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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY   

A. The Green Communities Act 

An Act Relative to Green Communities, Chapter 169 of the Acts of 2008 (ñGreen 

Communities Actò or ñActò)1 was signed into law on July 2, 2008.  A bold piece of legislation 

designed to promote enhanced energy efficiency throughout the Commonwealth, the Green 

Communities Act requires gas and electric distribution companies and municipal aggregators 

(together ñProgram Administratorsò or ñPAsò) to develop energy efficiency plans that will 

ñprovide for the acquisition of all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources 

that are cost effective or less expensive than supply.ò  G.L. c. 25, § 21(b)(1).  In connection with 

these energy efficiency plans, the Green Communities Act established a new advisory body, the 

Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (the ñCouncilò), consisting of eleven voting members of 

diverse backgrounds and expertise, a non-voting member from the heating oil industry, a non-

voting member from the energy efficiency business, and a non-voting member from each 

Program Administrator.  Pursuant to the Act, the electric and gas Program Administrators, 

respectively, are required to provide a statewide electric efficiency investment plan and a 

statewide natural gas efficiency investment plan (each, a ñPlanò) on or before April 30, 2009.  Id.  

The Act further specifies the contents of those plans, which are to be prepared by the Program 

Administrators in coordination with the Council.  Id.,§ 21(b)(1)-(2).  In meeting that statutory 

deadline, the Massachusetts electric Program Administrators worked collaboratively to prepare a 

Plan that represented the collective efforts and objectives of the Program Administrators.  On 

April 30, 2009, the electric Program Administrators, by unanimous consent, submitted a Plan for 

the Councilôs review and approval.   

                                                           
1
  A Glossary of defined terms is included as Appendix A. 
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Since April, the Program Administrators have been engaged in a collaborative process 

with the Council and its Consultants (ñConsultantsò), as well as other interested stakeholders, to 

further develop and refine the statewide plans. In accordance with the Act, the Program 

Administrators are required to file their respective PA-specific three-year plans, ñtogether with 

the Councilôs approval or comments and a statement of any unresolved issues, to the Department 

. . . on or before October 31.ò  G.L. c. 25, Ä 21(d).  In preparing this Plan, the electric Program 

Administrators worked with the Council, the Consultants, and interested stakeholders, with the 

collective intent of delivering a plan that satisfies fully the mandates of the Green Communities 

Act.2  

Although this Plan responds to the directives of the Green Communities Act, the Program 

Administrators are also cognizant of the role that the statewide electric and gas efficiency 

investment plans occupy in the Commonwealthôs broader, historically ambitious energy and 

environmental statutory scheme.  With a series of bold legislative enactments, the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts has signaled its commitment to ensuring that the 

Commonwealth is a worldwide leader in developing the green economy.  On August 13, 2008, 

shortly after the enactment of the Green Communities Act, Governor Deval Patrick signed the 

Global Warming Solutions Act (ñGWSAò) and the Green Jobs Act.  The GWSA mandates the 

gradual reduction of greenhouse gas emissions (ñGHGò) in the Commonwealth, establishing a 

schedule of emissions goals designed to spur innovation and promote research and development 

in the area of clean energy.  Enacted concurrently, the Green Jobs Act provides a robust funding 

source for the green technology industry, facilitating economic development and job growth in 

the clean energy sector.  Taken together, these legislative enactments reflect the 

                                                           
2
  Concurrently today, the Massachusetts gas Program Administrators are also submitting an updated 

statewide natural gas energy efficiency plan. 
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Commonwealthôs commitment to climate protection and its leadership in promoting clean and 

renewable energy.  The Program Administrators welcome the opportunity to design and 

implement innovative energy efficiency programs that not only advance the objectives of the 

Green Communities Act, but also promote the parallel goals of decreasing GHGs and promoting 

job creation in the clean energy sector.   

B. D.P.U. 08-50-A 

Although the Program Administrators have a well-established and very successful history 

in developing and implementing energy efficiency programs that are nationally recognized, the 

Department of Public Utilities (the ñDepartmentò) recognized that the passage of the Act 

expanded existing energy efficiency requirements and, in particular, the standards imposed upon 

electric and gas distribution companies and other Program Administrators.  Responding to these 

new directives, the Department opened an investigation in 2008 into its then-existing Energy 

Efficiency Guidelines in an effort to clarify those guidelines in light of the Act and to provide 

more detailed guidance to the Program Administrators in preparing the three-year, statewide 

plans required pursuant to the Act.  During the Departmentôs investigation, it solicited comments 

from the Program Administrators, governmental bodies, and other interested stakeholders.  The 

resulting Order, Investigation by the Department of Public Utilities on its own Motion into 

Updating its Energy Efficiency Guidelines Consistent with An Act Relative to Green 

Communities, D.P.U. 08-50-A (March 16, 2009) (ñD.P.U. 08-50-Aò), was a comprehensive 

clarification of the criteria to be applied in demonstrating cost-effectiveness and the process by 

which three-year energy efficiency plans should be prepared and reviewed. 
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The Program Administrators have benefited from the guidance of the Department, not 

only in its Order in D.P.U. 08-50-A, but also by means of the numerous and very productive 

D.P.U. 08-50 Working Group sessions convened by the Department and moderated by the 

Department and the Department of Energy Resources (the ñDOERò).  The format of todayôs 

filing, including the organization of the Plan, all statistical tables, and the bill impact review 

model, reflect the productive and collaborative process that occurred in the context of the D.P.U. 

08-50 Working Group.  

C. D.P.U. 08-50-B 

Building upon the working group sessions and reports, Department supplemented its 08-

50-A Order through the issuance of its Order, Investigation by the Department of Public Utilities 

on its own Motion into Updating its Energy Efficiency Guidelines Consistent with An Act 

Relative to Green Communities, D.P.U. 08-50-B (October 26, 2009) (ñD.P.U. 08-50-Bò).  The 

08-50-B Order includes further directives clarifying how the electric Program Administrators are 

to conduct and present their bill impact analysis and evaluation, monitoring and verification 

measures.  The Program Administrators have reviewed the 08-50-B Order and are attempting to 

ensure that the PA-specific plans to be filed on October 30, 2009 comply with  its directives.  

D. The Council Process to Date 

The Program Administrators are non-voting members of the Council and have 

participated collaboratively in the Council meetings that have occurred since its inception.  The 

Program Administrators have benefited greatly from the thoughtful input provided by the 

Council and its Consultants, including the detailed guidance set forth in the Councilôs March 24, 

2009 Resolution Concerning Its Priorities to Guide the Development, Implementation and 

Evaluation of the PA Efficiency Plans (the ñPriorities Resolutionò).  Indeed, the Priorities 
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Resolution is frequently referenced within this Plan.  Additionally, the Program Administrators 

appreciate the degree to which the Council has worked collaboratively with the Program 

Administrators to ensure that the Plan complies fully with each of the specific mandates of the 

Green Communities Act.   

Incorporating comments provided by the Council and its Consultants, as well as 

responding to comments from interested stakeholders, the Program Administrators filed a revised 

statewide plan for Council review on July 16, 2009.  By a resolution approved on July 28, 2009, 

the Council recognized the progress made by the Program Administrators in developing energy 

efficiency plans that would meet the mandates of the Green Communities Act.  The resolution 

(ñJuly 28
th
 Resolutionò) lauded the ñunprecedented collaboration among program administrators 

and acknowledged that the July plans represented a ñsignificant improvement over the April 30 

plans,ò addressing and responding to many Council comments and questions.  The July 28
th
 

Resolution noted, however, that work remained to improve and further develop certain aspects of 

the plans in anticipation of the filing of the final statewide plans. 

Todayôs filing, which updates and enhances the filings made on April 30 and July 16, 

2009, responds to the comments and contributions of the Council, the Consultants, the various 

working groups, and other interested parties, and is being submitted as part of the iterative 

process contemplated by the Green Communities Act.  Specifically, the Act provides that 

following the submission of the April 30 plan, the Program Administrators will:     

provide any additional information requested by the Council that is relevant to the 

consideration of the [P]lan.  The Council shall review the [P]lan and any 

additional information and shall submit its approval or comments to the electric 

and natural gas distribution companies and municipal aggregators not later than 3 

months after submission of the [P]lan. The electric and natural gas distribution 
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companies and municipal aggregators may make any changes or revisions to 

reflect the input of the Council. 

G.L. c. 25, § 21(c).  Consistent with this statutory framework, the electric Program 

Administrators have participated in an extensive and rigorous series of meetings and discussions 

with the Council and its Consultants since the April 30 filing.  In addition to bi-weekly Council 

meetings and at least weekly conferences with the Consultants, the Program Administrators have 

benefited from the work and thoughtful input of a number of specialized working groups.  

