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1.0 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

West Virginia has a critical opportunity to lower customers’ electricity bills and create 

thousands of jobs by requiring increased investment in energy efficiency from its electric 

companies. Right now one company, FirstEnergy, is proposing to unnecessarily charge West 

Virginia customers more than $1 billion to buy coal-fired power plants from a subsidiary, while 

another, American Electric Power, has proposed merging its two utilities in the state into 

Appalachian Power Company (APCo) and continued reliance on expensive coal capacity for the 

next 15 years. Instead, these electric companies could save customers money and create new 

jobs by investing in energy savings programs that would avoid the need to charge homes and 

businesses in West Virginia hundreds of millions of dollars. This report demonstrates that West 

Virginia is falling behind states like Ohio and Virginia in investing in technology to decrease 

wasteful energy practices. The analysis in this report also shows there is tremendous room for 

improvement in how the state’s electric utilities deliver energy efficiency services to their 

customers.  

When examining studies of the potential for reducing energy waste and the 

accomplishments of leading states in the Mid-Atlantic, it is clear that FirstEnergy and ApCo 

should be achieving far more cost effective energy savings than they are currently planning in 

West Virginia. By 2016, ApCo and FirstEnergy could reduce consumption nearly three times 

more than they currently plan through energy efficiency programs.1 Table 1 below compares 

the companies’ planned savings over this time period with the achievable potential. Savings are 

expressed in annual MWh, the amount of energy saved annually from the cumulative effect of 

efficiency programs through 2016. Figure 1 below shows the effect of both the planned and 

additional potential efficiency savings on the two companies’ load forecasts.2 While the planned 

savings slow the growth rate in load, the additional savings potential could actually reverse 

projected load growth. 

 

Table 1 - ApCo and FirstEnergy Planned Savings and Additional Achievable Potential 

 

                                                      
1 Assumes ApCo will continue to administer energy efficiency programs at an annual level of savings and spending 

equal to their 2013 program plan year. 
2 We have not reviewed or critiqued the companies’ published load forecasts, nor have we made any determination 

regarding their reliability or appropriateness. For purposes of this report, we simply use the companies’ load 

forecasts as the basis for our analyses, without explicitly accepting or rejecting the forecast or the methods and 

assumptions used to generate it.  

2013-2016 Cumulative MWh

Planned 

Savings

Additional 

Potential

Total Savings 

Potential

ApCo 353,000             506,000              859,000           

FirstEnergy 60,000               456,000              516,000           

Total 413,000        962,000         1,375,000    
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Figure 1 – Effect of Additional Efficiency Potential on Total Load Forecast 

 

Realizing the total potential noted in Table 1 would save customers a total of $800 million 

over the life of the efficiency investments, $550 million more than with the companies’ plans. It 

would require an additional utility investment of $300 million, approximately 3% of total utility 

revenue, yet this would create over 19,500 jobs. These savings are the least cost energy resource 

for West Virginia, about half the cost of the energy from the coal plant purchase proposed by 

FirstEnergy.  

These savings are readily achievable. FirstEnergy and American Electric Power are already 

investing in robust energy efficiency programs in Ohio; they should be offering such programs 

in West Virginia. The companies have the expertise to deliver better energy efficiency services 

for West Virginia customers, but to date they have not done so.  

The conclusions of this report echo those in a draft report prepared by Calvin Kent, et. al, at 

the Marshall University Center for Business and Economic Research, as part of West Virginia’s 
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own state energy planning process.3 That report also found that West Virginia customers could 

save hundreds of millions of dollars and avoid costly charges for unnecessary coal plants 

through efficiency. All that is needed is for utility regulators in West Virginia to require 

FirstEnergy and American Electric Power to ramp up their energy efficiency investments using 

existing and proven technology that can cut their customers’ energy costs and create new job 

opportunities in the state. 

                                                      
3 Available at: http://www.wvcommerce.org/App_Media/assets/doc/energy/EOD_Recommendations_-

_Energy_Efficiency.pdf. Accessed: October 15, 2012. 
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2.0 - INTRODUCTION 

Energy efficiency is emerging as one of the most cost-effective approaches to meet energy 

demand, lower customer bills, and spur local job growth. What was once a developing idea is 

now a thriving industry in utility jurisdictions in nearly all 50 states. Energy efficiency 

programs saved customers in the U.S. and Canada over 124 million MWh of electricity and 1.3 

billion therms of natural gas in 2010.4 This is equivalent to the electricity output of nearly 20 

large power plants and more than half of West Virginia’s annual natural gas production. 

West Virginia in particular has tremendous potential for energy efficiency that would create 

jobs and significantly lower customers’ utility bills. Unfortunately, these savings are almost 

entirely untapped. West Virginia is one of the states lagging the farthest behind in terms of 

implementing energy efficiency. In fact, in its 2012 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard, the 

American Council for an Energy-Efficiency Economy (ACEEE) ranked West Virginia 49th out of 

all 50 states and the District of Columbia based on its performance in capturing energy 

efficiency of all types.5 

This paper demonstrates the enormous energy efficiency potential in West Virginia and 

discusses the benefits of realizing that potential. It examines the positive effects on local 

economies and energy costs when energy efficiency is implemented and draws conclusions 

about what it could mean for the state to capture those benefits. Lastly, it examines the current 

status of energy efficiency programs in West Virginia, and explains how those programs fall far 

short of achieving extant energy efficiency potential, and fail to deliver all the benefits in terms 

of customer savings and local economic growth. Indeed, the same electrical providers that serve 

West Virginia are already operating energy efficiency programs in other states that provide 

significantly greater energy efficiency benefits than their programs in West Virginia.  

The discussion in this paper focuses on Appalachian Power Company (APCo, a division of 

American Electric Power) and FirstEnergy, the two largest utilities in the state. Qualitatively, 

the assertions and conclusion we present in this report also apply to other West Virginia utilities 

and their customers. 

                                                      
4 Wallace, Patrick, and Hilary J. Foster. “State of the Efficiency Program Industry: Budgets, Expenditures, and 

Impacts 2011. CEE, 2012. http://www.cee1.org/files/2011%20CEE%20Annual%20Industry%20Report.pdf 
5 Foster, Ben, et. al. “The 2012 State Energy Efficiency Scorecard.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient 

Economy, October 2012. 



