August 20, 2019
Hon. Connie Graley, Interim Executive Secretary
Public Service Commission of West Virginia
201 Brooks Street, PO Box 812
Charleston, WV 25323-0812
Re: Appalachian Power Company and Wheeling Power Company, Petition for Review of
EE/DR Programs, Approval of New EE/DR Programs, Termination of an Existing
EE/DR Program, Modifications to EE/DR Cost Calculation Methodology and Cost and
Recovery Allocations, and an Increase in EE/DR Rider Rates, Case No. 19-0396-E-P
Dear Ms. Graley:
The Building Performance Association and the American Council for an Energy-Efficient
Economy appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on Case No. 19-0396-E-P and the
value of energy efficiency and demand response (EE/DR) programs, suggested cost
effectiveness testing approaches and responses to a few of the issues raised by the West
Virginia Public Service Commission’s Staff Prepared Direct Testimony.
Background on the Building Performance Association and the American Council for an EnergyEfficient Economy
The Building Performance Association (BPA) is a membership-driven 501(c)(6)
industry association focused on the home and building performance industry - delivering
improved energy efficiency, health, safety, and environmental outcomes. BPA supports home
performance contractors, state and regional organizations, weatherization agencies and
training centers, manufacturers and local non-profits focused on residential and commercial
energy efficiency. BPA was formed through the re-alignment of Efficiency First, Home Energy
Magazine and the Home Performance Coalition and is affiliated with the Building Performance
Institute, Inc. (BPI).
BPA’s members and affiliates provide the “nuts and bolts” of efficiency upgrades to homes and
buildings across Appalachia and the United States. We are proud of the high-quality services
that members and affiliates deliver and the skilled jobs that they create in communities across
West Virginia. We see firsthand every day that West Virginians value the energy efficiency
programs that add new insulation in homes, upgrade lighting in schools, and install new
equipment in manufacturing facilities and help residents and businesses save money on their
utility bills.

The American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) is a nonprofit research
organization that works on programs and policies to promote energy efficiency at the national,
state, and local levels. As one of the country’s leading energy efficiency groups, ACEEE has
active for more than three decades, collecting extensive best-practice information on topics
including energy efficiency programs, efficiency potential, and cost-effectiveness testing.
Energy Efficiency Could Be a Major Job Creator for West Virginia
BPA and ACEEE’s main purpose in filing these comments is to emphasize what we witness in
states across the country: that properly designed and implemented energy efficiency and
demand response (EE/DR) programs save money, create jobs, and benefit all customers. BPA’s
membership and affiliates base their businesses on the proposition that energy efficiency is the
lowest cost, most predictable and most immediate method to reduce energy demand, create
local jobs, provide opportunities for small business entrepreneurs while also providing health
and comfort benefits to consumers and lower utility rates in the long term. ACEEE research has
confirmed this time and again, finding that energy efficiency delivers system-wide benefits and
can lower costs for all customers but especially those most in need. In fact, energy efficiency
can reduce energy bills by more than 25% for low-income and rural residents.
Energy efficiency is also an important tool for creating local jobs, a benefit that is not addressed
or adequately considered in the West Virginia Public Service Commission’s Staff Prepared Direct
Testimony (Staff Testimony). West Virginia’s economy has suffered and will continue to suffer
from a failure to consider the beneficial economic development impacts of EE/DR programs.
BPA and ACEEE urge the commission to value economic development as a “non-energy
impact.” The Staff Testimony lists a number of reasons why other states create and implement
EE/DR programs but Staff Testimony omits any discussion of the policy issue that BPA and
ACEEE believe is one of the most compelling reason why all other states implement EE/DR
programs – that is, because EE/DR programs save money and create jobs.
BPA and ACEEE urge the Commission to consider energy efficiency’s critical role in job creation
in your deliberations in Case No. 19-0396-E-P. Considering that the proposed energy
efficiency/demand response programs have already passed several cost effectiveness screening
tests - should the Commission add economic development and job creation considerations into
its deliberations, the case for approving the proposed EE/DR programs would become even
more compelling. On the other hand, ignoring the cost effectiveness and job creation potential
of EE/DR programs would contribute to missing a vital economic development opportunity that
has also been proven to keep electricity rates low in other states in the long term.
Consider that, according to the September 2018 Energy Efficiency Jobs in America report,
energy efficiency, as a market sector, employed 2.25 million Americans, in whole or in part, in
the design, installation, and manufacture of energy efficiency products and services, and was
the fasting growing jobs sector in energy, accounting for half of the entire energy industry’s job
growth (133,000) in 2017. In other words, nationwide - energy efficiency sits at the top of the
list of job creators in the energy business sector.