Notably, the D.P.U. 08-50 Working Group sessions have afforded an extremely productive 

opportunity for the Program Administrators to collaborate with the Department, the DOER, 

Council Members and members of the public in evaluating and addressing the bill impacts of the 

energy efficiency programs proposed by the Program Administrators.  A variety of additional 

working groups have been created, allowing the Program Administrators to focus intensive 

attention on specific issues of concern, such as Combined Heat and Power (ñCHPò) and multi-

family issues.  The Program Administrators have been especially cognizant of the concerns 

articulated by the Council in its July 28
th
 Resolutionðas well as concerns raised by interested 

stakeholders through the public comment processðand the Program Administrators believe that 

todayôs filing incorporates those concerns and more comprehensively addresses the goals and 

statutory prescriptions of the Green Communities Act.  The Program Administrators thank the 

Council members, the Consultants, and other interested parties for their extensive efforts to date, 

and believe that the Plan has benefited, and will continue to benefit, from this collaborative and 

iterative process contemplated by the Act. 
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E. Next Steps 

Following the submittal of this Plan, the Council will prepare one or more resolutions 

indicating support for the Plan as a whole or in part, and discussing remaining concerns, if any, 

with certain elements of the Plan. 

Pursuant to the Act, ñThe electric and natural gas distribution companies and municipal 

aggregators shall submit their respective plans, together with the councilôs approval or comments 

and a statement of any unresolved issues, to the department every 3 years on or before October 

31.  The department shall consider the plans and shall provide an opportunity for interested 

parties to be heard in a public hearing.ò  G.L. c. 25, Ä 21(d)(1).  The Department will then have a 

90-day period to issue its decision on the respective PA-specific plans.  Id., §21(d)(2).  In 

particular, the Department is to ensure that such plans identify and capture ñall energy efficiency 

and demand reduction resources that are cost effective or less expensive than supplyò and the 

Department may ñapprove, modify and approve, or reject and require the resubmission of the 

planò based upon its review.  Id.  The Department is also charged with approving a fully 

reconciling funding mechanism and, in the case of municipal aggregators, ña fully reconciling 

funding mechanism that requires coordination between the distribution company and the 

municipal aggregator to ensure that program costs are collected, allocated and distributed in a 

cost effective, fair and equitable manner.ò  Id.  Each of the Program Administrators will be filing 

a PA-specific plan on October 30
th
 that is consistent with, and flows out of, the statewide Plan 

submitted today.   

Once their three-year plans are up and running in 2010, the Program Administrators will 

be required to provide quarterly reports to the Council, and the Council will be required to 
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provide an annual report to the Department.  G.L. c. 25, § 22(d).
3
  The Department is also 

required to determine the effectiveness of each Program Administratorôs plan on an annual basis. 

Id., § 21(d)(2).  In order to help facilitate this review process, the Program Administrators, 

working collaboratively with the Department and the Council, will develop model quarterly and 

annual reporting templates for use by the Program Administrators.  

In sum, the Program Administrators have developed this updated Plan based upon an 

unprecedented multi-party collaborative process and, as contemplated in the Green Communities 

Act, plan to continue such collaborative process throughout the three-year term of the Plan. 

 F. Overview of the Key Aspects of the Plan 

1. Benefits 

As indicated in the table below, the Program Administrators are seeking to increase, very 

substantially, the level of savings derived from energy efficiency activities, consistent with the 

bold actions contemplated under the Act.  In particular, this Plan calls for cumulative savings on 

an overall statewide basis of 2,625,600 MWH over the three-year period and 30,884,096 lifetime 

MWh savings.  The ramp-up to achieve these savings is graphically illustrated in the table below.  

As a direct result of these savings, CO2 emissions will be reduced by approximately 9,759,374 

short tons over the life of those savings.  This achievement is comparable to the environmental 

benefits achieved by taking approximately 1,622,000 cars off the road, by annually sequestering 

carbon in a pine forest roughly the size of 38 percent of the entire state, or by recycling 3.0 

million tons of waste instead of sending it to the landfill. 

                                                           
3
  The Plan contemplates that the Program Administrators will file quarterly and annual reports with both the 

Council and the Department. 
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2. Cost-Effectiveness 

The Program Administrators have undertaken a preliminary statewide-level screening of 

the cost-effectiveness of the implementation of the Plan using the Departmentôs Total Resource 

Cost (ñTRCò) Test.  This testing indicates that the plan is cost effective with a statewide 

benefit/cost ratio (ñBCRò) of 3.27 over the three years of the plan and is expected to produce net 

economic benefits of $3,712,173,481. 
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Total Resource Cost Test, 2010-2012 

Sector B/C Ratio Net Benefits Benefits Costs (1) 

Residential 3.58 $1,104,120,727 $1,531,264,772 $427,144,045 

Residential New Construction & Major 
Renovation 

1.98 28,492,771 57,645,930 29,153,159 

Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 1.40 7,476,158 26,277,886 18,801,728 

Multi-Family Retrofit 2.61 84,245,217 136,537,288 52,292,070 

MassSAVE 5.73 825,687,921 1,000,269,778 174,581,856 

O Power 4.73 17,484,402 22,174,990 4,690,587 

ENERGY STAR Lighting 3.66 172,525,091 237,497,052 64,971,961 

ENERGY STAR Appliances 2.05 26,036,670 50,861,849 24,825,180 

Residential Education Program n/a n/a n/a 6,869,476 

Workforce Development n/a n/a n/a 1,043,382 

Heat Loan Program n/a n/a n/a 27,852,773 

Deep Energy Retrofit n/a n/a n/a 5,959,341 

Power Monitor Pilot n/a n/a n/a 124,534 

Residential New Construction & Major 
Renovation - Major Renovation statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 1,987,601 

Residential New Construction Multi Family (4-
8 story) statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 1,710,324 

Residential New Construction Lighting Design 
statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 360,128 

Residential New Construction V3 Energy Star 
Homes statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 305,329 

Heat Pump Water Heater Pilot n/a n/a n/a 68,402 

Residential Technical Development n/a n/a n/a 59,331 

Hot Roofs n/a n/a n/a 26,565 

Home Automation n/a n/a n/a 49,738 

Community Based Pilot  n/a n/a n/a 986,830 

Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 4,624,901 

EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 3,698,608 

DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 1,738,895 

Sponsorships & Subscriptions 
n/a n/a n/a 361,347 

Low Income 2.77 $251,444,162 $393,708,089 $142,263,927 

Low-Income Residential New Construction 2.18 5,115,231 9,446,904 4,331,673 

Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 2.82 135,868,078 210,666,401 74,798,323 

Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 2.92 114,175,767 173,594,784 59,419,017 

Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 490,455 

Low-Income Energy Affordability Network 
Funding 

n/a n/a n/a 2,557,806 

DOER Assessment 
n/a n/a n/a 666,653 

Commercial & Industrial 3.21 $2,356,608,591 $3,423,863,082 $1,067,254,490 

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 3.93 597,914,714 801,789,082 203,874,368 

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation - 
Government 

6.27 11,562,546 13,756,214 2,193,668 

C&I Large Retrofit 3.21 1,389,071,914 2,017,468,818 628,396,904 

Large C&I Retrofit - Government 3.89 5,991,129 8,064,562 2,073,433 

C&I Small Retrofit 2.76 356,968,946 559,428,573 202,459,627 

C&I Small Retrofit - Government 2.49 13,987,479 23,355,833 9,368,355 

Community Based Pilot  n/a n/a n/a 1,325,525 

Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 4,164,370 

EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 7,448,298 

DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 3,539,214 

Sponsorships & Subscriptions 
n/a n/a n/a 2,410,730 

GRAND TOTAL 
3.27 $3,712,173,481 $5,348,835,943 $1,636,662,463 
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3. Progress Toward Green Communities Act Requirements and Goals 

Consistent with the Act, this Plan seeks to capture all available cost-effective energy 

efficiency for the three-year period beginning January 1, 2010 with the consideration of factors 

and concerns noted at the Council, including, but not limited to, bill impacts, environmental 

benefits, and the need for a reasonable ramp-up schedule.  In determining the level of savings to 

achieve in order to satisfy this mandate, the Program Administrators considered and weighed 

multiple factors, including:  (1) the terms of the Act; (2) the directives of the Council, including 

the Councilôs Priorities Resolution, the July 28
th
 Resolution, and the Resolution of October 6, 

2009 (the ñOctober 6
th
 Resolutionò);  (3) the Departmentôs Order in D.P.U. 08-50-A (including 

preliminary bill impact considerations); (4) the Departmentôs Order in D.P.U. 08-50-B; (5) the 

Assessment of All Available Cost-Effective Electric and Gas Savings: Energy Efficiency and 

CHP adopted by the Council on July 14 (the ñAssessmentò); and (6) their own experience in 

implementing nationally-recognized energy efficiency programs for over two decades.  The 

Program Administrators met collaboratively on a frequent basis to determine the appropriate 

savings goals and budgets to propose in this Plan.  The Program Administrators also engaged in 

a very productive and rigorous series of discussions with the Council, culminating in the October 

6
th
 Resolution, which established approved statewide savings targets, performance incentives, 

and, after collaboration the Council and its Consultants, program costs.  The goals approved in 

the October 6
th
 Resolution are incorporated in this statewide plan and represent an unprecedented 

collaboration on the part of the Program Administrators, Council, and its Consultants.  As a 

result of this iterative and collaborative process, and after considering the directives of the 

Council, the Program Administrators have achieved an unprecedented statewide unanimous 
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consensus with respect to the savings goals, proposed budget levels, and implementation 

strategies set forth herein. 