 
 

Optimal Energy, Inc.  5 

3.0 - WEST VIRGINIA HAS ENORMOUS ENERGY EFFICIENCY POTENTIAL 

Studies indicate that there is far more energy efficiency potential available than is currently 

being captured or even targeted by the current crop of investor-owned utilities’ programs in 

West Virginia. Based on a review of energy efficiency potential studies for West Virginia and 

other states with the most similar climatic, geographic, and market conditions to West Virginia, 

the analysis presented below indicates that West Virginia has an annual achievable cost-

effective efficiency potential of approximately 1.2% of annual electricity sales, compared to the 

savings of just 0.35% currently planned by Appalachian Power Company and FirstEnergy. 

3.1 - UTILITY STUDIES IDENTIFY AVAILABLE POTENTIAL 

Appalachian Power Company’s own study confirms that there is significant energy 

efficiency potential in their West Virginia service territory.6 The study, completed by Summit 

Blue, looks at the amount of potential that can be achieved given certain assumptions about 

technical and economic feasibility, market characteristics, and customer acceptance of energy 

efficiency. The study suggests that an achievable efficiency target of approximately 20% of total 

energy sales can be captured in the utility’s territory over the next 20 years, or approximately 

1% each year. 

Table 2 - Summit Blue APCo Potential Study Results 

 

To put the Summit Blue Appalachian Power Co. potential study into context, we reviewed 

six additional potential studies of energy efficiency in nearby states: see Table 3. These studies 

were performed by a variety of organizations, including consulting and engineering firms and 

state regulatory agencies.7 Also included in Table 3 is the available potential determined by 

Optimal in this report, as explained more fully below.  

                                                      
6 Gunn, Randy and Mark Thornsjo. “Appalachian Power Co – West Virginia; 2009-2028 DSM Potential Study.” 

Summit Blue Consulting, LLC, November 12, 2009. 
7 See section 8.1 for bibliography of reviewed potential studies. 

Total Annual Achievable 

Energy Savings by Sector

Residential

Commercial & 

Industrial

West Virginia - APCo 2009 2009-2028 20 1.0% 0.9% 1.1%

West Virginia - APCo Potential Study Results

State

Study 

Year

Study 

Period

Analysis 

Period 

(Years)

Annual 

Achievable 

Cost Effective 

Potential
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Table 3 - Other Potential Study Results 

 

After reviewing these studies we developed our own estimate of energy efficiency potential 

in West Virginia. We reviewed the methodologies of each study to identify those that: 

 Relied on similar analytical methodologies, primarily by developing 

potential from individual efficiency measures 

 Contained the fewest limiting assumptions that would result in an under-

estimate of achievable potential 

 Had the most similar climatic, geographic, and market conditions to West 

Virginia 

Ultimately, we selected the studies from Virginia and Tennessee as the basis for an 

alternative estimate of potential. These two studies maximized the aforementioned criteria such 

that they presented the most reasonable assessment of potential in nearby states with similar 

climates. See the table at the end of the report for a summary of our review of the studies and 

the factors involved in selecting these states. To arrive at our 1.2% per year achievable potential 

estimate, we first calculated the average annual potential implied by each study by dividing the 

total potential estimates by the study period to yield an annualized savings estimate that can be 

compared across studies with different time horizons. Table 3 shows these values. The 

annualized potential estimates from the Virginia and Tennessee studies were then averaged to 

generate the 1.2% per year achievable potential estimate. 

It is important to note that we believe the 1.2% annual efficiency potential estimate is 

conservative, or more likely to under-estimate rather than over-estimate the true potential in 

West Virginia, for the following reasons. 

Total Annual Achievable Energy Savings 

by Sector

Residential Commercial Industrial

Optimal Energy Estimate N/A 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0%

Virginia 2008 2008-2025 18 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 1.0%

Tennessee 2011 2009-2030 21 0.9% 0.9% 1.1% 0.9%

Kentucky 2012 2010-2030 21 0.9% 1.4% 1.3% 0.6%

North Carolina 2006 2007-2017 11 1.3% 1.5% 1.1% 1.1%

Maryland 2008 2008-2025 18 1.6% 1.7% 1.9% 0.0%

Arkansas 2009 2008-2017 10 0.4% 0.4% 0.3% 0.4%

State Study Year

Study 

Period

Analysis 

Period 

(Years)

Annual 

Achievable 

Cost Effective 

Potential

Energy Efficiency Potential Studies Review & Analysis
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 Most studies of energy efficiency potential consider only one or two early 

retirement (or “retrofit”) measures or omit this market entirely.8 

 Most studies of achievable potential place restrictions on incentive 

assumptions, such as limiting incentives to 50% of the measure cost. This 

artificially limits the potential by constraining program participation based 

on initial measure costs, rather than the total financial picture to the program 

administrator and the customer. 

 Studies sometimes assume a relatively slow increase in program activity over 

time, when there may be significant savings to be captured in initial program 

years through early retirement programs. Some studies that have looked at 

early retirement retrofit options have identified as much as 60% additional 

potential savings in early program years. 

The table in Section 8.0 shows all of the studies and how these different assumptions factor 

into their methodologies. It is important to note that while the West Virginia potential study 

was not included in our review for determining the average potential estimate, the study itself 

was reviewed. We found it to contain many of the same limiting assumptions as the other 

studies, including limited consideration of early retirement retrofit measures, limited incentive 

levels, and rigid assumptions about individual measure cost-effectiveness criteria.  

West Virginia has a very high percentage of manufactured housing and energy intensive 

industries. Combined with a history of low retail electricity prices and an absence of concerted 

energy efficiency efforts, this implies that there is a lot of ‘low-hanging fruit’ available, 

corresponding to even higher estimates of achievable potential.9 Overall, we have no reason to 

believe that the achievable potential for energy efficiency is West Virginia is radically different 

from that in other states, nor that the Summit Blue or other potential studies are over-estimates. 

3.2 - EFFICIENCY POTENTIAL IS CORROBORATED BY PROGRAM RESULTS IN 
OTHER STATES 

Impacts of energy efficiency programs run by investor-owned utilities, municipal utilities, 

and third party administrators in other states demonstrate that the level of savings outlined in 

this report is achievable for West Virginia. According to the 2012 ACEEE Energy Efficiency 

                                                      
8 Early retirement or “retrofit” refers to replacing a functioning piece of equipment before the end of its useful life in 

exchange for a more efficient unit, primarily for the benefit of lower energy consumption. This can range from 

changing a working lighting fixture to a more efficient technology to replacing a functioning but inefficient 10-

year old air conditioning unit in order to reduce electricity consumption. Excluding such measures from a 

potential study will therefore underestimate efficiency opportunities. In fact, actual efficiency program practice 

has shown that the retrofit market is an important contributor to program activity. 
9 West Virginia’s specific characteristics and market conditions do present some challenges to energy efficiency. It 

has a very high portion of low-income residents and one of the lowest gross state products in the country. The 

ability of consumers to invest in higher-efficiency equipment, which typically has higher up-front costs, could be 

affected by these conditions. However, while this might imply lower estimates of achievable potential, these 

challenges can be overcome by programs specifically designed to address them, such as higher incentive levels, 

easy on-bill financing, and initiatives to reduce the cost of high-efficiency equipment at the wholesale level. 
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Scorecard, 9 states achieved savings of over 1% of annual retail electricity sales.10 These states, 

which include Minnesota, Massachusetts, Nevada, and Hawaii, vary greatly in terms of their 

climates and economies. The top performing states, Vermont and California, achieved 2.3% and 

1.8% of sales respectively. The success of these diverse states suggests that there is far more 

achievable energy efficiency potential in West Virginia than is currently being achieved or 

proposed. 

