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THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF OHIO 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY WORKSHOPS 

 
REPLY COMMENTS OF 

THE EAST OHIO GAS COMPANY D/B/A DOMINION ENERGY OHIO 
 

In March and April 2022, the Commission held a series of workshops on energy 

efficiency (EE) “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.”1 Prior to the workshops, the 

Commission prepared questions to facilitate the discussions,2 to which The East Ohio Gas 

Company d/b/a Dominion Energy Ohio (DEO) and other natural gas companies jointly submitted 

comments in support of the continuation of utility-sponsored natural gas EE programs.  

The Commission concluded its workshops after five meetings and invited stakeholders to 

submit “a final round of comments to follow up, make any clarifications, and/or respond to the 

discussion during the workshops.”3 In response, DEO submits these reply comments. 

I. DISCUSSION 

At the time it authorized these workshops, the Commission found that there was “no 

compelling reason to abandon [natural gas demand side management (DSM)] programs,” and 

acknowledged its “continued issuance of orders authorizing EE activity by and through natural 

gas utilities.” In re Vectren Energy Delivery of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 19-2084-GA-UNC, Opin. & 

Order (Feb. 24, 2021) ¶ 73 (2021 CEOH DSM Order); see also id. ¶ 62 (noting “the landscape of 

natural gas EE programs has not changed”). The stakeholder comments confirm that utility-

 
1 https://puco.ohio.gov/news/conclusion-ee-workshops-22  
2 https://puco.ohio.gov/utilities/electricity/resources/ee-workshops  
3 https://puco.ohio.gov/news/conclusion-ee-workshops-22  
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sponsored natural gas DSM/EE programs are beneficial for Ohio residents and businesses and 

enjoy widespread support. The comments also confirm that no other parties, such as competitive 

retail natural gas suppliers (CRNGS), are in a position to fill the void that would be left if natural 

gas companies ceased these programs.  

Consistent with state policy and its prior decisions, the Commission should continue to 

oversee and authorize the delivery by natural gas companies of successful, cost-effective natural 

gas DSM/EE programs. 

A. The Commission’s past practice of overseeing and approving utility-
sponsored natural gas DSM/EE programs remains the correct approach. 

Ohio law directs the Commission to initiate and promote programs that conserve energy. 

R.C. 4905.70 (the Commission “shall initiate programs that will promote and encourage 

conservation of energy and a reduction in the growth rate of energy consumption….”); R.C. 

4929.02(A)(12) (it is state policy to “[p]romote an alignment of natural gas company interests 

with consumer interests in energy efficiency and conservation.”). In furtherance of this statutory 

directive and policy, the Commission confirmed just last year that “there can be no doubt that, in 

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

DSM Order ¶ 73; see also In re Columbia Gas of Ohio, Inc., Case No. 19-1940- GA-RDR, Opin. 

& Order (Dec. 2, 2020) ¶ 54 (2020 COH DSM Order) (“well-designed and cost-effective DSM 

programs are consistent with Ohio’s economic and energy policy objectives”). The Commission 

has advanced this consistent position for well over a decade, see, e.g., In re The East Ohio Gas 

Co. d/b/a Dominion East Ohio, Case No. 07-829-GA-AIR, et al., Opin. & Order (Oct. 15, 2008) 

at 22-23, both before and after HB 6 became law in 2019. 

The Commission has also made clear to stakeholders its standard for approving natural 

gas DSM/EE programs. The programs must be “voluntary, cost-effective programs that produce 
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demonstrable benefits, reasonably balance total costs, and minimize the impact to non-

participants.” 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 74. Such programs, the Commission has found, 

“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.” Id. 

Notwithstanding changes to electric DSM/EE programs in the wake of HB 6, the Commission’s 

approach to reviewing and supporting natural gas programs has not deviated.  