 Among other areas of emphasis, the Plan seeks to maximize the usage of competitive 

procurement processes.  The Plan also seeks to support the development of an enhanced energy 

services delivery infrastructure in Massachusetts.  An important ancillary benefit of this effort 

will be job creation throughout the Commonwealth in the energy efficiency services sector.  

Indeed, the Program Administrators estimate that 3,100 jobs will be created in the 

Commonwealth over the next three years, as a result of the implementation of the Plan.  The job 

creation benefit has been an important focus of the Council and of the Program Administrators. 

 Another unique aspect of the Plan is the level of coordination and integration of effort 

among the Program Administrators, as well as with the low-income program delivery network.  

The Plan seeks to enhance program designs in order to provide a seamless experience for 

customers seeking services from both gas and electric Program Administrators.  Such 

coordination by the Program Administrators should allow for the achievement of deeper and 

broader levels of savings at customer homes and facilities, all in a more cost-effective manner.  

In turn, these increased savings levels, over time, will help the Program Administrators reduce 

their costs of providing services and provide economic and environmental benefits to all 

customers. 

4. Program Budgets 

 The summary table below sets forth the ramp-up of energy efficiency expenditures 

contemplated for the implementation of this Plan.  As indicated below, the Program 

Administrators are proposing a phased ramp-up to the annual 2012 statewide expenditure level 

of $548,018,332, which represents a 341 percent increase of past annual (2008) expenditures on 



13 

 

energy efficiency.  Total three-year expenditures are proposed to be $1,273,517,051.  This ramp-

up is necessary in order to ensure that a trained delivery infrastructure is in place so that high 

quality services are provided to customers.  The ramp-up also will help provide smoother bill 

impacts with respect to implementation of the Plan.  While the expenditures on energy efficiency 

under the Plan are significant and will result in certain increased elements of customer bills, the 

net present economic value of the benefits to be achieved under the Plan is $3,712,173,481.  The 

magnitude of these benefits helps demonstrate the value of the increased energy efficiency 

expenditures called for in the Plan.  The Program Administratorsô sensitivity to issues of bill 

impacts is highlighted in Section II.E of the Plan.   
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5. Highlights of Program Design Strategies 

The Plan sets forth detailed strategies for coordinated program implementation in the 

residential, low-income, and commercial and industrial (ñC&Iò) sectors.  The detailed plans in 

the program description section of the Plan represent the results of collaboration and cooperation 

among the Program Administrators (both gas and electric), Council members, other interested 

parties, and the Consultants.  Notably, the proposed low-income programs were developed in 

collaboration with the low-income weatherization and fuel assistance program network, and 

build upon the current successful collaborative approach to program delivery to this important 

customer sector.  The program designs reflect comprehensive strategies that provide for:  1) 

greater consistency in offerings throughout the state; 2) an enhanced customer experience, 

including seamless delivery strategies that integrate gas and electric efforts; 3) an expanded, 

diverse, and well-trained workforce; 4) the delivery of state-of-the-art new technologies; and 5) a 

new model for addressing low-income customers living in multi-family dwellings, regardless of 

their rate class or whether they rent or own their home.  

6. Evaluation and Monitoring 

Recognizing that the increased savings and expenditures proposed under the Plan need to 

be subject to rigorous evaluation and monitoring, the Program Administrators have proposed a 

comprehensive and transparent approach to evaluation and monitoring.  The Program 

Administrators seek to undertake evaluation and monitoring activities in a transparent and 

carefully constructed manner consisted with the Councilôs September 8, 2009 Resolution on 

Evaluation, Measurement and Verification (ñEM&V Resolutionò).  The new process will allow 

the Program Administrators, working with the Council, to measure savings resulting from 
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programs, enhance the quality of program delivery, and ensure that the programs are effectively 

addressing various barriers. This Plan also sets forth specific initial areas for study and 

evaluation using a ñresearch areasò approach that integrates gas and electric evaluation activities 

into core areas of attention (e.g.,  residential new construction, residential retrofit and low-

income).  

7. Cost Recovery and Performance Incentives 

Cost recovery, including the recovery of lost base revenues (ñLBRò) and performance 

incentives (or through implementation of a Department-approved decoupled rate structure), is a 

critical element of the Plan.  The Plan sets forth proposals on cost recovery that seek to utilize 

existing recovery mechanisms that have worked well in the field for many years and that are well 

understood by most customers.  The Plan seeks to ensure that, prior to the collection of funds 

from customers, the Program Administrators have fully accessed other potential available 

sources of funding, such as funds available from the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative 

(ñRGGIò), the Forward Capacity Market (ñFCMò), and other sources, including outside funding.  

The Plan allows the Program Administrators the opportunity to recover their costs and be made 

economically whole for aggressively pursuing sales-reducing energy efficiency efforts, as well as 

to earn a reasonable return associated with this investment based upon their actual performance 

and achievement.  In this regard, based on the October 6
th
 Resolution, the Program 

Administrators have set savings targets that provide for an incentive pool of $17.5 million in 

2010, $22.0 million in 2011, and $25.5 million in 2012, for a total three-year incentive pool of 

$65.0 million.  Program Administrators can earn higher incentives by exceeding performance 

targets, but the amount of the statewide incentive pool is capped at 125% of the incentive amount 

related to the achievement of target savings levels for each Program Administrator in 2010.  
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Future discussions will determine whether there will be a cap in incentives for 2011 and 2012, 

and if so, the appropriate level.  Incentive targets will be allocated among the individual Program 

Administrators according to their respective target savings goals as opposed to the levels of their 

budgets.   

8. Mid-Term Revisions 

Consistent with the Departmentôs Order in D.P.U. 08-50-A, the Plan provides objective 

standards that enable the Program Administrators to retain flexibility  to make ongoing revisions 

and enhancements after the adoption of the Plan in order to reflect in-the-field conditions, more 

accurate information on costs and savings of programs, technological advances, financing 

opportunities, and state-of-the-art new technologies.  In particular, in the event that targets for 

outside funding are not achieved by certain dates as set forth in this Plan, the Program 

Administrators are permitted reasonable flexibility to modify savings goals and budgets by 

specific stipulated dates in order to reflect the actual outside funding levels achieved.  In general, 

the Program Administrators will retain the flexibility to adjust spending and add or subtract 

program measures; however, Program Administrators will not add a new program or terminate 

an existing program or change a program budget by more than twenty percent without prior 

approval by the Department, with the opportunity for full participation by the Council.   

9. Economic Development and Job Growth 

An important element of the Plan is the economic impact of energy efficiency on the 

Commonwealth and its citizens, including the job creation and retention benefits of energy 

efficiency programs.  The Program Administrators have taken economic and job growth impacts 

into account as they have developed the Plan, and anticipate, based on the budgets, savings 
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goals, and programs detailed herein, the creation of 31,005 job years (corresponding to 3,100 

jobs), and approximately $2,000,000,000 in Gross State Product.  One way that energy efficiency 

affects consumers and businesses is by reducing energy costs, thereby allowing the money saved 

to be spent elsewhere, thus stimulating the economy.  Additionally, energy efficiency programs 

create a wide variety of jobs, many of them tied to local communities.  The Program 

Administrators are committed to job training for emerging clean energy industries, as well as 

sustainable funding of energy efficiency programs in order to maintain a consistent work force. 

The following chart illustrates estimated job growth related to the Plan over its three-year term. 