However, West Virginia is not fully tapping into this economic engine. According to Energy
Efficiency Jobs in America, West Virginia’s 6,523 energy efficiency jobs are approximately one
third per capita of Virginia’s jobs and approximately half per capita of Ohio’s jobs (See Exhibit
A). In fact, West Virginia is currently ranked 48th in the nation among states in per capita
employment in this critical job creation category (See Exhibit A). The cost of ignoring the
economic development potential of energy efficiency and placing it into a category of “not-tobe-considered non-energy impacts” is enormous.
The September 2018 Energy Efficiency Jobs in America is just one study in growing body of
research that puts energy efficiency at the forefront of job creation across the U.S. For example,
on January 13, 2017, the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) released its 2nd Annual United
States Energy and Employment Report (USEER) providing a comprehensive analysis of 2016
data on energy related U.S. jobs. The 2017 USEER Jobs report indicated that 2.2 million
Americans were employed, in whole or in part, in the design, installation, and manufacture of
energy efficiency products and services in 2016; that more than 133,000 new energy efficiency
jobs were created in the U.S. in 2016; and that U.S. energy efficiency employers projected the
highest job growth rate (9%) in 2017-2018 in all energy sectors surveyed.
Energy Efficiency Delivers Significant Health Gains to West Virginians and Can Deliver More
BPA and ACEEE’s second goal in filing these comments is to emphasize another benefit that is
not addressed or adequately considered in the Staff Testimony: energy efficiency also provides
significant and quantifiable health benefits. First, reducing energy demand in buildings avoids
the need to generate electricity and to build additional power plants, thereby reducing
greenhouse gases and other pollutants emitted through the combustion of fossil fuels. The air
pollution caused by burning fossil fuels damages major organ systems in the human body,
contributing to the leading causes of death in the US: cancer, chronic lung disease, heart
disease, and stroke.1 Deploying energy efficiency can help to mitigate these health harms.
West Virginians could realize significant health benefits from investing in utility energy
efficiency programs as part of a broader energy efficiency strategy. Based on the total dollar
value of health harms avoided from reducing energy consumption 15% in a single year, West
Virginians would see health benefits amount to $184 per person, the greatest health benefits of
any state in the country.2 Total health benefits for west Virginians would amount to up to $337
million in a single year, representing 39 premature deaths avoided each year, preventing
hospital admissions due to respiratory and cardiovascular illnesses, and avoiding restricted
activity and costly lost work days. 3
Second, energy efficiency is an effective tool to create healthier indoor spaces. Leaky windows
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and poor insulation can lead to cold drafts and extreme temperatures in a home during
summer and winter months, which can trigger asthma attacks and exacerbate other respiratory
illnesses. 4 Inefficient and malfunctioning appliances not only waste energy but may also
degrade air quality through incomplete combustion or improper venting. Poorly sealed building
envelopes make it easier for pests and moisture to infiltrate; both can harm respiratory health
through mold growth and the introduction of allergens and disease.5 Targeted energy efficiency
can mitigate all of these risks and make homes healthier, particularly for vulnerable populations
such as low-income communities. Energy efficiency programs have benefited from participating
in energy efficiency programs that have improved the health and lives of West Virginians who
participated in weatherization programs in their communities.6
Third, economic development and business strategies that seek to capture the combined cost
savings and health benefits of energy efficiency are spreading out rapidly across the country. As
the above cited statistics demonstrate, there are real economic measures and consequences
associated with “healthy home” improvements achieved directly and indirectly through EE/DR
programs. Home performance contractors already know that energy efficiency retrofits can
improve indoor environments, air quality and health outcomes, such as asthma, COPD, and
other chronic respiratory conditions. That’s why BPA and ACEEE and their allies are excited
about a terrific new policy tool - the Energy-Plus-Health Playbook released just last month. 7
The Playbook describes how home performance contractors are working with hospitals,
Medicaid providers, housing agencies, insurance companies and other third parties to
“prescribe” home retrofits for better health results. This new research describes how a welldesigned “Energy-Plus-Health program” can unlock new value streams for the energy efficiency
industry. Already, states like Missouri, Maryland, and New York are reforming their rules to
allow for Medicaid payments for in-home assessments leading to home retrofits. These new
“healthy home” Medicaid programs can achieve improved health results for patients while
allowing Medicaid providers to avoid high rehospitalization costs at the same time. The
Playbook describes several EE/DR program models that could easily be adopted or deployed in
West Virginia.
West Virginia Should Approve the Proposed Energy Efficiency/Demand Response Programs
and Continue to Reform and Modernize Its Cost Effectiveness Approach With Stakeholders
BPA and ACEEE support the recommendations put forth in the Direct Testimony of Energy
Efficient West Virginia and the West Virginia Citizen Action Group (EEWV Testimony). The EEWV
Testimony recommends approval of the proposed energy efficiency/demand response
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programs and suggests the development of a stakeholder process to further reform and
modernize cost effectiveness tests in West Virginia. The EEWV Testimony sets forth, inter alia,
four critical arguments that BPA and ACEEE wish to highlight in these comments - #1) the value
proposition of energy efficiency programs:
