2014_345.pdf
http://weatherization.ornl.gov/wp-content/uploads/pdf/WAPRetroEvalFinalReports/ORNL_TM-2014_345.pdf
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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 initial question asking if EDUs should implement energy efficiency programs is not 

a question under Ohio law. The termination of the energy efficiency program mandates did not 

terminate Ohio’s requirement that the Commission promote and encourage energy efficiency 

programs. Revised Code 4905.70 states: 

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. 

 

 Energy efficiency programs are not optional under Ohio law. The General Assembly used 

the mandatory “shall”. The Ohio Supreme Court has held that in statutory construction, the word 

“shall” is mandatory when addressing the Commission’s authority. In re Application of Ormet 

Primary Aluminum Corp., 129 Ohio St.3d 9, 949 N.E.2d 991, 2011-Ohio-2377, (2011). Further, 

Representative Seitz, the Ohio legislator and lawyer with the most utility expertise specifically 

identified R.C. 4905.70 as the authority for utilities to offer voluntary energy efficiency 

programs, after the passage of H.B. 6, and noted that natural gas utilities have been authorized to 

do so via R.C. 4905.70 for years.2 

 The elimination of the mandates merely eliminated a specific benchmark EDUs would be 

required to meet. The Commission is still required, pursuant to R.C. 4905.70, to promote 

programs that encourage energy conservation and reduction in consumption. Since the 

Commission does not have the ability to offer any such services to customers directly, the only 

logical interpretation of that statute is that they must promote the offering of such programs 

through the utilities they regulate. This means the Commission should be encouraging EDUs to 

offer energy efficiency programs under R.C. 4905.70 just as they do natural gas utilities.  

                                                           
2 Ohio House of Representatives, July 23, 2019, https://ohiochannel.org/video/ohio-house-of-

representatives-7-23-2019 at 30:57-31:37. Last accessed January 26, 2021. 
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 The second part of the question asks whether some or all of these programs should be 

targeted to the elderly or low-income customers. Ohio utilities have traditionally offered targeted 

energy efficiency programs to low-income customers along with their broader offerings to other 

customers and customer classes. OPAE sees no reason this should change. A well-balanced suite 

of energy efficiency programs is necessary to maximize the cost savings that can be achieved for 

customers.  

 Some programs, of a larger balance suite of programs, should certainly target low-income 

customers, many of whom are elderly or families with small children. Low-income customers 

have disproportionately high energy burdens compared to non-low-income households. Low-

income households spend three times more of their income on energy bills as non-low-income 

households.3 Low-income households generally also have fewer options available to help 

conserve their usage. Many low-income customers live in multi-family dwellings that they do 

not own and have no power over the types of appliances or weatherization measures that 

installed. Nor do low-income households have the financial ability to upgrade their appliances in 

the same manner non-low-income customers do.  

 Traditionally, utility programs have sought to meet these needs. Weatherization programs 

make entire homes more efficient and thereby cut down on energy usage and lower customers’ 

bills. Low-income appliance replacement programs help customers who could otherwise not 

afford to upgrade old, inefficient appliance replace them with energy efficient models. Broad 

programs, which are available to entire customer classes, also provide benefits to low-income 

customers by suppressing the overall price of energy by reducing demand. Additionally, energy 

efficiency and weatherization programs create jobs.  

 The Commission need only look to Columbia Gas’ WarmChoice® program to see an 

example of all the benefits provided by these types of programs. They save customers money.  

WarmChoice® has been serving customers since 1987, and has provided weatherization to over 

70,000 customers during that time. Customers living in homes weatherized under WarmChoice® 

continue to save money today. WarmChoice® has thrice been recognized as a model program by 

                                                           
3 https://www.aceee.org/toolkit/2021/04/supporting-low-income-energy-efficiency-guide-utility-

regulators 
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the American Council for an Energy Efficient Economy (“ACEEE”).4 Because the program has a 

savings rate averaging 29% of the natural gas consumed in a home, the dollar impact on a low-

income family is substantial. 

 WarmChoice® alone supports roughly 150 direct jobs. Other programs also support 

auditors, installers, and manufacturers, along with a supply chain of large and small wholesalers 

and manufacturers. One of the critical elements of recovering from this pandemic will be putting 

people back to work. Supporting programs that provide stable employment is in the best interest 

of Ohio. 