 2010 2011 2012 

Jobs Created 651 1,085 1,364 

 

10. Summary 

In sum, the Plan represents an unprecedented collaboration among all the Program 

Administrators in Massachusetts, both gas and electric, as well as diverse interested parties, and 

fully complies with the bold initiatives required under the Green Communities Act.  The 

Program Administrators thank the Council, its Consultants, and other interested participants in 

the plan development process for all their efforts, analysis, and suggestions to date.  The Program 

Administrators look forward to working cooperatively with the Council and other interested 

parties in reviewing this Plan and ensuring that Massachusetts customers are provided with 

programs that are marked by excellence and innovation, and that produce economic and 

environmental benefits throughout Massachusetts. 
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II.  THE THREE -YEAR PLAN  

A. Core Benefits: Energy & Demand Savings, Greenhouse Gas Reductions, Net 

Economic Benefits and Progress Towards Green Communities Act 

Requirements and Goals 

1. Energy and Demand Savings  

The savings goals and program budgets set forth in this Plan are presented on an 

aggregate, statewide program-level basis within three major customer sectors (residential, low-

income, and C&I).  In the PA-specific filings, each Program Administrator is setting forth its 

own recommended savings and budget levels for the three-year period commencing January 1, 

2010, consistent with the overall goals and budgets developed in the statewide Plan review 

process.  The Program Administrators note that this phased process complies with the Act, which 

first requires the development of a joint statewide plan by all Program Administrators in April 

2009, followed in October 2009 by individual PA-specific plans, after the Council has concluded 

its review of the statewide plans.  See G.L. c. 25, §§ 21(b)-21(d).   

In developing todayôs proposed statewide goals and budgets, each Program Administrator 

was tasked with submitting to the full group of Program Administrators its own updated PA-

specific proposed savings goals and budgets for the three-year period.  These proposals were 

subject to a review process that allowed for adjustments to be made by all Program 

Administrators based not only on peer review, but also upon (a) the presentations made at the 

Council meetings by the Consultants, (b) Council discussions regarding the savings goals and 

budgets advanced by the Program Administrators in their April 30 and July 16 filings, and (c) 

discussions and negotiations with the Councilôs Consultants.  The savings goals and budgets 

presented on a statewide basis by the Program Administrators today represent the results of that 

iterative process.  The aggregate savings goals and budgets presented individually by the 

Program Administrators in their individual, PA-specific filings are generally targeted on, and 
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flow out of, the overall goals developed in the statewide Plan review process.
4
  The following 

table summarizes, on a per-program basis, by year and in total, the annual savings goals 

proposed by the Program Administrators in this Plan. 

 

YEAR PROGRAM 
Total Annual 

MWh 
% Increase 
from 2008 

% Increase 
from 2009 

Baseline 1-2008 TOTAL 392,010     

Baseline 2-2009 TOTAL 528,275 35%   

2010 

Residential (total) 152,491     

Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 2,734     

Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 2,172     

Multi-Family Retrofit 14,350     

MassSAVE 28,587     

O Power 26,000     

ENERGY STAR Lighting 66,385     

ENERGY STAR Appliances 12,263     

Low Income (total) 21,788     

Low-Income Residential New Construction 429     

Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 9,108     

Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 12,251     

Commercial & Industrial (total) 449,568     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 96,806     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation - 
Government 1,452     

C&I Large Retrofit 283,817     

Large C&I Retrofit - Government 966     

C&I Small Retrofit 63,365     

C&I Small Retrofit - Government 3,161     

GRAND TOTAL 623,847 59% 18% 

2011 

Residential (total) 206,062     

Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 3,219     

Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 2,846     

Multi-Family Retrofit 18,992     

MassSAVE 38,216     

O Power 52,000     

ENERGY STAR Lighting 74,337     

                                                           
4
 The Act provides that Program Administrators are not required to make all changes or revisions 

recommended by the Council in filing their October PA-specific plans. See G.L. c. 25, § 21(c)-(d)(1). 
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ENERGY STAR Appliances 16,453     

Low Income (total) 28,950     

Low-Income Residential New Construction 508     

Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 11,410     

Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 17,032     

Commercial & Industrial (total) 660,367     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 127,363     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation - 
Government 1,902     

C&I Large Retrofit 426,502     

Large C&I Retrofit - Government 1,271     

C&I Small Retrofit 99,229     

C&I Small Retrofit - Government 4,101     

GRAND TOTAL 895,379 128% 69% 

2012 

Residential (total) 261,385     

Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 3,814     

Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 3,788     

Multi-Family Retrofit  23,488     

MassSAVE 45,801     

O Power 74,520     

ENERGY STAR Lighting 90,775     

ENERGY STAR Appliances 19,199     

Low Income (total) 35,485     

Low-Income Residential New Construction 693     

Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 15,338     

Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 19,454     

Commercial & Industrial (total) 809,505     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 143,653     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation - 
Government 2,682     

C&I Large Retrofit 515,491     

Large C&I Retrofit - Government 1,801     

C&I Small Retrofit 140,153     

C&I Small Retrofit - Government 5,725     

GRAND TOTAL 1,106,375 182% 109% 

THREE YEAR 
TOTAL: 2010-2012 

Residential (total) 619,939     

Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 9,767     

Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 8,805     

Multi-Family Retrofit 56,830     

MassSAVE 112,603     

O Power 152,520     
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ENERGY STAR Lighting 231,497     

ENERGY STAR Appliances 47,915     

Low Income (total) 86,222     

Low-Income Residential New Construction 1,629     

Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 35,856     

Low-Income Multi-Family Retrofit 48,737     

Commercial & Industrial (total) 1,919,439     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 367,822     

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation - 
Government 6,037     

C&I Large Retrofit 1,225,810     

Large C&I Retrofit - Government 4,038     

C&I Small Retrofit 302,747     

C&I Small Retrofit - Government 12,986     

GRAND TOTAL 2,625,600     

 

2. Environmental Benefits  

 

In addition to economic benefits, efficiency resources bring significant environmental 

benefits that reduce air pollution and improve air quality in Massachusetts and in the region.  The 

efficiency programs and initiatives included in this Plan are aimed at reducing the amount of 

electricity and natural gas required to run the Commonwealthôs economy.  By reducing the 

amount of energy consumed in all sectors of the economy, important air and water benefits are 

delivered.  Decreasing energy consumption results in less demand for energy from fossil fuel 

powered plants and natural gas pipelines.  By reducing plant operation time, emissions of air 

pollutants and greenhouse gases can be reduced. 

Generating electricity from non-renewable fossil fuels (e.g., coal, oil, natural gas) 

produces nitrogen and sulfur oxidesðtwo of the six ñcriteria pollutantsò defined by the Clean 

Air Act and identified as air quality indicators by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

(ñEPAò).  Nitrogen oxides are precursors to ozone, a primary component of summer smog.  
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Nitrogen and sulfur oxides in particulate form reduce visibility, are associated with public health 

problems such as asthma, and are linked to acid rain.  Curbing the amount of energy needed to 

run power plants reduces the amount of nitrogen and sulfur oxide pollution emitted into the 

atmosphere.   

In addition to providing cleaner air and water for Massachusetts, the Plan will provide 

climate benefits by reducing energy consumptionðboth the natural gas needed to heat homes, 

schools, and businesses, and the fuels needed to run power plants.  By participating in the RGGI, 

Massachusetts has capped power plant emissions of carbon dioxide, the most prevalent 

greenhouse gas.  Importantly, Massachusetts has committed to reinvesting at least 80 percent of 

the proceeds from the auction of RGGI allowances back into energy efficiency programs, which 

will save consumers hundreds of millions of dollars.  See G.L. c. 25 § 19(a).  In addition, 

Massachusetts has adopted the GWSA, which calls for economy-wide reductions in GHGs 

starting in 2020, making it ever more critical to achieve climate benefits through energy 

efficiency, and other efforts (such as enhancements in the transportation sector).    

Collectively, the programs contained in this Plan are expected to provide three-year 

cumulative annual savings of 2,625,600 MWH and lifetime savings of 30,884,096 MWH.  Based 

on the regionôs average power plant emissions rate, these lifetime MWH savings will avoid  

9,759,000 short tons of CO2, 2,300 short tons of SO2, and  1,100 short tons of NOx.  In addition, 

these programs will provide non-electric benefits such as reductions in fuel oil and water use.    

Under climate cap and trade programs such as the RGGI, the GWSA, and a potential 

federal program, investment in energy efficiency is recognized as the most effective cost-

containment and consumer protection tool.  Indeed, the Program Administrators expect that a 

significant portion of the three-year Planôs funding will come from the proceeds of the sale of 
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RGGI allowances.  Investing cap and trade proceeds in energy efficiency lowers energy 

consumption, which reduces GHGs and the demand for allowances.  The result is a lower price 

for carbon allowances and lower overall cost of the cap and trade program. 

3. Net Benefits and Cost Effectiveness Summary with Summary Table  

The Program Administrators have projected the expected benefits and costs associated 

with this statewide Plan consistent with the requirements of the Departmentôs Order in D.P.U. 