                                                      
10 The most recent year for which audited data are available is 2010. 
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4.0 - ENERGY EFFICIENCY SAVES MONEY AND CREATES JOBS 

Energy efficiency is the least-cost resource available to meet electricity needs in West 

Virginia and is the quickest to deploy to effect near-term impacts. Increasing fuel and 

environmental retrofit costs and electricity prices are felt by consumers and strain household 

budgets. Investing in energy efficiency is a way to directly reduce rate payers’ energy bills 

without forcing decisions about when and how to use energy or whether to spend limited 

budgets on other household or business needs entirely. Energy efficiency resources are not only 

important to consumers and electric reliability in West Virginia, but they also can be vital to the 

economy. Investing in efficiency creates new “green collar” jobs in fields such as construction, 

installation, and technology development. 

All of the states labeled as top performers have enacted policies and programs that 

effectively tap into their energy efficiency resources. Program results from these states show 

that energy efficiency represents an immediate low-cost, low-risk strategy to help meet the 

state’s future electricity needs. The full utilization of this resource can delay the need for 

expensive new supply in the form of generation and transmission investments, which helps 

keep energy costs affordable for customers. This savings in turn frees up energy dollars to be 

spent on other resources that expand the state’s economy. Additionally, a greater share of the 

investment in energy efficiency typically goes to local implementation contractors and vendors 

than with conventional electricity resources, where a higher proportion of the money spent 

flows out of state to equipment manufacturers and fuel suppliers. As a result, investment in 

efficiency resources can create a net increase in jobs.  

4.1 - ENERGY EFFICIENCY LOWERS CUSTOMERS BILLS 

The issue of how efficiency programs affect customer rates is commonly debated when 

assessing policy options for promoting demand-side management. This debate misses the 

critical point that investing in energy efficiency lowers customer bills. The cost of the investment 

in energy efficiency upgrades will pay for itself in bill savings, and in most cases several times 

over. 

Critics will argue that utility investments in energy efficiency will raise rates, but customers 

pay bills, not rates. Concerns that only participants will save money fail to acknowledge the 

relative scale of rate and bill tradeoffs and the ability for all customers to become participants. 

One of the key characteristics of a well-designed portfolio is that it provides opportunities for all 

customers to participate in a program or initiative in at least a modest way. For example, 

programs should include inexpensive lighting and water-saving measures to lower barriers to 

participation. In contrast, a residential program with a $200 in-home audit “hurdle” for 

participation will prevent lower-income or budget-constrained customers from participating. 

While encouraging wide-spread participation to minimize distributional effects from a program 

is important, it is also important to restate that cost-effective efficiency programs reduce total 

bills across all customers, even if rates increase slightly. For those concerned with the economic 

impact of utility investments, this should be a primary consideration; efficiency saves money for 

the utility’s customers. 
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Customers who choose not to reduce consumption (whether through program participation 

or without utility assistance) also benefit from system-wide efficiency investments, particularly 

those that reduce the demand for energy during the periods of highest total use. On hot 

summer days and cold winter mornings, high energy demand drives up electricity market 

prices. If utilities can help some of their customers use less energy during these times, their total 

costs are reduced and these savings can lower rates for all customers. 

4.2 - ENERGY EFFICIENCY IS THE LEAST-COST RESOURCE AVAILABLE TO 
UTILITIES 

Regulated utilities are tasked with providing sufficient, reliable power for the lowest 

reasonable cost. To do this, they must balance a portfolio of generation resources and/or power 

supply contracts to ensure they can meet their customers’ energy needs at all times. Energy 

efficiency is the cheapest resource that utilities can “build” and deploy to meet energy needs.  

In making decisions about generation options, one important metric that utilities consider is 

the levelized cost of a unit of energy. Usually expressed in dollars per kilowatt-hour ($/kWh), 

this represents the total cost of generating energy (i.e., construction of the facility, interest costs 

from financing the construction, fuel to run the plant, and operation and maintenance costs) 

divided by the total amount of energy it can generate. Efficiency investments can also be priced 

by their levelized cost, which is simply the cost of an efficiency upgrade plus any relevant 

operations and maintenance cost divided by the lifetime savings from the measure.  

Compared to supply-side generation resources, energy efficiency is inexpensive. Table 4 

reports levelized costs from the three potential studies reviewed for this analysis that included 

these costs. Reported costs range from 1.7 to 4 cents per kWh ($0.017 to $0.04/kWh). These 

numbers accord with national averages and are comparable to costs we have observed in work 

in other jurisdictions in the region. According to the Energy Information Administration, costs 

for new generation significantly exceed those for energy efficiency: new gas and coal-fired 

generation ranges from a low of about 5.5 cents per kWh for advanced combined cycle (natural 

gas) plants to about 10 cents per kWh for conventional coal plants.11 Furthermore, these cost 

estimates do not include any value or penalty to mitigate for negative environmental impacts 

related to each technology (e.g., pollutant control, climate-change impacts, land-use impacts 

from natural gas extraction and coal mining, etc.). Efficiency is clearly far less expensive than 

the alternatives. 

Energy efficiency is even cheaper than most existing generation. FirstEnergy has recently 

proposed spending over $1 billion to purchase an additional 1,660 MW of coal plant capacity12. 

                                                      
11 Energy Information Administration. Annual Energy Outlook 2012. 

www.eia.gov/oiaf/aeo/electricity_generation.htm. Carbon capture and sequestration coal-fired plants are far more 

expensive still. 
12 “2011 ENEC Filing of Monongahela Power Company and The Potomac Edison Company.” Case No. 11-1274-E-P. 