 These types of beneficial impacts are not limited to the natural gas industry. A review of 

2019, the final year data was available for Ohio’s EDU’s energy efficiency programs prior to the 

COVID-19 pandemic, the values reported by the EDUs demonstrate that for a combined $177 

million investment the energy efficiency programs produced approximately $940 million in 

savings for customers. That is a ratio of over 5 to 1. That means that every $1 spent on energy 

efficiency programs in 2019 created over $5 in savings for customers. 

 The Commission should encourage EDUs to offer programs to both low-income and non-

low-income customers as part of a balance suite of energy efficiency offerings. This will 

maximize the savings realized for customers as well as the other societal benefits, such as 

increased jobs, healthier homes, and reduced pollution.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
4 Kushler, Martin, Dan York, and Patti Witte, Meeting Essential Needs: The Results of a 

National Search for Exemplary Utility-Funded Low-Income Energy Efficiency Programs. Report 

Number U053 (September 2005), 

https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/U053.pdf; Gilleo, Annie, 

Seth Nowak, and Ariel Drehobl, Making a Difference: Strategies for Successful Low-Income 

Energy Efficiency Programs. Report No. U1713 (October 2017), 

https://www.aceee.org/research-report/u1713; Nowak, Seth, Martin Kushler, and Patti Witte, The 

New Leaders of the Pack: ACEEE’s Fourth National Review of Exemplary Energy Efficiency 

Programs. Report No. U1901 (January 2019), 

https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u1901.pdf. 
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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? 

 

 As discussed above, EDUs should offer energy efficiency programs to all customers. The 

greater participation in the programs the larger the benefits for all customers, whether they 

participate or not. The larger the reduction in energy consumption, through energy efficiency 

programs, the less the demand for energy which results in lower prices, less need for distribution 

investment, and lower capacity needs. All of which benefit all customers regardless of any 

specific customer’s participation.  

 On the natural gas side, Ohio has traditionally used a combination of funding with part of 

the program included in base rates and the remainder recovered through a rider. OPAE views this 

as the optimal approach. Funding programs, particularly low income programs, in base rates 

ensures continuity in funding; interruptions in funding have a negative impact on low-income 

programs that require highly trained personnel to deliver, and on trade allies that deliver many of 

the programs that customers. In the natural gas setting, when a gas utility’s collaborative 

approves changes in a demand side management portfolio that requires more or less funding, the 

Commission reviews those programs through a rider proceeding. Otherwise, the Commission is 

not burdened with reviewing the programs, unless there are problems identified by the 

collaborative.  

 OPAE supports the implementation of cost-effective energy efficiency programs that are 

paid for by all EDU customers for the simple reason that all EDU customers benefit from utility 

scale energy efficiency programs. These benefits are mentioned above, but specifically as it 

relates to shopping customers, cost-effective energy efficiency programs reduce the need to 

invest in additional distribution upgrades. Therefore, despite their decision to take energy from a 

supplier, shopping customers will still see the benefits of reduced distribution expenses and it is 

reasonable for shopping customers to assist in funding the programs from which they are 

benefitting.  
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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?  

 

 OPAE strongly supports utilizing EDUs to offer energy efficiency programs rather than 

relying on the private sector to deliver attempt to do so. The primary reasons are the efficiencies 

created when the programs are overseen and administered by a large EDU that can provide 

consistency and economies of scale. Further, programs implemented by EDUs come with the 

added benefit for low-income customers that the programs are approved by the Commission. 

Finally, there is no evidence, especially given the large number of customers who remain on the 

SSO with their distribution utility, that private entities could achieve the same level of savings 

for customers that EDUs can.  

 Private providers, including CRNG and CRES providers, should offer energy efficiency 

programs. However, the Commission should not rely on them to be the only avenue for 

customers to access these programs. Especially low-income customers who likely cannot afford 

to shop and would lose access to the protective programs provided by the Commission if they 

attempted to do so. Electric distribution utilities previously successfully offered these programs 

for years and it would be unwise to discount their expertise in running them. Electric distribution 

utilities’ expertise and sheer size enables them to efficiently and effectively engage and educate 

the necessary trade allies to implement these programs. 

 Finally, relying on the competitive market to provide energy efficiency programs would 

be ignoring the General Assembly’s directive to the Commission through 4905.70 to promote 

and encourage conservation of energy and a reduction in the growth rate of energy consumption. 