08-50-A.  In this Order, ñthe Department reaffirms that the Total Resource Cost test is the 

appropriate test for evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of ratepayer-funded energy efficiency 

programs.ò   

To conduct the TRC test, Program Administrators routinely update their benefit/cost 

screening models to reflect new assumptions relating to program costs and benefits, the discount 

rate, the general rate of inflation, and avoided costs.  To this end, the Program Administrators 

contracted with Synapse Energy Economics to provide an updated avoided cost study, which was 

completed on August 21, 2009 (and revised on October 23, 2009).  In general, the benefit 

categories in the TRC test include the value of energy savings, gas and electric system benefits, 

and other measurable benefits (for example, participant resource benefits, participant non-

resource benefits, and benefits due to measurable market effects).   

Costs included in the TRC test include all Program Administrator costs and program 

participant costs.  Program Administrator costs include program implementation expenses, 

evaluation costs, proposed performance incentives, and the tax liability for performance 

incentives.
5
  Program participant costs include initial costs incurred by customers as a result of 

their participation in the program.  

                                                           
5
  Performance incentives are not applicable to the Cape Light Compact.  Please see D.P.U. 08-50-A at 51. 
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The benefit/cost screening model uses all of this data to calculate the present value of the 

program benefits and costs, and then calculates ratios of these values to produce BCRs for the 

TRC test.  The present value of costs and benefits is calculated over the expected duration of the 

useful life of the measures installed through the program. 

The table below summarizes the expected benefits, costs, and BCR for the portfolio of 

programs the Program Administrators propose to implement over the three-year period.  For 

more detailed information see tables in Section II.D below. 

Total Resource Cost Test, 2010-2012 

Sector B/C Ratio Net Benefits Benefits Costs (1) 

Residential 3.58 $1,104,120,727 $1,531,264,772 $427,144,045 

Residential New Construction & Major 
Renovation 

1.98 28,492,771 57,645,930 29,153,159 

Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 1.40 7,476,158 26,277,886 18,801,728 

Multi-Family Retrofit 2.61 84,245,217 136,537,288 52,292,070 

MassSAVE 5.73 825,687,921 1,000,269,778 174,581,856 

O Power 4.73 17,484,402 22,174,990 4,690,587 

ENERGY STAR Lighting 3.66 172,525,091 237,497,052 64,971,961 

ENERGY STAR Appliances 2.05 26,036,670 50,861,849 24,825,180 

Residential Education Program n/a n/a n/a 6,869,476 

Workforce Development n/a n/a n/a 1,043,382 

Heat Loan Program n/a n/a n/a 27,852,773 

Deep Energy Retrofit n/a n/a n/a 5,959,341 

Power Monitor Pilot n/a n/a n/a 124,534 

Residential New Construction & Major 
Renovation - Major Renovation statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 1,987,601 

Residential New Construction Multi Family (4-
8 story) statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 1,710,324 

Residential New Construction Lighting Design 
statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 360,128 

Residential New Construction V3 Energy Star 
Homes statewide pilot 

n/a n/a n/a 305,329 

Heat Pump Water Heater Pilot n/a n/a n/a 68,402 

Residential Technical Development n/a n/a n/a 59,331 

Hot Roofs n/a n/a n/a 26,565 

Home Automation n/a n/a n/a 49,738 

Community Based Pilot  n/a n/a n/a 986,830 

Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 4,624,901 

EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 3,698,608 

DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 1,738,895 

Sponsorships & Subscriptions 
n/a n/a n/a 361,347 

Low Income 2.77 $251,444,162 $393,708,089 $142,263,927 

Low-Income Residential New Construction 2.18 5,115,231 9,446,904 4,331,673 

Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 2.82 135,868,078 210,666,401 74,798,323 
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Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 2.92 114,175,767 173,594,784 59,419,017 

Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 490,455 

Low-Income Energy Affordability Network 
Funding 

n/a n/a n/a 2,557,806 

DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 666,653 

Commercial & Industrial 3.21 $2,356,608,591 $3,423,863,082 $1,067,254,490 

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 3.93 597,914,714 801,789,082 203,874,368 

C&I New Construction and Major Renovation - 
Government 

6.27 11,562,546 13,756,214 2,193,668 

C&I Large Retrofit 3.21 1,389,071,914 2,017,468,818 628,396,904 

Large C&I Retrofit - Government 3.89 5,991,129 8,064,562 2,073,433 

C&I Small Retrofit 2.76 356,968,946 559,428,573 202,459,627 

C&I Small Retrofit - Government 2.49 13,987,479 23,355,833 9,368,355 

Community Based Pilot  n/a n/a n/a 1,325,525 

Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 4,164,370 

EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 7,448,298 

DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 3,539,214 

Sponsorships & Subscriptions 
n/a n/a n/a 2,410,730 

GRAND TOTAL 3.27 $3,712,173,481 $5,348,835,943 $1,636,662,463 

  
 

 

4. Progress Towards Green Communities Act Requirements and Goals  

 

i. Acquisition and Assessment of All Available Cost-Effective 

Energy Efficiency and Demand Reduction Resources 

The Green Communities Act provides that the Plan ñshall provide for the acquisition of 

all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost effective or less 

expensive than supply.ò  G.L. c. 25, Ä 21(d) (emphasis added).  The Act does not define the term 

ñall available energy efficiencyò.  For the Program Administrators, determining the optimal 

proposal in this regard constituted a core task in assembling the Plan.  Indeed, todayôs filing sets 

forth an update of the first three-year Plan filing ever conducted by any Program Administrator 

under the Green Communities Act, and the Program Administrators expect that, over time, 

helpful precedent and further guidelines will be developed with respect to this fundamental 

aspect of the Act.  The Program Administrators have engaged in numerous, iterative discussions 

with the Council and its Consultants in order to ensure the Actôs mandates are satisfied.  The 

Program Administrators note that, while the Act requires the acquisition of ñall availableò energy 

efficiency, the Act does not require an exact numeric level of cost-effective energy efficiency 

and demand-reduction resources to be acquired under the Plan nor does it define the term 
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ñavailableò; likewise, what may be deemed to be the amount of ñall availableò efficiency today 

may not be the same as what becomes available three or six years from now because of 

technological advances and market changes.  That said, the Program Administrators respectfully 

submit that this Plan, which calls for an increase, by 2012, in annual savings of almost triple 

2008 levels and increased expenditures on energy efficiency programs of almost 4.5 times 2008 

expenditures, falls squarely within the appropriate range of bold effort contemplated under the 

Green Communities Act.  In developing this proposal and assessing the issue of the acquisition 

of all available cost-effective energy efficiency under the Act, the Program Administrators 

referred to six primary sources, which are outlined below. 

First, the Program Administrators referred to the mandates of the Green Communities 

Act, in particular G.L. c. 25, § 25(b), which specifies that the Plans should provide for a 

ñsustained and integrated statewide energy efficiency effort.ò  (Emphasis added).  The Program 

Administrators interpret the use of the term ñsustainedò in the Act as indicating a clear desire by 

the General Court that the energy efficiency efforts being undertaken pursuant to the Plan 

constitute steps in a multi-year, sustained effort rather than a short-term, and likely highly 

leveraged, effort to obtain all available cost-effective energy efficiency in a three or even a six-

year period. 

Second, the Program Administrators referred to, and carefully reviewed, the Councilôs 

Priorities Resolution, and subsequently engaged in numerous discussions with the Council and 

its Consultants, which resulted in the negotiated targets and savings goals set forth in the October 

6
th
 Resolution.  Todayôs filing seeks to be expressly consistent with the October 6

th
 Resolution 

with respect to savings goals.   
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Third, the Program Administrators also referred to the Departmentôs order in D.P.U. 08-

50-A.  The Department noted in D.P.U. 08-50-A that, consistent with the Green Communities 

Act, the consideration of rate impacts of energy efficiency programs must be factored into the 

development of the Plans.  More specifically, in D.P.U. 08-50-A, the Department stated that the 

Green Communities Act requires the Department to: 

ñconsider the effect of rate increases on residential and commercial customersò 

when reviewing proposals for increased funding of energy efficiency activities. 

G.L. c. 25, § 19(a).  The assessment of rate impacts from the energy efficiency 

programs will be important to the Department, and we expect that it will be of 

importance to many of the Massachusetts energy efficiency stakeholders.  

Therefore, consistent with the Act, and consistent with the Departmentôs 

traditional review of any change in rates, charges and tariffs subject to our 

jurisdiction, we will require Program Administrators to include in their three-year 

energy efficiency plans a comprehensive and well-documented assessment of rate 

impacts and average bill impacts associated with their energy efficiency 

activities. . . The Department does not expect there to be any ñbright lineò or 

single standard that can be used to determine whether a particular rate or average 

bill impact associated with a particular energy efficiency plan is acceptable.  

Instead, we expect Program Administrators to present a comprehensive estimate 

of how energy efficiency programs are likely to impact customersô rates and 

average bills, and describe why the estimated impacts are appropriate in light of 

the expected benefits of the energy efficiency programs. 