September 1, 2011. 
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FirstEnergy estimates that the levelized cost of electricity from these plants will be about 7.4 

cents per kWh, twice that of efficiency.13 

Table 4 - Levelized Cost of Energy Efficiency 

  

4.3 - ENERGY EFFICIENCY PROTECTS CONSUMERS FROM FUEL PRICE 
VOLATILITY 

According to testimony delivered to the Public Service Commission of West Virginia by 

representatives from both Appalachian Power Company and FirstEnergy, domestic coal costs 

are projected to rise significantly over the next several years. While the precise coal position of 

the companies is confidential information, the expected price increase in West Virginia by 2013 

is as much as 35% over 2009 prices.14 Fuel costs can represent 25% of the total cost of electricity 

from coal plants; fuel price increases are ultimately recovered through rate increases.15 The only 

way for customers to mitigate these increases is to reduce their consumption: although West 

Virginia utilities cannot control the market price of coal, they can provide their customers with 

strategies and programs that mitigate their exposure to fuel price increases.  

Energy efficiency is thus of critical importance. Fuel prices for energy generation can rise, 

resulting in increased electric costs for ratepayers, but savings from efficiency investments are 

locked in. The greater the percentage of load met with efficiency, the less effect fuel price 

increases will have on consumers. Even if fuel prices decrease substantially, efficiency is still a 

good investment. 

Energy efficiency can cost much less than rate increases due to fuel prices. Rate increases 

from efficiency investments, even in states where utilities have spent hundreds of millions on 

energy efficiency programs, are less than a few percent over several years. Conversely, 

Appalachian Power Company’s residential rates increased by 26% from 2009 to 2011.16 

  

                                                      
13 http://www.statejournal.com/story/19451296/firstenergy-keep-rates-the-same-use-extra-to-buy-coal-plants, 

accessed 8 October 2012. 
14 “Petition for Approval of a Generation Resource Transaction and Related Relief.” Case No. 12-1571-E-PC, 

November 16, 2012; “2012 ENEC Filing of the Monongahela Power Company and Potomac Edison.” Case No. 12-

1238-E-P. August 31. 2012.  
15 “Estimated Levelized Cost of New Generating Technologies in 2016.” Energy Information Administration. Annual 

Energy Outlook 2012. Report Number: DOE/EIA-0383(2012). 
16 ENEC Filings of Appalachian Power Company and Wheeling Power Company. Case No. 10-0261 and Case No. 

09-0177. 

Levelized $/kWh 

Potential Study Estimates

Sector Maryland Virginia Kentucky

Res $0.039 $0.036 $0.040

Com $0.020 $0.018 $0.017

Ind N/A $0.020 $0.023
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4.4 - ENERGY EFFICIENCY CREATES JOBS 

Investments in energy efficiency create jobs directly through the implementation of 

efficiency upgrades to buildings and equipment and indirectly through subsequent spending of 

both job income and bill savings from reduced energy consumption. Achieving the potential 

energy savings identified above could create over 19,500 jobs in West Virginia.17 

 

Job creation effects from efficiency spending have been studied in other states. Although the 

exact findings and methodologies vary, the conclusion is uniform: investments in efficiency 

create jobs while lowering bills. In 2011, Optimal Energy completed its own study of the 

economic and job impacts of efficiency spending in the state of Vermont. The study used the PI+ 

model developed by REMI (Regional Economic Models Inc.) to estimate the economic impacts 

of Vermont’s EE programs. Results of the study suggest that every $1 million investment in 

energy efficiency creates 43 net jobs.  

 

Optimal chose to use the REMI model for the Vermont analysis because it is a dynamic 

model that accounts for changes that occur in the economic system overtime given a new 

stimulus activity. In comparison, static models used in some studies do not take temporal 

changes or feedback from the local economy into account when calculating impacts. Dynamic 

models attempt to provide more accurate results by accounting for changes that that occur in 

the local economy. A similar study using a dynamic model, completed by Howland et al. (2009) 

for New England, yielded similar results.18 It found that a $1 million investment in electric 

energy efficiency would create 46 net jobs. Although the inputs used in the Optimal Vermont 

study and Howland et al. study were regionally specific to New England, another study using 

the REMI model to assess job impacts in Wisconsin concluded that between 75 and 250 net jobs 

would be created from every $1 million investment in electric energy efficiency. These results 

suggest that our estimates may be conservative. To determine the economic impact of 

additional investment in energy efficiency in West Virginia, we used the average number of net 

jobs from the three studies mentioned, taking the low end of the range from the Wisconsin 

study. We then multiply the result (54.7 jobs per $1 million) by the total estimated cost to 

achieve the potential (Table 10, below). This results in approximately 4,400 jobs from the 

estimated program investment in 2013 and nearly 5,100 jobs from the investment each year 

from 2014 through 2016.  

 

                                                      
17 A job is defined as the equivalent of one full-time employee for one year. For instance, 6 jobs could represent 1 job 

over a 6 year period, 2 jobs for 3 years, or any such combination of jobs and duration that equal 6. Net jobs are the 

additional jobs created from investment in energy efficiency over and above the number of jobs created in a 

“business as usual” scenario. 
18 Howland, Jamie, D. Murrow, L Petraglia, T. Comings. 2009. Energy Efficiency: Engine of Economic Growth. Prepared 

for Environment Northeast, October. 

http://www.env-ne.org/public/resources/pdf/ENE_EnergyEfficiencyEngineofEconomicGrowth_FINAL.pdf 
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5.0 - CURRENT WEST VIRGINIA EFFICIENCY PROGRAMS FAIL TO ACHIEVE 
POTENTIAL 

There is enormous room for improvement in the delivery of energy efficiency in West 

Virginia. Numerous studies demonstrate that there is significant energy efficiency potential 

available in West Virginia, and the West Virginia utilities are failing to implement programs to 

achieve it. We determine that nearly 1.4 million MWh in potential savings could be achieved in 

West Virginia by 2016 through more ambitious energy efficiency programs, far more than that 

the 400,000 MWh planned by FirstEnergy and ApCo.19 Such programs would deliver nearly 

$800 million in customer savings while costing only $360 million. 

The two large investor-owned utilities in West Virginia have recently begun implementing 

energy efficiency programs but they are falling significantly short of what could be achieved 

and the benefits that could be delivered to West Virginia consumers. Appalachian Power 

Company began offering programs in 2011; FirstEnergy began this year. The following section 

outlines the current program offerings that the companies are offering or planning to offer and 

reports recent program results.  

 The companies have already demonstrated that their programs fall short of even their own 

modest internal goals: Appalachian Power Co. programs only achieved 44% of their savings 

goal, which was already quite low in comparison to the estimated total potential in West 

Virginia.20 This represents significant lost bill savings that will not be realized by customers and 

a lost opportunity to invest in the economy of West Virginia and create jobs.  