The Commission, as a creature of statute, cannot ignore this directive. Since the Commission 

does not regulate the competitive market the only way the Commission can fulfill this directive 

is through encouraging regulated utilities to offer energy efficiency and demand side 

management programs.  

4. How should program magnitude be determined?  

 OPAE is generally sensitive to high fixed charges. High fixed charges disproportionately 

impact low-income customers because they have less ability to control their usage. But energy 

efficiency programs save customers more than the programs cost them while also providing 
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customers the ability to control their usage and save more money. Traditionally, Ohio would 

only approve energy efficiency charges if they saved more money than they cost. Moreover, 

Ohio’s utilities saved customers a lot of money through their programs.  

 As discussed above, Ohio’s prior electric energy efficiency savings achieved over $5 in 

savings for every $1 invested. That level of savings is essential to customers, particularly low-

income customers who have disproportionately high energy burdens. Therefore, OPAE 

recommends not artificially capping energy efficiency program spending but rather ensuring that 

each utilities overall suite of energy efficiency programs are not approved unless they save more 

money than they cost to implement in the aggregate. Individual programs within the suite that are 

not as cost-effective as others or may be not cost-effective at all may still be approved if they 

serve an important purpose and the overall suite of programs offered by the utility save more 

than they cost when taken together. This is essential as, traditionally, not all programs, including 

programs that served low-income customers, passed the cost-effective test. The Commission still 

approved them though because the Commission recognized the vital service they provided and 

that the suite of programs as a whole passed the cost effectiveness test. 

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?  

 

 As discussed above, OPAE recommends energy efficiency programs be made available 

to all customer classes on a non-bypassable basis to ensure maximum savings are achieved. 

Small commercial customers benefit from the programs just like residential customers whether 

they participate or not. Offering an opt-out would only limit the potential savings and make 

budget planning more difficult.  

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?    

 

 As discussed above, OPAE recommends energy efficiency programs be offered primarily 

through EDUs without relying on CRES providers. Relying on an unregulated business to 
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provide such an essential service is unwise, particularly as it relates to low-income customers; 

who may be prime targets for bad actors. Energy efficiency programs offered through EDUs 

provide protections for customers through Commission oversight that would not exist in the 

competitive market. 

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?  

 

 Bidding residential and small commercial customer energy efficiency savings into the 

PJM capacity market should occur, as much as feasible, to maximize the savings achieved for 

Ohioans. Bidding the savings into the market can provide benefits through both capacity revenue 

and lower market clearing prices for capacity. Strong robust energy efficiency programs that 

produce verifiable savings over an extended period of time will provide the best opportunity for 

EDUs to bid those program savings into the PJM capacity market. Therefore, OPAE again 

recommends that the Commission authorize energy efficiency programs that are recovered in 

part through base rates and in part through riders to ensure the stability needed to provide 

consistent programs. This will provide a better opportunity for EDUs to create programs that 

generate long-term savings - which better positions EDUs to bid those savings into the capacity 

market and maximize the value for customers.  

 The 80/20 sharing of capacity revenue is an adequate incentive for EDUs to competently 

manage and bid savings. Especially, if EDUs are authorized to include some of the costs of those 

programs in their base rates where they can earn a rate of return.  

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?  

 

 Success must be measured by the benefits provided. Benefits including the cost savings 

produced as well as, in the instance of low-income programs, the numbers of vulnerable Ohioans 

served. From the technical side, this means employing a test such as the Utility Cost Test, which 

compares the benefits of the program relative the expenses, incurred achieving those benefits.   
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 From a people perspective, the Commission should approve programs that serve the 

maximum number of customers to provide safer, cleaner, more efficient homes. Energy 

efficiency and weatherization provide so much more than lowering costs, though that is a 

primary and substantial benefit. Weatherization ensures families have healthier homes and more 

of their income can serve their non-energy needs. Weatherization can also ensure people can 

remain in their homes and avoid the costs of moving if their home becomes unsafe. Finally, 

weatherization and efficiency programs enable trained professionals to enter customers’ home, 

identify areas of need and rectify and improve those areas. Improvements that can literally save 

lives in the instance of gas leaks or carbon monoxide build up; these types of benefits, lifesaving 

benefits, are hard to quantify beyond the number of families served and the savings those 

services produce. They are nonetheless benefits that must be considered by the Commission.  