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The EEWV Testimony later explains in detail how the proposed EE/DR programs are cost
effective as a stand-alone value proposition. There are many states that face declining
consumer demand and/or an over capacity of energy production. Those are critical factors to
consider in cost effectiveness testing. Having said that, the EEWV Testimony sets forth in detail
how each of the proposed EE/DR programs pass the cost-effectiveness testing and evaluation
process previously endorsed and agreed to by the parties to this matter.
The EEWV Testimony also sets forth #2) the appropriate cost effectiveness testing approach and
perhaps more importantly – an ongoing process to continue to work with stakeholders on cost
effectiveness testing reforms, modernizations and improvements:
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BPA and ACEEE support the application of the TRC Test in assessing the state’s efficiency
programs and respectfully request that the Public Service Commission convene a stakeholder
process to ensure the test is balanced and that the important benefits of EE/DR programs are
fully accounted for.
BPA and ACEEE also concur with the EEWV Testimony regarding #3) the necessity of including
all costs and benefits to properly conduct any accounting or cost effectiveness testing
assessment. Even if the Commission chooses to separate out the economic development
benefits of EE/DR from its deliberations, a comprehensive and symmetrical assessment of the
costs and benefits of the proposed EE/DR programs is likely to yield a compelling case for
approval.
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Finally, the EEWV Testimony addresses the impact of EE/DR programs on current and future
utility rates. In the long term, properly designed and implemented energy efficiency and
demand response programs save money and create jobs. EE/DR programs present a value
proposition that over time can and should lower rates for all customers. Our research across
the country finds both systemwide and participant benefits from energy efficiency. Energy
efficiency continues to be one of the lowest cost system resources. 8 ACEEE research shows that
in the 2015 program year, energy efficiency programs cost utilities, on average, about 3.1 cents
per kilowatt-hour nationally, including program costs and performance incentives. 9 Because
investments in energy efficiency reduce total electric load at a low cost, they mitigate reliance
on more expensive utility investments in generation, transmission and distribution resources.
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This reduces costs for all customers in the system by reducing fuel costs and market purchases.
Energy efficiency also delivers a host of other benefits, such as improving grid reliability and
resilience, 10 and avoiding capacity costs, line losses, risks, and reducing costs of existing and
future environmental regulations. 11
Many states have been able to both fund robust EE/RE programs and keep rates, and more
importantly, customer bills, low. BPA and ACEEE agree with the position of EEWV regarding #4)
the potential impact of the proposed EE/DR programs on rates and budgets.
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BPA and ACEEE acknowledge that the short- and long-term impacts of spending on EE/DR
programs is a complicated analysis that exceeds the scope of these comments and perhaps this
individual proceeding. However, the EE/DR programs under review are cost effective as
proposed, meaning that rigorous analysis has confirmed that the benefits of these programs
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outweigh the costs. All stakeholders may benefit from a more in-depth discussion of energy
efficiency’s role in meeting customer demand and keeping costs low across varying time
horizons. However, BPA and ACEEE encourage the Commission to establish a process that
encourages thoughtful discussion and analysis. Therefore, we suggest the Commission approve
the currently proposed EE/DR programs and create a West Virginia stakeholder process to
determine the best approach to valuing energy efficiency as a resource in the future.
Economic development goals and low long-term electricity rates can and should be pursued in
tandem. BPA and ACEEE believe that one underlying policy choice in Case No. 19-0396-E-P is
clear. Scaling back EE/DR programs in West Virginia will mean a missed opportunity for growing
jobs in this critical and emerging industry.
Application of the National Standard Practice Manual Principles Allows for a More Complete
Comparison of the Costs and Benefits of EE/DR Programs
BPA and ACEEE encourage the Commission to consider use of the NSPM framework and its
step-by-step approach as a basis for determining the extent to which and whether the state’s
current cost-effectiveness testing reflects West Virginia’s energy goals and policies. BPA, ACEEE,
and other members of the National Efficiency Screening Project (NESP) would be pleased to
work with a West Virginia stakeholder group and/or relevant state Agencies on cost
effectiveness testing reforms. NESP members could provide technical assistance to a West
Virginia stakeholder group charged with serving the best interests of ratepayers in the state.
National Standard Practice Manual Principles
EE is one of many resources that can be deployed to meet
Efficiency as a
customers’ needs, and therefore should be compared with
Resource
other energy resources (both supply-side and demand-side)
in a consistent and comprehensive manner.
A jurisdiction’s primary cost-effectiveness test should
account for its energy and other applicable policy goals and
objectives. These goals and objectives may be articulated in
Policy Goals
legislation, commission orders, regulations, advisory board
decisions, guidelines, etc., and are often dynamic and
evolving.
Cost-effectiveness practices should account for all relevant,
substantive impacts (as identified based on policy goals,)
even those that are difficult to quantify and monetize.
Hard-to-Quantify
Using best-available information, proxies, alternative
Impacts
thresholds, or qualitative considerations to approximate
hard-to-monetize impacts is preferable to assuming those
costs and benefits do not exist or have no value.
Cost-effectiveness practices should be symmetrical, where
Symmetry
both costs and benefits are included for each relevant type
of impact.