D.P.U. 08-50-A at 56-57 (quotations in text).  As set forth in Section II.E, of the Plan, the 

Program Administrators have analyzed billing impacts in proposing this Plan and believe that the 

Plan appropriately balances the need for bold action, with the need to avoid rate continuity issues 

and the possible negative effects that bill impact concerns could have on the overall success of 

the Plan. 

Fourth, Program Administrators referred to the Assessment presented at the Councilôs 

meeting on June 23, 2009.  The Assessment is included in Appendix F.  The Program 

Administrators submit that the Assessment helps them and the Council address the requirements 
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of the Act, and that it is appropriate for inclusion in the Plan at this time as an initial 

presentation, subject to the qualifications and discussion below.  As noted above, the Program 

Administrators submit that use of the term ñavailableò energy efficiency in the Act (as opposed 

to ñachievableò or ñpotentialò) mandates consideration of bill and rate impacts of energy 

efficiency programs in the development of three-year Plans, and believe that a consideration of 

bill impacts must be factored into the establishment of the savings goals for the Plan.  

Importantly, the Council Resolution of July 14, 2009 expressly recognizes the need to consider 

bill impacts in establishing savings goals for the Plan.  See Appendix F.  While the Assessment is 

a useful tool and guidepost, it was not developed in order to address bill impacts with specificity.  

Additionally, savings goals of ñaboutò three percent of annual load set forth in the Assessment 

are at the very high, aggressive end of the spectrum of reasonableness for a long-term analysis 

(i.e., ten-year period).  The Program Administrators note that for the upcoming three-year period, 

savings forecasts must also reflect additional short-term factors, such as contractor infrastructure 

constraints, the current economic downturn, and equipment availability.  (Commendably, the 

Assessment expressly recognizes the need for a ramp-up to the savings levels set forth therein, 

and avoids fixing an exact numeric standard, and judiciously utilizes the word ñaboutò in setting 

forth its three percent estimate.)  The goals outlined in the Assessment are also at the aggressive 

end of the spectrum, in part because they do not reflect several other issues that negatively affect 

savings.  Such considerations include: 

 The history of successful energy efficiency activity in Massachusetts, which, 

while commendable, also makes increased energy efficiency more difficult than 

in other states cited in the Assessment; 

 Current economic trends, which include decreased retail activity, decreased 

residential new construction permits (down approximately 41 percent from 2007 

to 2008) and business shut-downs or ramp-downs, all of which decrease available 

savings opportunities; 
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 The impact of stimulus funding on new energy efficiency efforts, which will 

make it more difficult for Program Administrators to generate savings 

independently; and 

 The Assessmentôs use of 0.3 to 0.5 percent annual savings from CHP, which 

figures appear high based on activities undertaken to date by the Program 

Administrators.   

The Program Administrators note that achieving exact precision in any assessment of all 

available energy efficiency is not cost-effective, and thus in their comments on the Assessment 

they recommend the adoption of a broader range of results (two percent to three percent savings) 

than are set forth in the Assessment.  That said, the Assessment has served as a valuable tool for 

the Program Administrators and all Council members, and the Program Administrators 

appreciate the efforts of all Council members and the Consultants in developing the Assessment.
6
   

Fifth, in developing their target savings for the Plans, the Program Administrators 

referred to, among others, the following primary studies and analyses of technical potential:  the 

NEEP 2005 study of ñEconomically Achievable Energy Efficiency Potential in New Englandò; 

the ñMassachusetts Residential Appliance Saturation Surveyò conducted by Opinion Dynamics 

Corporation; ñNatural Gas Energy Efficiency Potential in Massachusettsò by GDS Associates, 

Inc., and Summit Blue Consulting, April 2009; and the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commissionôs April 3, 2009 ñElectric Market Overview: Energy Efficiency Resource Standards 

and Goals.ò  These studies have helped the Program Administrators identify and determine cost-

effective achievable savings levels.  These studies are referenced in the Bibliography attached as 

Appendix C and are available on the Councilôs website www.ma-eeac.org (the ñWebsiteò).  

                                                           
6
  As noted in Section II.H, the Programs Administrators recommend that a detailed technical potential study 

be performed during the course of the initial three-year Plan and that an updated assessment of all available 

energy efficiency be prepared in connection with the next three-year plan to take effect in 2013.  In the next 

assessment, the Program Administrators would seek to address the issues described in this Plan, and focus 

on more Massachusetts-specific data, which should become more fully developed over the next several 

years. 

http://www.ma-eeac.org/
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Sixth, the Program Administrators reviewed and discussed their own experience in 

implementing nationally-recognized energy efficiency programs over the past two decades.  The 

Program Administrators met collaboratively on a frequent and intense basis to determine the 

appropriate savings goals and budgets to propose in this Plan, and carefully considered 

comments and feedback on the initial April 30 Plan and subsequent July 16 Plan.  Without 

limiting the foregoing, each Program Administrator was required to make projections for its 

individual service area, and was given the opportunity to comment on other Program 

Administratorsô projections and statewide projections. 

As a result of this iterative and ongoing process, and after consideration of all these 

factors, and, in particular, the October 6
th
 Resolution, the Program Administrators, acting by 

unanimous consensus, are submitting this updated Plan.  In the following sections, the Program 

Administrators provide a more detailed discussion of certain issues regarding assessing all 

available, cost-effective energy efficiency. 

ii.  Further Discussion of the Program Administratorsô Assessment 

Activities and of Key Barriers and Challenges 

For purposes of this statewide Plan, the Program Administrators have also assessed ñthe 

estimated lifetime cost, reliability and magnitude of all available energy efficiency and demand 

reduction resources that are cost-effective or less expensive than supplied.ò  G.L. c. § 21(b)(2) 

(emphasis added).  In particular, the Program Administrators have specifically set forth the 

estimated costs associated with the available energy efficiency proposed for the Plan. See Section 

II.D.  Based upon many years of experience and study, the Program Administrators have also 

assessed the reliability of energy efficiency resources and note that energy efficiency resources 

have proven to produce persistent savings and be reliable over the extended life of installed 

measures; indeed, energy efficiency has been a notably reliable part of the services that Program 
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Administrators have provided over many years.  The Program Administrators have similarly 

provided an assessment of the magnitude of the benefits and costs associated with obtaining 

these resources.  See Section II.D.  Without limiting future assessment activities, the Program 

Administrators recommend that a comprehensive technical potential study be performed during 

the period 2010-2012 that targets both electric and gas end uses.  Such a technical potential study 

will be a useful tool in future assessments under the Act.  

iii.  Key Factors, Challenges and Market Barriers 

This Massachusetts statewide Plan aggressively advances energy efficiency in the 

Commonwealth and positions Massachusetts as the national leader in energy efficiency 

investments.  The Green Communities Act requires that electric and natural gas resource needs 

shall first be met through all available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are 

cost effective or less expensive than supply.  In this sub-section of the Plan, the Program 

Administrators discuss certain key factors, challenges and market barriers that have factored into 

their assessment of the achievable level of energy efficiency set forth in the Plan.    

 Electric and natural gas resource needs shall first be met through all 

available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost 

effective or less expensive than supply.   
 

Á The Program Administrators recognize that energy efficiency 

investments are the fastest way to address growing energy demands.  

Efficiency programs can be scaled and implemented in a short period 

of time, often in one to three years.  Energy efficiency programs and 

demand reduction programs reduce demand for energy, thereby also 

reducing GHGs.  In addition to emission reductions and energy 

savings, demand-side management also brings benefits of lower water 
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use and reduced environmental damage from fossil fuel extraction.  

The programs and initiatives contained in this Plan outline bold action 

and are intended to serve as the first resource by which to meet overall 

energy demand.  The Program Administrators developed this Plan 

leveraging knowledge and expertise they have gained over the past 

two decades delivering nationally-recognized energy efficiency 

programs that have provided energy consumers with significant 

savings. 

 The acquisition plan for all available cost-effective energy efficiency 

recognizes the significant barriers that must be overcome in order to achieve 

the aggressive goals outlined in the plan.   
 

Á The significant ramp-up of energy efficiency savings outlined in this 

Plan provides a strong foundation to rapidly provide the 

Commonwealth and its residents (including businesses and low-

income customers) with all realistically achievable energy efficiency.  

This Plan, which strives to obtain all realistically achievable energy 

efficiency, is also grounded in an understanding of market barriers and 

deliberately strives to address significant market barriers and policy 

concerns. 

 Market Barriers  

To be successful in energy efficiency, the programs must bridge the four 

major market barriers of awareness, availability, accessibility, and affordability.  

These barriers affect customersô adoption of energy efficiency measures and the 

ability of Program Administrators to achieve and obtain savings.  This Plan 
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outlines many initiatives that Program Administrators feel are critical in bridging 

these four major market barriers.   