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. 4929.03(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?  

 

 No. As discussed above, OPAE does not agree that the competitive market is equipped to 

be the primary source of energy efficiency programs. Natural gas companies such as Columbia 

and Dominion Energy Ohio have done an excellent job providing energy efficiency and demand 

side programs for years with costs partially recovered through base rates. The Commission 

should transfer this model to electric industry as opposed to weaken the natural gas side and 

remove customer benefits that have been consistently approved for years.  

10.  What should be the application mechanism and process be for a company to pursue the 

offering of an energy efficiency program?  

 

 Program funding should be partially embedded in base rates with additional funding 

requested through rider proceedings as needed when identified through the collaborative process. 

This approach, taken on the natural gas side for years, ensure consistent and adequate funding for 

programs. This consistency ensures programs are not subject to uneven budgets every three years 

and that EDUs and their program providers can plan and maximize savings. It also enables 

program providers to adequately hire and train the professionals needed to go into the field and 

provide the work necessary to implement these programs. As discussed above, consistent 
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funding benefits customers through robust programs, would provide EDUs the best chance to 

maximize savings bid into the capacity market, and provides a return for EDUs and an incentive 

to continue to provide the best possible programs it can to its customers even if those programs 

ultimately reduce the amount of energy used.  

11.  What is the impact of FERC Order 2222 in designing energy efficiency or demand 

response programs in Ohio?  

 

 OPAE has not done an analysis of the impact of FERC Order 2222 in designing energy 

efficiency or demand response programs in Ohio.  

12.  How has the COVID-19 pandemic has 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?  

 

 The COVID-19 pandemic presented unprecedented challenges globally and Ohio has not 

been left untouched. Initially, out of safety concerns, the Commission halted the implementation 

of various energy efficiency and weatherization programs that required the weatherization or 

audit professionals to enter customers’ homes. This was a necessary step to limit the spread of 

the virus at the outset of the pandemic. Once the Commission determined that these programs 

could resume without jeopardizing the health of either the customers or the professionals 

implementing the programs the programs were allowed to resume. However, significant time 

was lost. Normally, this would not be a problem as unspent funds for any program year could 

roll over to the next program year. However, Substitute House Bill 6 terminated all energy 

efficiency programs as of December 31, 2020.  

 In 2021, the General Assembly generously amended the law to allow low-income 

specific programs to resume at their previously approved levels in an attempt to spend the 

program funds that went unspent in 2020 because of the pandemic. This extension expired in 

2021. Unfortunately, due to global supply chain constraints, there are still funds from program 

year 2020 that were left unspent despite Ohioans attempting to make use of the programs in a 

timely fashion. These are our neighbors who followed every necessary procedure to avail 

themselves of these benefits to improve their homes but have missed out because the programs 

are no longer authorized and the pandemic made it impossible to meet their needs before the end 

of 2021.  
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 There is no good reason this should have happened. There is no good reason the energy 

efficiency programs, which saved customers $5 for every $1 spent, should have been terminated. 

Once they were, there was and still is no reason the Commission cannot use its authority under 

R.C. 4905.70 to authorize EDUs to implement new programs so that customers, including 

vulnerable low-income customers, can still receive these vital and necessary services now more 

than ever as the COVID-19 pandemic continues to present challenges to our economy. 

 Further, weatherization and energy efficiency services can still be offered safely and 

effectively during the pandemic when not constrained by arbitrarily imposed deadlines. OPAE 

engaged with the public health community to build a set of protocols and training that address 

virus transmission issues so agencies, staff, and contractors could return to serving our clients. 

OPAE also secured and continues to secure the PPE necessary to enable agencies, staff, and 

contractors to interact with and serve their communities.  

13.  What role, if any, should considerations such as artificial intelligence, data 

sharing, and privacy play in Ohio energy efficiency programs?  

 OPAE has not done an in depth analysis of the role artificial intelligence, data sharing, 

and privacy should play in Ohio’s energy efficiency programs. However, given the continual 

rollout of advanced metering infrastructure, including smart meters, that are paid for by Ohio 

electric utility customers, it would seem only right that the Commission approve energy 

efficiency programs that enable customers to take advantage of the technology for which they are 

already paying. But no level of advanced technology should be implemented without ensuring all 

customers’ rights are protected. Customers’ data should not be shared without their express 

consent. Further, technology should not be used to reduce the rights afforded to customers in the 

name of convenience and cost savings as has happened when utilities with the ability to remotely 

shut off a meter seek a waiver of the last knock rule.  

