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Public Service Commission Members, 
 
The Midwest Building Decarbonization Coalition (MWBDC) was founded in 2019 to achieve 
equitable decarbonization of the building sector in eight Midwest states (Wisconsin, Minnesota, 
Iowa, Missouri, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio) by 2050.  Recognizing the shared 
challenges these cold climate states share in decarbonizing their building sectors, MWBDC has 
helped coordinate efforts across the region, facilitated sharing of best practices, and connected 
community-based groups with larger resources and expertise.  In 2021, 230 unique 
organizations engaged with the coalition, including 10+ Wisconsin-based organizations.  The 
following comments reflect which alternatives, as laid out in the Phase I memorandum, would 
best align the Focus on Energy program with the goals and priorities identified by our coalition 
members. 
 

I. Aligning FOE Performance Goals and Offerings with Decarbonization Goals 
 

A. MWBDC Recommendation: Alternative 1 
 
MWBDC strongly urges the commission to pursue Alternative 1 “The Focus program should 
expand and enhance its role in cost effectively reducing carbon emissions by emphasizing both 
carbon emissions reduction benefits and energy use and demand savings”. MWBDC 
understands the concerns expressed by FOE staff about what an immediate alignment with 
decarbonization goals would entail.  However, committing to phasing this shift in over the course 
of Quadrennial IV, as suggested by FOE staff in the Phase 1 memorandum, is possible.  Many 
alternatives considered in later sections of the memo, most notably Section II-Alternative 1 and 
Section III-Alternative 1,  would support this type of transition for FOE if adopted for Quadrennial 
IV.  The subsequent sections of the memo also indicate that the Commission is heavily 
considering expanding or launching new initiatives in Quadrennial IV.  If this is the case, it 
seems prudent to make sure these programs are aligned with the correct objectives from the 
start, rather than having to spend resources revising them later. 
 
Further, many building-focused FOE programs would not require complete overhauls to serve 
decarbonization as a goal, just a shift in the metric used to determine incentives.  For instance, 
all of the calculations currently used by FOE programs to calculate electrical savings in kWh and 
gas savings in therms could easily be converted to BTUs, giving a true “apples to apples” 
comparison of how fossil fuel and electric options compare in terms of the buildings annual 
energy consumption.  Further study of the source carbon emissions associated with the state’s 



carbon emissions would be useful for future refining of the program, but in the interim even high 
level state electric emissions data such as that available through the U.S. Energy Information 
Administration (EIA) could be utilized to start this alignment process. 
 
Even if further analysis of impacts is needed, setting Alternative 1 as a goal signals that the 
Commission is committed to moving programs as soon as feasible and not delaying reasonable 
measures for another four years.  At a minimum, the commission should commit to Alternative 2 
and be prepared to fully incorporate decarbonization into FOE programs and offerings in the 
next quadrennial.  The IPCC 2018 Special Report and 2021 Working Group 1 Report make 
clear that limiting global temperature rise to 1.5℃ is required to limit exacerbating climate 
change impacts such as higher occurrence of extreme weather events that could potentially be 
devastating to the state.  These reports also make clear that hitting net-zero carbon emissions 
by 2050 is critical to achieving this goal.  Given that the median life for most natural gas heating 
equipment is 15-20 years, it is entirely possible that fossil fuel appliances incentivized by FOE 
and installed during Quad IV (2023-2026) would still be in operation by 2050; equipment 
installed during Quad V (2027-2030) even moreso.  Additionally, FOE should be striving to 
create a situation where the state is optimizing the benefits of meeting Gov. Evers 100% 
carbon-free electricity goal in 2050 by serving the maximum amount of energy use with that 
electricity possible.  It is critical that FOE not create a situation where it is incentivizing 
installations that will actually end up working against the state’s future decarbonization targets.  
MWBDC understands potential concerns around short term negative impacts based on the 
current fuel mix serving the grid, but it is essential that a longer-term view be taken that 
considers what equipment will best meet emissions goals as the sources supplying Wisconsin’s 
electric grid become cleaner. 
 