When it announced these workshops, the Commission “signal[ed] [its] intent to continue 

to monitor program development and the sustained evolution of the competitive marketplace in 

order to determine to what extent the competitive marketplace may provide a more efficacious 

delivery mechanism for a particular EE product or service.” 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 73. The 

point of the workshops was to “fully consider” the issues surrounding DSM/EE programs and 

Ohio’s competitive retail electric and natural gas markets “in a broader context.” In re Ohio 

Power Co., Case No. 20- 585-EL-AIR, et al., Opin. & Order (Nov. 17, 2021) ¶ 173. This larger 

discussion has demonstrated that the Commission’s past practice remains the correct approach—

the Commission should continue to oversee and approve utility-sponsored natural gas DSM/EE 

programs. There is no indication in the stakeholder comments that other participants in the 

marketplace will or can offer similar cost-effective programs as efficiently.  

B. No stakeholder credibly disputes the well-known benefits of utility-sponsored 
natural gas DSM/EE programs for Ohio consumers and businesses. 

The available data demonstrates that utility sponsored natural gas DSM/EE programs 

deliver cost-effective energy savings to customers. (See, e.g., COH Cmts (Columbia’s DSM 

programs will save customers over 113.1 Bcf of natural gas over the life of the measures—an 

estimated total savings of approximately $780 million.). The Commission previously has 
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recognized the benefits from reductions in usage. 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 59. And non-utility 

stakeholders agree. (See, e.g., ELPC Cmts. at 4 (“[T]he utility-run programs offer the greatest 

opportunities for broad customer participation and generate savings for both participants and 

non-participants.”); see also ACEEE Cmts at 4 (“[O]ur research finds that states, including Iowa 

and Michigan, (based on energy efficiency spending and savings) continue to provide substantial 

cost-effective utility natural gas energy efficiency programs.”).) Through these programs, 

consumers have opportunities to avoid commodity costs and lower gas bills to make natural gas 

service more affordable and reduce any arrearages.  

These programs also contribute numerous other qualitative benefits to Ohio residents and 

businesses: environmental benefits of reductions in pollution and greenhouse gas emissions and 

better working and living conditions, safety and reliability benefits associated with upgraded, 

more efficient heating equipment and gas appliances, and economic benefits related to the 

creation of industry jobs, advancements in product offerings, and support for the EE supply 

chain. The Commission has already found that natural gas DSM/EE programs provide these 

benefits. 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 59. And no stakeholder credibly challenges that finding.  

The Commission also regularly recognizes the importance of utility-sponsored natural 

gas DSM/EE programs in educating and encouraging customers to conserve energy. See, e.g., 

2020 COH DSM Order ¶ 53. Through home energy reports and school education programs, 

consumers are instructed on ways to lower consumption and incentivized to install higher 

efficiency measures. When implemented uniformly across the utility’s service territory, this 

messaging increases program participation and lessens customer confusion. There is no 

suggestion in the stakeholder comments that CRNGS would offer comparable educational 

components with their offerings.  
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Lastly, as highlighted in DEO’s initial comments, the existing regulatory framework has 

the added benefit of accountability. Natural gas companies request approval of proposed EE 

programs before incurring and recovering any incremental costs. Such applications specify 

funding amounts, explain program design, detail program measures, estimate participation levels, 

and most importantly, demonstrate that the programs would be cost effective. Moreover, with 

respect to costs recovered through rider mechanisms, the Commission reviews annually the 

utility’s actual costs. This active oversight, if relinquished by the Commission, would not be 

replaced by the competitive market. 

C. Non-utility stakeholders support utility-sponsored natural gas DSM/EE 
programs. 

Among other goals, the workshops explored “to what extent the competitive marketplace 

may provide a more efficacious delivery mechanism for a particular EE product or service.” 

2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶ 73. In response, the stakeholder comments demonstrated strong 

support for utility sponsored programs.  

As numerous non-utility commenters explained, natural gas companies have the scale and 

structure in place to continue to deliver cost-effective DSM/EE programs that the marketplace 

would be unable to replace.  

• Environmental Law & Policy Center: “Natural gas utilities should offer demand-
side programs to all customers regardless of their shopping status. … Given the 
way gas utilities and alternative suppliers purchase, store and release gas, non-
participants benefit from customers reducing their gas usage.” (ELPC Cmts. at 7.) 

• Ohio Partners for Affordable Energy: “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.” (OPAE Cmts. at 10.) 