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?  

 

 Jurisdictions like Illinois and Connecticut have focused on expanding low-income energy 

efficiency programs. Illinois set spending goals specifically for low-income energy efficiency 

measures of no less than $25 million a year. In 2017, ComEd announced, as a result of Illinois’ 
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spending goals, they would greatly expand their energy efficiency offerings, which they had 

offered since 2008, and over comply for low-income customers and focus on new programs that 

would provide weatherization services to not only single-family homes but multi-family units as 

well.5 In December of 2021, ComEd announced since 2008 their programs saved customers 

more than $6 billion.6 In 2021 alone, the ComEd energy efficiency program saved customers 

$163 million on energy bills, including more than $23 million in savings for over 8,300 small 

business owners during the pandemic.7  

 California and Connecticut have set goals for percentage of eligible low-income homes to 

receive weatherization services. California set a goal of 100% by 2020 and Connecticut set a 

goal of 80% by 2030.   

 The Commission has to focus on more than the costs of energy efficiency programs but 

also on the benefits. During the Substitute House Bill 6 discussion there were many discussions 

about the cost of energy efficiency riders without discussion of the benefits. The data 

demonstrates $5 in savings for every $1 invested in the last non-COVID-19 year data is 

available. But the Commission could go further and incorporate consideration of non-energy 

benefits as well. Benefits such as reduced pollution, market impacts including lower capacity 

clearing prices, health benefits. Multiple states also employ non-energy benefit adders including 

up to 50 percent for low-income efficiency programs to reflect the higher level of non-energy 

benefits accrued from demand side management services for low-income customers. 

 Massachusetts calculates non-energy benefits such as asthma reduction, reduced risk of 

carbon monoxide poisoning, occupant health improvements and work and school attendance 

improvements, and reduced reliance on predatory loans because of the energy savings into 

Massachusetts’ benefit to cost ration analysis. Kentucky authorizes low-income stakeholders to 

justify the need for low-income programs that otherwise fail the traditional cost-benefits test. 

 From a low-income perspective, as discussed above, sometimes our weatherization 

professionals enter a home for one purpose - weatherization or to replace a furnace - and 

discover additional problems that were unanticipated. Problems like antiquated electric panels. 

                                                           
5 Mark R. Johnson, Atty. for Commonwealth Edison Company, Petition, Illinois Commerce 

Commission, available at: https://www.icc.illinois.gov/docket/files.aspx?no=17-

0312&docId=254601 
6 https://www.comed.com/News/Pages/NewsReleases/2021-12-20.aspx 
7 https://poweringlives.comed.com/a-look-back-at-2021-a-year-of-resiliency-and-reliability/ 
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Having program dollars from both gas and electric utilities helps agencies address all the 

problems discovered in a home not just the issues that brought the agency to the home in the first 

place. In those situations, the benefits of weatherization and efficiency in that home need to be 

quantified by the actual state of the home and not the home’s assumed compliance with building 

codes. 

 These experiences are not infrequent. Therefore, it is imperative the Commission and 

utilities work with low-income stakeholders to identify opportunities to better design and 

implement low-income programs. For example, OPAE and its member agencies can help the 

Commission identify opportunities to supplement federal Low-Income Home Energy Assistance 

Program dollars to maximize the savings agencies can provide to customers. Federal dollars cost 

Ohio utility customers nothing but are far more restrictive than utility program dollars 

traditionally. Utility energy efficiency program dollars can be used in conjunction with federal 

dollars to stretch both program dollars further and often enable agencies to provide services to 

homes through the combination of funding that it would not be able to with either funding source 

on its own due to eligibility requirements and restrictions.  

Conclusion 

 Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy would like to thank the Commission for taking these 

comments and holding further workshops on the importance of energy efficiency in Ohio. OPAE 

encourages the Commission to encourage and promote the return to robust energy efficiency 

programs for all customers classes offered through customers’ electric distribution utility. These 

programs not only save customers money but they provide life changing and lifesaving benefits 

for low-income customers.  

   