Forward-Looking
Analysis

Transparency

Analysis of the impacts of resource investments should be
forward- looking, capturing the difference between costs
and benefits that would occur over the life of the subject
resources as compared to the costs and benefits that
would occur absent the resource investments.
Cost-effectiveness practices should be completely
transparent, and should fully document all relevant inputs,
assumptions, methodologies, and results.

Application of the NSPM’s principles could help West Virginia stakeholders sort through the
cost effectiveness testing policy choices discussed in BPA’s comments above. For example, in
assessing costs and benefits, one critical principle described in the NSPM is Symmetry. The
National Standard Practice Manual (NSPM) states:
For each type of impact included in a cost-effectiveness test, it is important that both the
costs and the benefits be included in a symmetrical way. Otherwise, the test may be
skewed and provide misleading results.
For starters, this means that all utility system costs (i.e., costs of running efficiency
programs) and all utility system benefits (see Chapter 6 for a more detailed discussion of
the range of utility system benefits) should be included in cost-effectiveness analyses.
In addition, if a jurisdiction’s applicable policy goals dictate that impacts on efficiency
program participants be included in its cost- effectiveness test, then both costs borne by
those participants and benefits received by those participants should be included…
Similarly, if a jurisdiction’s applicable policies dictate that other categories of impacts
should be included in its cost-effectiveness test—whether other fuel, water, low income,
environmental, public health, economic development, and/or other impacts—then all
incremental negative (cost) and positive (benefit) impacts should be captured in the test.
We encourage the Commission to ensure that this principle is reflected in the state’s costeffectiveness testing. The NSPM offers a useful framework for doing so.
NSPM Case Studies and Other State Approaches to Cost Effectiveness Testing
Several states have already begun working through the NSPM process to “test their tests” and
reform or modernize their cost effectiveness testing approaches. One state that has gone
through the NSPM and the “Step 1” process is Arkansas. A “case study” of the Arkansas
approach to the NSPM (along with other state based case studies) is available at the NESP web
site at: https://nationalefficiencyscreening.org/resources/case-studies/. Additional research
and background materials including a State Database of cost effectiveness testing approaches
also appear on the NESP web site. For additional information on the approaches that other
states have adopted on the cost effectiveness testing of their EE/DR programs, please see the
descriptions and details in the NESP State Database.