5.1 - PLANNED PROGRAMS 

5.1.1. - Appalachian Power Company 

Appalachian Power Company currently runs five efficiency programs: residential lighting, 

home energy audit and retrofit, low-income weatherization, and commercial direct install.  

Residential SMART Lighting  

This program provides mark-down incentives to retailers for the sale of CFLs. The goal of 

the program is to reduce the retail price to between $1 and $5 per lamp (varying by CFL type) in 

an effort to drive residential customers to replace incandescent lighting with high efficiency 

CFLs. Discounts are offered to Appalachian Power Company and Wheeling Power Company 

residential customers in West Virginia at the point of purchase with an instant markdown at the 

register. Hardware stores and other independently owned stores require customers to fill out a 

coupon before receiving the discount at the register.  

                                                      
19 Assuming ApCo continues to pursue efficiency at levels equal to their 2012 plan. 
20 Value is based on a comparison of 2011 impact evaluations completed by ADM Associates, Inc. to expected energy 

savings outlined in the Appalachian and Wheeling Power Companies Energy Efficiency/Demand Response 

Program Portfolio Report (2010 ENEC Filing of Appalachian and Wheeling Power Companies Case No. 10-0261).  
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Residential HomeSMART Retrofit  

This program provides comprehensive efficiency upgrades for existing residential homes. 

The program identifies energy saving opportunities through three levels of home energy audits:  

 On Line Energy Check Up: A web-based self-service assessment tool 

through which customers answer basic questions about their homes and how 

they use energy in them. Upon completion of the assessment, the customer is 

mailed a kit of energy efficient measures. The kit includes CFLs, LED 

nightlights, faucet aerators and low-flow shower heads, pipe wrap for hot 

water pipes, thermometers for refrigerators/freezers and hot water heaters, 

and a brush for cleaning refrigerator heat exchanger coils. 

 In Home Assessment: A walk-through on-site audit administered by a 

trained professional auditor. The purpose of the assessment is to identify 

energy savings opportunities, to install basic low-cost measures, and to make 

customers aware of other programs offered by the Companies. Customers are 

strongly encouraged to have the auditor install all measures in the kit. The 

customer is able to keep the measures that are not installed by the auditor for 

future use. The assessment also includes the auditor recommending 

structural, appliance, and lifestyle changes. Rebates are available for 

completing some of the structural and appliance energy savings 

recommendations.  

 Contractor Audit: The Contractor audit is a comprehensive audit that 

involves diagnostic testing to determine how air-tight the participant’s home 

is. There is a cost to participate in this audit, based on the current market 

price. The information provided by the test gives participants insight into 

improvements that can generate substantial savings over time in their home.  

Low-Income Weatherization Program 

This program enhances the existing low-income weatherization assistance program (WAP) 

by expanding comprehensive weatherization services to low-income customers who heat their 

homes primarily with electricity. For non-electric heating customers, the program supports a 

reduced set of services. Regardless, only measures that impact the consumption of electricity are 

allowed; for instance, water heating conservation measures such as pipe insulation, tank wraps 

and low-flow shower heads are only included if there is an electric water heater.  

 The program pays 50% to 100% of the material costs for heating and thermal 

measures, such as insulation and air sealing, depending on the heating fuel 

type and whether or not the cost of repair is greater than two-thirds the cost a 

replacement  

 In electrically heated and non-electrically heated homes the program pays 

100% for electric base load measures including:  

- Energy Star refrigerator (where determined to meet specified energy savings) 

- CFLs on any lights running over 2 hours each day 

- Low-flow shower heads 
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- Water pipe insulation 

- Water heater tank insulation 

All homes served receive energy education related to the measures installed and other 

means of conserving electricity in their homes. 

For qualified customers the program also provides: 

 Electrical upgrades to service entrances and panel boxes and replacement of 

knob-and-tube wiring 

 Replacement of inefficient space-heating equipment with a high-efficiency 

heat pump system  

Commercial & Industrial Prescriptive Program 

This program is designed to generate energy savings for all commercial and industrial 

customers through the use of high efficiency lighting, HVAC, and motors. Customers receive 

rebates for the installation or use of approved energy efficiency equipment. Incentive amounts 

are calculated on a per fixture basis for lighting measures and per ton basis for HVAC 

measures. 

5.1.2. - Planned FirstEnergy Efficiency Programs 

FirstEnergy has recently implemented two energy efficiency programs, the Residential Low-

Income program and the Non-Residential High-Efficiency Lighting program. These programs 

were scheduled to begin in Q1 of 2012 and have not yet recorded any verifiable results. The 

program plans to save over 67,500 MWh through 2016. 

Residential Low Income Program 

The Residential Low-Income Program consists of a home check-up energy audit together 

with no-cost installation of energy efficiency measures, including CFLs in primary use lighting 

(with potential transition to LED lighting in the future), up to three faucet aerators and one low-

flow showerhead. The program also provides information and educational materials concerning 

energy savings techniques. For qualified customers, including those who do not accept the 

audit, FirstEnergy will make available energy efficiency kits containing similar energy-saving 

devices and measures. In addition, qualifying customers will be eligible for the free replacement 

of their existing refrigerator with a like-sized Energy Star refrigerator if the existing refrigerator 

is ten years old or older or is otherwise determined to be inefficient. If the customer also has an 

older, inefficient freezer in use, the customer can choose to replace both the existing refrigerator 

and freezer with a single, larger and more efficient refrigerator. 

Non-Residential High-Efficiency Lighting Program  

The Non-Residential High Efficiency Lighting Program provides customer incentives for the 

implementation of an initial set of high efficiency lighting measures, specifically including: high 

efficiency fluorescent lighting including T8s, CFLs (screw-base and hardwired), LED lighting 

including Exit Signs, and LED Signals (Traffic and Pedestrian). The incentives are intended to 

reduce the capital cost of selected lighting equipment. The Program is available to commercial, 
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industrial, and government customers of FirstEnergy, subject to budget limitations and energy 

and demand target reduction levels. 

5.2 - PLANNED & REALIZED PROGRAM SAVINGS 

When it comes to efficiency, the major investor-owned utilities in West Virginia are aiming 

low and achieving even less. Table 5 shows the savings goals for the Appalachian Power 

Company and FirstEnergy energy efficiency plans. Note that the goals for FirstEnergy programs 

have been approved by the Public Utilities Commission; those for Appalachian Power 

Company goals have not. Regardless, both companies’ planned savings fall far short of our 

estimated 1.2% per year achievable potential. Table 7, below, demonstrates that this could reach 

an additional 250,000 MWh each year, for a total of 1.4 million MWh by 2016. 