• Ohio Environmental Council: “Demand-side management programs offered by 
both electric utilities and natural gas companies should be offered to all 
customers, as all customers fund and see the benefits of such programs. EDUs and 
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natural gas utilities have a unique infrastructure and economy of scale that results 
in efficient program delivery, assuming proper planning, reporting, and oversight 
by the PUCO.” (OEC Cmts. at 4.) 

• Natural Resources Defense Council: “[E]xisting efficiency programs 
implemented by natural gas utilities should not be offered only to non-shopping 
customers (and/or at-risk populations). ... [T]here is no evidence to suggest 
competitive gas providers would promote efficiency at levels necessary to 
produce anything close to the levels of efficiency improvements, savings and 
energy bill reductions that Ohio’s gas distribution utilities could and in some 
cases have achieved. Moreover, there are compelling, structural market reasons 
why they are ill-equipped to do so.” (NRDC Cmts. at 10.) 

• Midwest Energy Efficiency Alliance: “There is no evidence that the existing 
demand side management programs implemented by Ohio’s natural gas utilities 
have been unsuccessful in meeting the goals they set forth before the 
Commission. Throughout the Midwest, natural gas utilities deliver cost-effective 
and prudent energy efficiency programs for their customers, often in direct 
collaboration with electric utilities in overlapping territories. If anything, PUCO 
ought to be looking for ways to expand utility- offered natural gas energy 
efficiency programs in the state and to encourage cross-utility collaboration to 
provide more holistic whole-building approaches to generate deeper energy 
savings.” (MEEA Cmts. at 10.) 

• Enervee Corp.: “The Commission should continue to endorse and approve natural 
gas utility energy efficiency programs. Energy efficiency offered by retail 
suppliers should complement, not replace, utility-run programs. ... [T]he 
Commission should not rely exclusively on CRNGS providers or others to offer 
natural gas energy efficiency to customers. Currently, neither CRES nor CRNGS 
providers alone can meet the demand for efficient products in a competitive 
market. ... Without utility-run programs, customers could be left with no energy 
efficiency programs at all.” (Enervee Cmts. at 13.) 

• Harvey M. Sachs, Ph.D., ACEEE staff member or consultant: “I doubt strongly 
that the PUCO’s research can find a solid base of successful efforts to retain scale 
and effectiveness by transitioning [from utility-sponsored natural gas DSM 
programs] 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?” (Sachs Cmts. at 3.) 

In contrast with this widespread support for continued utility sponsorship of natural gas 

DSM/EE programs, no party demonstrated either the willingness or the ability to fill the gap if 

utilities ceased that role. In particular, no CRNGS expressed an intention of actually delivering 

natural gas DSM/EE programs to Ohio customers and certainly not at the scale required to 
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replace the programming level currently offered. The only competitive retail supplier that 

submitted comments – Interstate Gas Supply (IGS) – did not take a position on the issue. (IGS 

Cmts. at 4.) And in the Cincinnati area, where Duke Energy Ohio does not currently offer DSM 

programs for its natural gas customers, there has not been a robust development of CRNGS-

offered programs. (Enervee Cmts. at 13.)  

Only one party – the Office of the Ohio Consumers’ Counsel (OCC) – publicly opposed 

natural gas DSM programs. This entirely consistent with OCC’s recent positions in natural gas 

docketed proceedings and cannot be considered new or unexpected information. The 

Commission has twice recently rejected OCC’s positions to eliminate natural gas DSM 

programs. 2021 CEOH DSM Order ¶¶ 75-77; 2020 COH DSM Order ¶¶ 50-56. While OCC may 

be entitled to its opinion, its opposition expressed in these workshops does not justify any 

modification of the Commission’s policy. 

II. CONCLUSION 

For the reasons provided in DEO’s initial and reply comments, the Commission should 

continue to support successful, cost-effective, and voluntary natural gas EE programs. 

Dated: May 23, 2022    Respectfully submitted, 
 

/s/ Christopher T. Kennedy   
Christopher T. Kennedy (0075228)  
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kennedy@whitt-sturtevant.com  
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