Conclusion
BPA and ACEEE appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on Case No. 19-0396-E-P and
the value of energy efficiency and demand response (EE/DR) programs. We support the EEWV
Testimony and recommend that the proposed EE/DR programs be approved by the West
Virginia Public Service Commission.
We further support the EEWV recommendation that the Public Service Commission create an
ongoing process to work with stakeholders on cost effectiveness testing reforms,
modernizations and improvements in West Virginia.
Finally, we encourage the Commission to consider use of the NSPM framework to ensure that
the state’s cost-effectiveness test is symmetrical and adequately values the health, economic
development, and job creation benefits of the EE/DR programs being considered in this Case.
Please feel free to contact us via email should you have any questions about the research
and policy information described in these comments.

Respectfully Submitted,

J. Joseph Cullen
Director of Policy and State Outreach
Building Performance Association
jcullen@building-performance.org
www.building-performance.org

Annie Gilleo
Senior Manager, State Policy
American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy
agilleo@aceee.org
https://aceee.org

Exhibit A
US Energy Efficiency (EE) Jobs Per Capita
State

Gross EE
Jobs

Population

EE Jobs Per
Capita

Per Capita
Rank

Gross Jobs
Rank

D.C.
VT
DE
WY
MA
RI
MD
WI
OR
UT
CT
VA
WA
NH
MI
SD
NC
IN
MN
MT
CA
TN
OH
IL
ND
NE
MO
IO
ME
AL
AK
AZ
NY
SC
CO

12,359
10,939
12,372
7,382
84,556
12,588
68,981
62,299
41,958
31,077
34,743
76,621
62,519
11,336
84,052
7,313
84,020
53,963
44,859
8,384
310,433
51,629
79,653
86,916
5,128
13,024
40,166
19,694
8,312
29,949
4,497
41,886
117,339
29,286
32,036

693,972
623,657
961,939
579,315
6,859,819
1,059,639
6,052,177
5,795,483
4,142,776
3,101,833
3,588,184
8,470,020
7,405,743
1,342,795
9,962,311
869,666
10,273,419
6,666,818
5,576,606
1,050,493
39,536,653
6,715,984
11,658,609
12,802,023
755,393
1,920,076
6,113,532
3,145,711
1,335,907
4,874,747
739,795
7,016,270
19,849,399
5,024,369
5,607,154

0.0178
0.0175
0.0129
0.0127
0.0123
0.0119
0.0114
0.0107
0.0101
0.0100
0.0097
0.0090
0.0084
0.0084
0.0084
0.0084
0.0082
0.0081
0.0080
0.0080
0.0079
0.0077
0.0068
0.0068
0.0068
0.0068
0.0066
0.0063
0.0062
0.0061
0.0061
0.0060
0.0059
0.0058
0.0057

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35

38
40
37
45
6
36
11
14
19
25
22
10
13
39
7
46
8
16
18
42
1
17
9
5
49
35
21
30
43
26
51
20
3
27
24

KS
GA
KY
TX
FL
PA
MS
AR
ID
LA
HI

16,628
59,065
24,579
154,565
112,620
65,288
15,055
14,782
8,227
20,839
5,496

2,913,123
10,429,379
4,454,189
28,304,596
20,984,400
12,805,537
2,984,100
3,004,279
1,716,943
4,684,333
1,427,538

0.0057
0.0057
0.0055
0.0055
0.0054
0.0051
0.0050
0.0049
0.0048
0.0044
0.0038

36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

31
15
28
2
4
12
32
33
44
29
48

NJ

33,815

9,005,644

0.0038

47

23

WV
NV
OK
NM

6,523
10,316
13,403
5,053

1,815,857
2,998,039
3,930,864
2,088,070

0.0036
0.0034
0.0034
0.0024

48
49
50
51

47
41
34
50

Sources: Energy Efficiency Jobs in America published September 2018. Population numbers are US Census
estimations for 2017