Table 5 - West Virginia Program Plans Savings by Year 

 

Table 6 summarizes the verified results of Appalachian Power Company’s programs for the 

2011 program year.21  

                                                      
21 Verified results are not yet available for the low-income weatherization program (administered by the Governor’s 

Office of Economic Opportunity Weatherization Assistance Program) or the Water Heater Pilot Program. Those 

two programs are not included in the 2011 program results, but account for less than 2% of the planned savings. 

FirstEnergy did not deliver any programs in 2011. 

Appalachian Power Co. and FirstEnergy EE Program Plan Savings (MWh)

Appalachian Power Co. 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

SMARTLighting 9,979               19,958          29,937       

HomeSMART Retrofit 5,397               8,095             10,793       

Low-Income Weatherization 597                  797                797             

Heat Pump Water Heater - Pilot 82                    165                165             

C&I Prescriptive 34,868            40,680          46,491       

Total 50,923           69,695         88,183      

FirstEnergy 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Low Income 853                971             1,040                 1,229             1,320             

Non-Res HE Lighting 7,170             8,498          10,903              14,921           20,632           

Total 8,023            9,469         11,943             16,150          21,952          
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Table 6 - West Virginia Program Results 

 

Appalachian Power Company’s programs have fallen well short of the goals set for the first 

program year, 2011. The SMARTLighting Program was successful in surpassing its goal, while 

the C&I Prescriptive Program and the HomeSMART Retrofit Program only captured 

approximately 16% and 13% of goal respectively. 

These program efforts also represent barely one-quarter of the total potential savings 

identified by our analysis here. The programs therefore are leaving substantial bill savings on 

the table for ratepayers and limiting the investment they could be making in local economic 

growth and job creation in their jurisdictions.  

5.3 - SUBSTANTIAL SAVINGS GO UNREALIZED IN WEST VIRGINIA 

Not only are the utilities’ current efforts failing to meet their modest plans, those plans fall 

far short of the achievable potential. As explained below, the gap between what current 

programs are predicted to achieve and what more ambitious programs would achieve is 

extremely large. Together, the modest plans, relatively weak efforts in program design, and 

underperformance of current programs and suggests ample room for improvement; 

Appalachian Power Company captured barely 10% of the annually achievable potential in its 

service territory in 2011. Because both companies’ programs are similar in their delivery 

strategies and measure targets, there is no reason to expect that First Energy will fare any better. 

Using our estimate of 1.2% achievable annual savings along with the forecasts for 

Appalachian Power Company and FirstEnergy, we developed an estimate of the achievable 

energy savings from 2013 through 2016, presented in Table 7. By subtracting the evaluated 

program savings results (indicated in purple for 2011) and the program plan savings goals from 

the total potential, we derive the remaining achievable potential. For Appalachian Power 

Company, we assume that the planned 2013 level of savings would continue through 2016. 

2011 Savings 

(MWh) % of Goal

APCo

Residential              16,428 107%

SMART Lighting              15,748 158%

HomeSMART Retrofit                    680 13%

Commercial & Industrial 5,719              16%

Total 22,147           34%

2011 Program Results
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Table 7 - West Virginia Additional Potential, by Year 

 

5.4 - ADDITIONAL SAVINGS CAN BE READILY REALIZED 

West Virginia’s enormous energy efficiency potential remains largely untapped. Efforts to 

achieve this potential would deliver significant savings to electrical customers and would help 

spur local job growth. Despite the fact that utilities in West Virginia have some small energy 

efficiency programs in place, these programs leave the majority of savings uncpatured. These 

savings could easily and readily be achieved by adopting more ambitious energy efficiency 

programs, the elements of which are already being implemented in other states. Indeed, both 

Appalachian Power Company and FirstEnergy implement programs in neighboring states that 

deliver efficiency’s benefits to those customers; they fail to bring these benefits to West 

Virginian customers.  

5.4.1 - Leveraging Existing Industry Experience 

There are many ways that the companies in West Virginia could approach capturing the 

additional potential. It is not necessary to undertake a lengthy process to design programs that 

can capture this potential. The energy efficiency industry is mature and has successfully 

designed and implemented core efficiency programs in dozens of states. In general, the 

jurisdictions and states that continually rank among the best in the country employ 

implementation strategies that have several common elements. 

Targeted Customer Groups 

Programs are typically divided according to customer classes or specialized subgroups of 

customer classes. Typically, grouping customers in the largest groups possible based on 

homogeneous needs is the best way to start to develop specific program offerings. Common 

target groups can be residential customers, small retail, commercial leased space, restaurants, 

geographically similar customers, etc. In many jurisdictions, the largest 10 to 50 customers each 

get their own account manager to help devise efficiency strategies on a custom basis. This can 

be more effective than assuming that all customers within a particular rate class have the same 

needs or interests or that all customers approach a particular technology (e.g., refrigeration) in 

the same way. For example, providing a simple prescriptive rebate for efficient refrigeration 

compressors without regard to the differences between, say, a grocery store and an industrial 

food processor may fail to address either of these customers’ needs in a way that will promote 

participation in the program. Often, certain segments of the market cannot overcome the 

APCo and FirstEnergy EE Program Plan Savings with Additional Potential (MWh)

2013 2014 2015 2016 4-year Total

ApCo Savings Goals 88,000       88,000       88,000       88,000       352,000          

FirstEnergy Savings Goals 9,000         12,000       16,000       22,000       59,000             

Total Current Savings Goals 98,000    100,000  104,000  110,000  412,000      

Achievable Potential (based on 

1.2%/year) 311,000  352,000  355,000  357,000  1,375,000   

Additional Savings Potential 214,000  252,000  250,000  247,000  963,000      
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barriers that their particular industry presents to participation, resulting in missed 

opportunities and limited participation.  

Measures to Meet Market Needs 

Once target markets have been identified, the next task is to identify a comprehensive set of 

measures to meet a broad range of market needs. It is important to consider multiple measure 

offerings in order to capitalize on opportunities and get a good depth of savings per participant. 

Often, portfolios miss savings opportunities because there is no program offering to cover a 

particular measure category that would benefit a participant. Programs should seek to 

understand their customers well enough to identify measures beyond the typical lighting and 

space cooling technologies that form the core of most programs. For example, the particular 

industry types in an area may suggest a need for measures to address industrial motors, food 

processing, data centers, elevators, or compressed air systems.  