B. MWBDC Recommendation: Sub-Alternative A 
  
MWBDC operates on principles that prioritize bottom-up organizing and ensuring that 
underserved communities have input on the transition of buildings from fossil-fuel energy. In line 
with these values, we would encourage the commission to adopt Sub-Alternative A “ Establish a 
facilitated stakeholder working group to develop consensus recommendations for evolving 
Focus to meet the Commission’s priority of aligning with decarbonization goals. At minimum, 
this working group shall develop recommendations for performance metrics intended to align 
Focus with decarbonization goals. Commission staff shall report findings and recommendations 
from this process to the Commission.” 
 
MWBDC would also encourage the Commission to go further than Sub-Alternative A in 
prioritizing equity and representation in the stakeholder working group.  Environmental justice 
groups and representatives from underserved communities should have a significant presence 
on the working group.  Intentional recruitment and the usage of stipends or honoraria would be 
appropriate to accomplish this. MWBDC has been successful in using these tools and it has had 
a powerful impact on our ability to incorporate equity into our decarbonization work.  
Additionally, a method of arriving at consensus recommendations should be established for the 
working group that does not allow a majority of other stakeholders to override the concerns of 



these representatives.  The Commission should also clarify a timeline for this working group that 
allows for FOE to transition to a carbon emissions focus during Quadrennial IV and what powers 
the working group will have to truly impact the direction of FOE programs over the course of 
Quadrennial IV. 
 

II. Electrification Programs and Offerings 
 

A. MWBDC Recommendation - Fuel-Switching: Alternative 1 
 

MWBDC strongly urges the Commission to adopt Alternative 1 “Allow Focus to directly support 
beneficial electrification where fuel switching from unregulated fuels to electricity provided by a 
participating utility occurs through its own programs and offerings. Focus shall claim all fuel 
neutral energy savings and other associated social, economic, and environmental benefits, as 
approved by the Commission, for its own beneficial electrification programs and offerings.”  The 
Phase 1 memorandum states that goals for the program include higher energy efficiency, 
environmentally sound energy at reasonable cost, and promoting rural development.  
Supporting fuel-switching programs, especially ones aimed at electrifying homes reliant on 
propane or other unregulated fuels for heating and cooking, would strongly support all those 
goals.  The higher efficiency of an air-source heat pump and relative costs of electricity 
compared to propane will typically result in lower utility bills and energy burden for households 
currently reliant on propane.  This stat may be helpful here: Customers who switch from delivered 
fuels to electric heat pumps can save about $447 annually on their utility bills 
(https://www.rewiringamerica.org/policy/bringing-infrastructure-home-report). Volatility in fuel 
prices driven by extreme weather events, and now international energy insecurity and volatility, 
have had more severe impacts on the energy burden of households reliant on fossil fuel space 
heating than those using electric systems.  Alternative 1 would also reinforce efforts to align 
FOE with the state’s carbon emissions goals, which is imperative as discussed in Section 1.  
 
Enabling Wisconsin households reliant on propane, or other unregulated fuel sources, for 
cooking and space heating is also likely to have a positive impact on the state’s public health.  
Numerous recent studies demonstrate the negative indoor air quality impacts of gas stoves and 
other fossil-fuel appliances, leading to higher instances of asthma symptoms and other negative 
health outcomes. 
 

B. MWBDC Recommendation -  Electrification Emphasis: Alternative 1 
  
MWBDC recommend the Commission adopt Alternative 1 “ Focus shall design and implement 
beneficial electrification initiatives during Quad IV of Focus that seek to expand and enhance 
Focus’ role in supporting and promoting beneficial electrification statewide while achieving 
measurable results.”.  Many of the reasons given above in support of allowing fuel-switching 
(alignment with state carbon emissions goals, consumer insulation from volatile fuel prices, 
public health benefits) apply to broader building electrification initiatives as well. 
 



Additionally, it’s likely that the primary focus of FOE building electrification programs would be 
heat pumps for space heating and water heating.  These heat pump appliances are inherently 
more efficient than their gas-fired counterparts in terms of on-site metered energy use.  This 
means that encouraging electrification should not be considered at odds with FOE’s traditional 
goal of reducing energy usage.  This is not reflected in the way that FOE considers electric and 
natural gas consumption savings separately.  However, given the benefits to and goals of the 
state, MWBDC feels that a fuel-neutral consideration of on-site energy usage is more 
appropriate when considering on-site energy usage.  Further, the Phase 1 memo notes that air-
source heat pumps were consistently identified as a top priority by stakeholders in previous 
dockets and the scoping phase.  However, because only electric savings associated with the 
heat pumps are considered, not overall energy savings, they are currently under-incentivized by 
FOE while gas furnaces are over-incentivized.   Changing this approach would not require a 
massive shift in how energy savings for various measures are calculated by FOE program 
implementers, only changing incentives to be based on metrics already being determined. 
 