Á Awareness is a barrier that historically was not confronted on a grand 

scale, given capped budgets, marketing, and outreach.  This Plan 

recognizes that enhanced public education, marketing, and outreach, 

including community-based measures, will be needed to achieve 

deeper and broader penetration.  Deeper penetration refers to the 

promotion of additional cost-effective technologies and strategies to 

capture comprehensive, whole-building savings among the traditional 

base of expected program participants.  This deeper penetration 

requires raising participantsô awareness and understanding of the value 

of investing in additional measures that create increased savings per 

participant.  In addition to expanding marketing and incentive 

strategies, this Plan incorporates other strategies to overcome 

awareness barriers, with the goal of dramatically increasing the level 

of participation among eligible customers, i.e., making participation 

broader.  Broader penetration can include outreach to traditionally 

hard-to-reach customer groups, including economically marginalized 

communities and groups where English is not the first language. 

 

Á Availability  is a barrier when manufacturers either do not produce or 

do not effectively market significant quantities of energy efficiency 

products.  Availability may be constrained also by limited workforce 

or delivery mechanisms.  The challenge for manufacturing in the 

energy efficiency sector is to respond not only to the Commonwealthôs 

efficiency increases, but also to increases across the nation.  This 

challenge is compounded by the current economic crisis, which has 

hindered manufacturing from making additional investments.  From a 

workforce perspective, Program Administrators recognize that 

additional workforce must be trained and deployed to effectively 

deliver the programs.  This is not an insignificant barrier.  

 

Á Accessibility is another market barrier which refers to the customersô 

access to the product.  To mitigate this barrier, Program 

Administrators must connect with mid-stream market actors, such as 

distribution retailers, to help ensure that products are displayed and 

stocked in sufficient quantity.  The program descriptions set forth in 

this Plan provide for work with key market actors, and include 
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campaigns for training and marketing, as well as proposed community 

mobilization outreach strategies.   

 

Á Affordability is a market barrier resulting from the initial cost of 

energy efficiency solutions.  With the current economic environment, 

Program Administrators are concerned that affordability is a major 

barrier and one that is more difficult to predict as customer buying 

patterns have changed dramatically with the advent of more limited 

credit.  The Plans attempt to mitigate this barrier through the use of 

incentives and loan mechanisms, as well as through the use of on-bill 

and other broadly accessible financing mechanisms. 

 

 Policy Concerns 

In addition to market barriers, it is important to also understand the policy 

concerns that need to be addressed to secure all achievable energy efficiency.  

These include economic, sustainability, and regulatory concerns.  

Á Economic obstacles are particularly relevant in todayôs environment.  

The Program Administrators recognize the Planôs tremendous value, 

but also understand that it is important to consider the rate impacts of 

the ramp-up of these programs.  Given the societal sensitivity to the 

cost of the programs, this Plan discusses the associated preliminary 

expected bill impacts of program implementation.  Detailed bill impact 

analyses for each Program Administrator are being provided in the 

PA-specific Plans and will also contain the information required by the 

Departmentôs orders in D.P.U. 08-50-A and D.P.U. 08-50-B. 

 

Á Sustainability  of the programs is an important consideration for the 

Plan.  Many advocates, including the Program Administrators, stress 

that in achieving all available energy efficiency, the annual efforts 

must also strive to be sustainable for the long term.  This sustainability 

is vital to support the health of the economy, and the growth of the 

workforce and infrastructure needed to ensure the long-term benefits 

of these efforts. 

 

Á Regulatory Concerns include the support of strong regulatory 

frameworks that complement the Program Administratorsô ramp-up of 

programs.  These frameworks create a healthy regulatory infrastructure 

by which Program Administrators can confidently advance programs 
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knowing that there is clarity in the regulatory rules and process and the 

opportunity to align shareholder objectives with public policy 

objectives.  The Program Administrators will look to the Council, the 

DOER, the Department, and other interested stakeholders for a 

continuation of their strong record of clear guidance and consistent 

policy making. 

 

 

 Assessing technical potential 

As noted above, the Program Administrators used multiple resources to 

build a robust understanding of the potential for all available cost-effective energy 

efficiency and demand-reduction resources.  These resources include the 

Assessment, the materials and data amassed by the Consultants, the NEEP 2005 

study of ñEconomically Achievable Energy Efficiency Potential in New 

Englandò, the 2009 ñMassachusetts Residential Appliance Saturation Surveyò 

conducted by Opinion Dynamics Corporation, ñNatural Gas Energy Efficiency 

Potential in Massachusettsò by GDS Associates, Inc., Summit Blue Consulting, 

April 2009, and the Federal Energy Regulatory Commissionôs April 3, 2009 

ñElectric Market Overview and Energy Efficiency Resource Standards and 

Goals.ò  See Appendix C and the Website. 

These studies all are grounded in the definition of technical potential as 

ñthe complete penetration of all measures analyzed in applications where they are 

deemed technically feasible from an engineering perspective.  The Technical 

Potential does not necessarily take into account cost-effectiveness, budget 
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constraints, or whether homeowners or businesses are willing to undertake energy 

saving actions or investments.ò
7
 

Economically Achievable Energy Efficiency Potential is defined as that 

portion of the technical potential that is cost-effective (either from a customer, 

societal, or total resources perspective).  This three-year Plan aggressively targets 

all cost-effective energy-efficiency resources, but the Plan is also grounded by 

realistic constraints to achievable program implementation such as market and 

policy barriers.  Such barriers lead to this Planôs focus on obtaining all available 

or realistically achievable potential in a manner that allows for a sustained effort 

and that does not create unacceptable short-term bill impacts. 

Realistically achievable potential takes ñinto account impediments to 

program implementation, including financial, political, and regulatory barriers 

that are likely to limit the amount of savings that might be achieved through 

energy efficiency and demand response programs.ò
8
  It, therefore, recognizes both 

the market and policy barriers.  After almost two decades of successfully 

implementing energy efficiency programs, the Program Administrators have an 

in-depth understanding of these barriers and were able to integrate their 

knowledge of both market and policy concerns with the various technical 

potential studies used to inform this Plan.  The program incentive design, delivery 

models, and support infrastructure developed by the Program Administrators and 

                                                           
7
 Economically Achievable Energy Efficiency Potential in New England, May 2005; prepared by Optimal 

Energy, Inc. for Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership, Inc. 

 
8
  Assessment of Achievable Potential from Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Programs in the U.S. 

(2010-2030), January 2009; Electric Power Research Institute. 
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discussed in Section II.F of this Plan are grounded in a careful review of different 

types of potential.  

5. Demand Response Issues  

The Program Administrators are working to incorporate Demand Response (ñDRò) 

measures in all offerings, as appropriate, over the term of this Plan.  A number of these resources 

are detailed in the program descriptions found in Section II.F below.  In addition, as technical 

assessment studies are undertaken for customers, the studies will also address how to make the 

proposed energy efficiency measures demand responsive through load automation techniques 

(e.g., recommending specific load management algorithms within any energy management 

software for lighting, Heating Ventilation, and Air-Conditioning (ñHVACò), and other process 

applications).  In addition, the studies would identify other options available for customers to 

manage their loads in the event that the customer takes advantage of hourly pricing options from 

energy suppliers, or participates in on-going ISO-New England (ñISO-NEò) programs, including 

the FCM.  In short, enabling an energy efficiency measure to be demand responsive will be less 

expensive if it is done at the time the measure is installed versus having to retrofit or re-program 

energy management software in the future.  

6. Competitive Procurement 

Historically, the Program Administrators have utilized the competitive procurement 

process to retain contractors and vendors to perform activities including, but not limited to:  audit 

delivery; quality control; monitoring and evaluation; marketing; and website design.  The 

Program Administrators are committed to utilizing competitive procurement practices to the 

fullest extent throughout the implementation of this Plan.  Therefore, consistent with past 

practice, the Program Administrators anticipate that they will issue Requests for Proposals 
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(ñRFPsò) to engage the appropriate third-party vendors to provide energy efficiency services, 

will consider the input and direction of the Council and its Consultants with respect to the 

retention of necessary consultants, and, where necessary, will work collaboratively to ensure that 

energy efficiency services have been procured in a manner that minimizes cost to the ratepayers, 

while maximizing the associated benefits of that investment.  The Program Administrators 

recognize, however, that there are firms who may be qualified to perform some, but not all of the 

tasks generally included in the contracts for program delivery services.  To further the job growth 

and retention goals of the Act, the Program Administrators will work to expand the pool of 

qualified program vendors, to promote the entry of new market actors into subcontractor roles, 

and make transparent the subcontractor bidding process and the selection criteria used to 

evaluate proposals.  One area of special focus will be increasing the number of qualified 

weatherization contractors, through expanded training opportunities. 