Comprehensive Delivery Strategy 

The delivery strategy is also important to consider. It is best to get the most comprehensive 

set of measures available to the participant, with a level of incentives that makes the project a 

viable investment for the customer. Having implementation contractors and vendors that 

understand the programs and that the participants feel comfortable working with is very 

important. There are many creative metrics that programs employ to determine an appropriate 

level of incentive: return on investment, positive cash-flow metrics, percentage of incremental 

cost, etc. Generally, the more flexible and creative the metrics, the easier it is to get customers to 

participate. Some programs attempt to get customers to commit to multiple efficiency 

investments in conjunction, which increases the efficiency of customer outreach and allows for 

the savings from measures with shorter paybacks to fund investments in measures with a lower 

rate of return and longer paybacks. 

There are other components of successful programs related to marketing, evaluation, data 

collection and analysis; these are all important to effective implementation. There are also other 

components to program delivery such as the timing of the release of programs, the 

consideration of early retirement retrofit projects, etc. The variation in strategies for 

implementing these is usually far greater and depends highly on the region in which the 

programs are being implemented. 

5.4.2 - Leveraging the Utilities’ Experience 

Programs delivered by FirstEnergy and American Electric Power (Appalachian Power 

Company’s parent company) in Ohio could serve as models for their operations in West 

Virginia. These programs demonstrate that these utilities already have the expertise to deliver 

more comprehensive program offerings than they are proposing in West Virginia. As such, they 

could deploy a more complete portfolio that would help capture the requisite depth and 

breadth of savings to meet higher targets in this state.  
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FirstEnergy already runs a large portfolio of energy efficiency programs in Ohio. The 

portfolio includes the following programs:22 

Residential 

 Lighting 

 Comprehensive Retrofit 

 Audit/Analyzer 

 New Construction 

 Appliance Turn-in 

Low Income 

 Comprehensive Retrofit 

Small Business  

 Lighting 

 Audits and Equipment 

 New Construction 

 Government Lighting 

Large Mercantile 

 Lighting 

 Audits and Equipment 

 Motors 

 Interruptible Load 

FirstEnergy has a more robust range of target customer groups in Ohio, albeit at a fairly low 

level of detail. They also have comprehensive groups of measures that address the needs of the 

customers in each group. FirstEnergy is engaged with a wide variety of implementation 

contractors, vendors and other stakeholders in Ohio to deliver each program in the most 

appropriate way to effectively reach the targeted customer group. They offer programs 

targeting specific measures, such as the lighting programs, but it is with the expressed purpose 

of generating rapid customer uptake in a market with significant potential savings. In West 

Virginia FirstEnergy does not have nearly the same range of program offerings. 

AEP runs a similar suite of programs to FirstEnergy in Ohio.23 The latest cost and savings 

information is not yet available. AEP offers the following programs: 

Residential 

 Lighting 

 Appliances 

 Audits w/ Retrofit Recommendations 

 Online Audit/Analyzer 

                                                      
22 Personal communications with FirstEnergy Ohio energy efficiency program representatives. August 23-24, 2012. 
23 Personal communications with AEP Ohio energy efficiency program representatives. August 20-24, 2012. 
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 New Construction 

 Appliance Turn-in 

Low Income 

 Comprehensive Retrofit 

Commercial & Industrial 

 Lighting 

 Prescriptive 

 Custom Projects and Equipment 

 New Construction 

 Solution Provider Program 

 Interruptible Load 

Despite being similar in reach, AEP’s programs embrace an even broader range of measures 

than do FirstEnergy’s. They are more comprehensive in their approach to offering efficiency 

options to customers with even the most specific and difficult needs. These programs are 

developed through relationships with vendors and contractors and directly with large 

customers’ engineering departments (e.g., the Solution Provider program). This is a much larger 

suite of programs than Appalachian Power Company offers in West Virginia and it is much 

more comprehensive in its delivery strategy. 
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6.0 - THE BENEFITS OF EFFICIENCY PROGAMS OUTWEIGH THEIR COSTS 

Utility-delivered efficiency programs are a good investment for policy-makers and 

consumers. Rather than continuing to spend money on old solutions and out-dated strategies, 

West Virginia should invest in efficiency programs that improve customers’ bottom lines and 

spur local job creation. As explained in more detail below, we estimate that to capture the 

achievable energy efficiency potential savings from 2013 through 2016 would cost the 

companies approximately $360 million, but the benefits to rate payers of that same investment 

would reach nearly $800 million. For each utility dollar spent on energy efficiency, customers 

would receive direct benefits of more than two dollars.  

6.1 - PROPOSED PROGRAM COSTS ARE MODEST 

Because the program plans are so limited and address such a small amount of savings, the 

costs of efficiency programs proposed for West Virginia are small. Table 8 shows the total 

program costs from energy efficiency plans filed by Appalachian Power Company and 

FirstEnergy. ApCo’s three year plan spending is just $24 million, FirstEnergy’s less than $12 

million. 

Table 8 - West Virginia Planned Program Costs 

 

To put these costs in perspective with other efficiency programs, we translated them into the 

cost per unit of energy saved, the cost per first-year kWh. This metric is slightly different than 

the previous levelized cost of energy, discussed in Section 4.2 above, in that it looks at the cost 

for just one year of energy savings that result from an efficiency investment. Most of these 

investments last five years or more, so the cost for each kWh saved over the life of the measure 

is a fraction of the values shown in the Table 9. Regardless, cost per first-year kWh is a common 

metric used to assess efficiency programs. Using a typical average life of efficiency measures of 

7 years, the proposed programs cost shown in Table 9 translate to a levelized cost of between 1.5 

and 3 cents per kWh, similar to the estimates from the potential studies presented earlier.   

Appalachian Power Co. and FirstEnergy EE Program Plan Costs ($ Thousand)

Appalachian Power Co. 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

SMARTLighting $522 $954 $1,411

HomeSMART Retrofit $1,265 $1,881 $2,495

Low-Income Weatherization $471 $622 $619

Heat Pump Water Heater - Pilot $43 $74 $73

C&I Prescriptive $3,981 $4,559 $5,178

Total $6,281 $8,090 $9,776

FirstEnergy 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Low Income $58 $561 $629 $670 $778 $831

Non-Res HE Lighting $146 $1,157 $1,138 $1,383 $1,814 $2,409

Total $205 $1,718 $1,768 $2,053 $2,592 $3,240
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Table 9 - West Virginia Planned Program $/First-Year kWh 

 

As a comparison, we looked at the cost of efficiency programs in those states for which we 

also reviewed potential studies as described earlier. These sources include relevant program 

plans, EIA Form 861 data as compiled by ACEEE, other non-utility data, and potential study 

estimates. These data suggest a wide range of costs to implement energy efficiency. To provide 

further context and assess possible explanations for variation in costs, we plotted the cost per 

first-year kWh as a function of depth of savings. Depth of savings—efficiency savings as a 

percentage of a utility’s or state’s electric load—is one measure of the intensity of efficiency 

program efforts.  