FOE should pursue beneficial electrification as a goal for the reasons given.  However MWBDC 
also notes additional needs to support that goal: 

1. Contractor Education and Workforce Development:  Many HVAC contractors are not 
comfortable with heat pump installations and are not aware of advancements in cold-
climate heat pump technology.  Further, the U.S. has a general shortage of skilled HVAC 
installers and technicians.  FOE will likely need to commit resources to education and 
training to address these issues.  Equitably distributing the economic benefits of 
opportunities created by new electrification offerings would require additional resources 
targeted at businesses and new workers from BIPOC or other underrepresented 
communities. 

2. Energy Burden Mitigation: While volatile fuel prices indicate that natural gas heating may 
no longer be significantly cheaper than electric, MWBDC acknowledges this has been 
the case and may continue to be in the near term.  FOE could reduce this risk for 
participants that can least accommodate increased energy burden by packaging 
beneficial electrification with other weatherization and energy efficiency measures.  They 
should also coordinate with electric utilities on offering appropriately beneficial rates to 
electric-heating customers.  FOE and utilities should also commit resources to helping 
electrifying customers identify and switch to these rates as appropriate. 
 

III. Utility Voluntary Programs 
A. MWBDC Recommendation: Alternative 1 or 2 

 
The primary concern of MWBDC is the alignment of FOE programs with the state’s carbon 
emissions reduction goals and providing Wisconsin energy consumers with an equitable path to 
decarbonizing their homes and businesses while mitigating any negative energy burden 
impacts.  Given the shift in approach and program offerings MWBDC is advocating, it seems 
appropriate to recommend the Commission pursue one of the alternatives that prioritizes 
coordination with Utility Voluntary Programs in order to ensure these programs also begin to 



align with the goals of meeting the state’s carbon emissions targets and achieving building 
decarbonization. 
 
MWBDC would add that a highly coordinated effort between FOE and the IOUs would make 
selection of Sub-Alternative A in Section 1, along with adopting MWBDC’s recommendations for 
achieving an equitable make-up of the stakeholder working group, even more critical. 
 
IV. Collaboration with Utility Demand Response Programs 

A. MWBDC Recommendation: Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 
  
The primary concern of MWBDC is the alignment of FOE programs with the state’s carbon 
emissions reduction goals and providing Wisconsin energy consumers with an equitable path to 
decarbonizing their homes and businesses while mitigating any negative energy burden 
impacts.  As noted in the Phase 1 Memo, previous recommendations to the Commission have 
noted that in many cases collaboration with demand response programs could provide 
opportunities to support the state’s carbon emissions goals and beneficial electrification.  While 
it’s clear some degree of coordination will continue to be required, FOE staff are best positioned 
to know if the current level is sufficient to support a new focus on carbon emissions goals. 
 

V. Low-income and Income-qualified Programs and Offerings 
A. MWBDC Recommendation: Alternative 5 - Combine Alternative 2 and 3 

 
B. MWBDC Recommendation: Sub-Alternative A 

 
MWBDC strongly urges the Commission to adopt Alternative 2  “The Focus program should continue 
to offer income-qualified programs but coordinate with the DOA weatherization programs to further fill 
potential gaps in its low-income offerings.” while also pursuing community-based pilots as described 
in Alternative 3.  The primary concern of MWBDC is the alignment of FOE programs with existing LMI 
programs to ensure accessible, affordable comprehensive retrofits for income-qualified 
Wisconsinites. This collaboration should seek to fill gaps in existing funding with the goal of 
providing whole-home retrofits and consolidate resources to deliver a “one-stop-shop" program 
where residents can access resources from both programs. This collaboration should be informed 
by a stakeholder group representing participating customer classes. Developing a working group by 
selecting Sub-Alt A is an effective approach for informed decision-making. 
 
 
Thank to the PUC for consideration of these comments in their planning process for the future of 
the Focus on Energy program.  More information about the Midwest Building Decarbonization 
Coalition can be found at our website: midwestdecarb.org 
 