Figure 2, below, is based on data from the ACEEE Efficiency Scorecard data for 2010. The 

top-performing states in the Scorecard are marked in blue, while the states from which we 

reviewed potential studies are marked in orange. The West Virginia data point is based on 

Appalachian Power Co. 2011 program achieved savings, rather than the planned costs 

presented in Table 9 above. Many states are achieving far higher levels of savings than West 

Virginia and its peers at costs similar to ApCo’s recent experience. 

Appalachian Power Co. and FirstEnergy EE $/1st Year kWh

Appalachian Power Co. 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

SMARTLighting $0.05 $0.05 $0.05

HomeSMART Retrofit $0.23 $0.23 $0.23

Low-Income Weatherization $0.79 $0.78 $0.78

Heat Pump Water Heater - Pilot $0.52 $0.45 $0.45

C&I Prescriptive $0.11 $0.11 $0.11

Total $0.12 $0.12 $0.11

FirstEnergy 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Low Income $0.66 $0.65 $0.64 $0.63 $0.63

Non-Res HE Lighting $0.16 $0.13 $0.13 $0.12 $0.12

Total $0.21 $0.19 $0.17 $0.16 $0.15
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Figure 2 - Efficiency Program Unit Cost vs. Savings Depth 

 

6.2 - BENEFITS TO CUSTOMERS SIGNIFICANTLY OUTWEIGH PROGRAM COSTS 

In the context of efficiency programs, the term benefits typically means some measure of 

economic return that results from implementation. Benefits derive from many sources. Some are 

easily valued, such as the value of avoided generation of electricity, avoided transmission and 

distribution costs, reduced operation and maintenance costs, reductions in the consumption of 

other resources (e.g., water), and reductions in some pollutants (e.g., sulfur dioxide). Others are 

harder to value, such as increased comfort for homeowners and building occupants or reduced 

carbon emissions. 

There are also different perspectives from which to assess benefits. Benefits to the electricity 

customer come in the form of reduced bills and other reduced costs. Utilities, on the other hand, 

see a benefit in reduced variable costs of generation (typically, fuel), but do not benefit from 

other effects at customer facilities (e.g., reduced operation and maintenance costs). For this 

reason, efficiency programs are often considered from multiple perspectives. In the following 

analysis, we will be looking at the customer perspective. 

Tables 10 and 11 compare the cost of both the utilities’ planned energy efficiency goals and 

the additional potential energy efficiency estimates (as presented in Table 7) with the lifetime 
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bill savings for customers. Additional program costs were estimated using a conservative value 

of $0.30/first-year kWh based on the un-weighted average of all of the cost estimates from the 

ACEEE scorecard of top-performing states. 24 

The average retail rate from June 2011-June 2012, approximately $0.08 kWh, was used as a 

conservative estimate to calculate bill savings going forward. Investing in the additional 

potential energy efficiency that Optimal has identified would return significant benefits to 

customers. We conclude that to capture the full achievable energy efficiency potential savings 

identified through 2016 would cost the companies $360 million, but the benefits to customers of 

that same investment would be nearly $800 million. 

 

Table 10 - Energy Efficiency Program Costs in West Virginia  

 

Table 11 - Lifetime Participant Bill Savings 

 

 

                                                      
24 Given the relatively low amount of savings in the existing programs and the relatively large proportion of savings 

derived from residential and C&I prescriptive lighting measures, we assume that program costs will most likely 

increase if the utilities work to capture the remaining savings potential identified above. Therefore, the cost 

estimates in this section are based on review of other, more substantial efficiency programs to provide a more 

realistic estimate of the $/first-year kWh than current or planned costs in West Virginia. 

ApCo and FirstEnergy EE Program Plan Costs with Additional Potential ($ Million)

2013 2014 2015 2016 4-year Total

ApCo Savings Goals $10 $10 $10 $10 $39

FirstEnergy Savings Goals $2 $2 $3 $3 $10

Total Savings Goals $12 $12 $12 $13 $49

Additional Savings Potential $69 $81 $81 $80 $311

Total Cost $81 $93 $93 $93 $360

ApCo and FirstEnergy EE Program Lifetime Bill Savings ($ Million)

2013 2014 2015 2016 4-year Total

ApCo Bill Savings $51 $51 $51 $51 $202

FirstEnergy Bill Savings $5 $7 $9 $13 $34

Planned Lifetime Bill Savings $56 $57 $60 $63 $237

Additional Savings Potential $123 $145 $144 $142 $552

Total Lifetime Bill Savings $179 $202 $204 $205 $789
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7.0 - CONCLUSION 

In conclusion, this report notes the following: 

 West Virginia could readily reduce its electrical consumption by 1.2% per 

year. This is about 250,000 MWh per year above and beyond what is being 

proposed by West Virginia utilities. 

 Over four years, this represents nearly 1.4 million MWh in savings, 1 million 

MWh more than the current plans. 

 Realizing this potential would save customers nearly $800 million over just 4 

years and create 19,500 jobs. 

 Energy efficiency is much cheaper than building new generation and is 

cheaper than spending ratepayer money on acquiring old generation. 

Significant energy efficiency potential exists in West Virginia; realizing that potential would 

save money and create jobs.  
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8.0 - SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM POTENTIAL STUDY REVIEW 

Study 
Early Retirement 

Retrofit 
Incentives 

Portfolio 

Ramp-up 
Other Assumptions 

Virginia 
Includes retrofit 

measures 

Nuanced approach to 

determining 

incentives based on 

specific sector and 

program 

considerations 

Linear 
No consideration of 

emerging technologies 

Tennessee 
Limited consideration 

of a few retrofit 

measures 

Limited to 50% of 

incremental cost 
Dynamic 

Dynamic cost-

effectiveness modeling, 

considers the future costs 

of measures 

Kentucky Not Included 
Limited to 50% of 

incremental cost 
Linear 

No consideration of 

emerging technologies 

North Carolina Not Included 
Limited to 50% of 

incremental cost 
Linear 

Only individual 

measures screening 

under $0.05/lifetime kWh 

are deemed cost effective 

 

No consideration of 

emerging technologies 

Maryland Not Included 
Limited to 50% of 

incremental cost 
Linear 

No consideration of 

emerging technologies 

 

No consideration of 

existing, promoted 

technologies with “low” 

market share. 

Arkansas Not Included 
Limited to 50% of 

incremental cost 
Linear 

Employed RIM cost-

effectiveness test, at the 

measure level 

 

Omitted all measures 

with less than 2-year 

payback 
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