7. Gas and Electric Program Integration and Coordination; Seamless 

Delivery 

 

i. Background/General Overview 

 In this section of the Plan, which is common to both the statewide electric Plan and the 

statewide gas Plan, the Program Administrators describe the approaches contemplated under the 

Plans to provide seamless program delivery from the customerôs perspective and an optimal level 

of program integration, collaboration, and coordination.  In preparing this section, the Program 

Administrators primarily referred to three sources:  (1) the Green Communities Act; (2) the 

Councilôs Priorities Resolution; and (3) each Program Administratorôs individual in-field 

experience.  In compiling this section of the Plan, the Program Administrators also took note of 

presentations from the Consultants to the Council, individual Councilorôs remarks at Council 

meetings, and input from various parties in program design working groups and internal 
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discussions.  Based upon this review, the Program Administrators propose the following 

methodology to integrate and coordinate gas and electric program offerings in an enhanced 

manner, with the ultimate (and related) goals of simplifying participation for customers and 

increasing energy savings in a cost-effective manner.  The Program Administrators note that they 

will continue to work through the various issues associated with program integration in a 

collaborative fashion with the Council and its Consultants throughout the three-year period 

referenced in the Plan.   

a) The Act 

 The core provisions of the Act that relate to program integration are set forth below.  The 

Act is explicit that gas programs are to be administered by the gas Program Administrators and 

electric programs are to be administered by electric Program Administrators.  In particular, with 

respect to electric programs, the Act provides: 

The programs shall be administered by the electric distribution companies and by 

municipal aggregators with energy plans certified by the Department under 

Subsection (b) of Section 164 of Chapter 164. 

. . . In authorizing such programs, the Department shall ensure that they are 

delivered in a cost-effective manner capturing all available efficiency 

opportunities, minimizing administrative costs to the fullest extent practicable and 

utilizing competitive procurement processes to the fullest extent practicable. 

G.L. c. 25, § 19(a) (emphasis added). 

Similarly, with respect to gas programs, the Act provides: 

The Department may approve and fund gas energy efficiency programs proposed 

by gas distribution companies including, but not limited to, demand side 

management programs.  Energy efficiency activities eligible for funding under 

this section shall include combined heat and power and geothermal heating and 

cooling projects.  Funding may be supplemented by funds authorized by Section 
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21.  The programs shall be administered by the gas distribution companies. In 

authorizing such programs, the Department shall ensure that they are delivered in 

a cost-effective manner capturing all available efficiency opportunities, 

minimizing administrative costs to the fullest extent practicable and utilizing 

competitive procurement processes to the fullest extent practicable.  

G.L. c. 25, § 19(a) (emphasis added). 

 The Act goes further with respect to integration and coordination and specifically 

provides: 

The Council shall, as part of the approval process by the Department, seek to 

maximize net economic benefits through energy efficiency and load management 

resources and to achieve energy, capacity, climate and environmental goals 

through a sustained and integrated statewide energy efficiency effort. . . 

The Council shall, as part of its review of plans, examine opportunities to offer 

joint programs providing similar efficiency measures that save more than 1 fuel 

resource or to coordinate programs targeted at saving more than one fuel 

resource.  Any costs for joint programs shall be allocated equitably among the 

efficiency programs.  

G.L. c. 25, § 22(b) (emphasis added). 

This statutory background establishes the clear intention of the General Court for the 

Plans to build upon the expertise developed by the Program Administrators; the statutory 

language makes clear also that the gas and electric Program Administrators are ultimately 

responsible for the implementation of gas and electric programs, respectively, under the Act.  

The Council is tasked with seeking to achieve a ñsustained and integrated statewide energy 

efficiency effortò and ensuring that opportunities ñto offer joint programsò and ñto coordinate 

programsò are fully examined.  The Program Administratorsô proposals set forth below seek to 

build upon, and are consistent with, this explicit statutory guidance. 
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b) The Councilôs Priorities Resolution 

 In its Priorities Resolution adopted on March 24, the Council provided guidance to the 

Program Administrators in terms of its goals regarding program integration and seamless 

delivery.  Most specifically, in Section 2 of its Priorities Resolution, the Council stated: 

In order to plan for the successful on-going attainment of the savings goals 

derived from the Green Communities Act, the PAs are expected to develop 

strategies to provide comprehensive treatment and to acquire deep savings in 

customer facilities.  The Council also expects the PAs to develop and implement a 

comprehensive outreach, communication, and marketing strategy to inform and 

encourage program participation and to support the development of the 

infrastructure necessary to provide these efficiency services. 

Priorities Resolution, Section 2 (emphasis added). 

 In Section 22 of its Priorities Resolution, the Council further stated that: 

The PAs shall strive to maximize seamless delivery to the customer, without 

duplication or complexity, regardless of a given propertyôs rate class, territory or 

utility type by: 

 Simplifying the number of programs in which a property can participate 

and instead develop comprehensive single-point programs that take a 

whole building approach to energy savings, while seamlessly integrating 

electric and gas efficiency measures into one program.   

 Streamlining program administration so every ñpropertyò is required to fill 

out only one application that encompasses gas and electric programs and 

is blind to a propertyôs rate class or territory. 

 Developing consistency and coordination across service territories so that 

entities with multiple locations across the Commonwealth receive program 

services (gas, electric and some renewable) in a manner that reduces 

administrative burdens. 

 Implementing inter-utility, inter-fuel type, and inter-rate class funding 

mechanisms which enable single point programs for properties that are 
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served by two PAs, properties that have multiple rate class meters, and/or 

properties that are participating in whole-building approach programs. 

 Including a shared chapter in the gas and electric plans that describes 

how programs specifically integrate gas and electric initiatives to 

maximize overall utility savings.  

See Priorities Resolution, Section 22 (emphasis added).  

 The Program Administrators have sought to be responsive to these priorities in their 

proposals, noting that a number of these goals will be approached in a phased effort that will 

necessarily take time to succeed fully.  Where the Program Administrators have points of 

amplification with respect to certain of these specific goals of the Council, they are set forth 

below.   Further, the Program Administrators have established target dates for certain core 

integration milestones, which are noted in Section II.A.7.iv below. 

c) The Experience of the Program Administrators 

 Gas and electric Program Administrators have historically engaged in coordinated and 

integrated activities to serve common customers.  In the C&I sector, such activities, while 

productive, have been less formal and have been approached on an individual basis, typically 

involving extensive efforts to serve large customers in a coordinated fashion.  These efforts have 

resulted in some notable successes throughout the Commonwealth.
9
  The Program 

Administrators seek to build on these successes and the lessons learned in these projects as they 

move to a more standardized approach to integration and coordination.  In the residential sector, 

the Program Administrators, working cooperatively with the DOER, have fully coordinated and 

integrated several activities, most notably in the development and operation of the Residential 

                                                           
9
  Examples of successful joint gas and electric projects include, without limitation, the Hampden County 

Sheriffôs Office Project, the Greater Lawrence Sanitary District Project, and the Medfield Schools Project. 
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Conservation Services (ñRCSò) audit program under the ñMassSAVEò umbrella.  The residential 

new construction program and statewide low-income program are award-winning approaches to 

statewide consistency and market development of whole building performance in both the new 

construction and retrofit markets.  The Program Administrators are seeking to leverage on this 

experience and create higher quality and more comprehensive approaches geared to providing a 

seamless experience from the customerôs perspective. 

ii.  Benefits of Enhanced Integration and Coordination 

 The core potential benefits of increased integration and coordination of gas and electric 

programs include: 

 Enhanced customer service, including fuel-blind recommendations and 

priorities for energy savings and simplified application processes. 

 

 Simplified consistent messaging to customers and other market actors. 

 Economies and efficiency in program delivery. 

 

 Capturing more comprehensive savings at participating facilities. 

 

 Improved cost-effectiveness analysis that ensures all energy and non-

energy benefits are identified and accounted for. 

 

 Improved BCRs that reflect benefits of both gas and electric measures. 

 

By ensuring that customers understand all of the options for energy efficiency available 

to them through both gas and electric program offerings, the Program Administrators believe that 

customers will be encouraged to implement a more comprehensive package of measures, thereby 

maximizing energy savings.  Once the programs are fully implemented, customers and the 

practitioners designing buildings will have knowledge of, and access to, the wide array of 

program offerings accessible to them through one convenient systems selection process.   



44 

 

iii.  Specific Approaches and Actions Regarding Gas and Electric 

Program Integration and Coordination 

In order to achieve enhanced program integration and coordination, the Program 

Administrators propose the following approaches and activities.  As noted above, these efforts 

will be refined and further developed as the Program Administrators continue their 

implementation planning for the programs included in the Plan.  The Program Administrators 

will be including updates on their integration efforts in their progress reporting. 

a) Definitions and Terminology for Integration Efforts 

Both the Green Communities Act and the Councilôs Priorities Resolution use the terms 

ñintegrationò and ñcoordinationò without any particular distinction.  In an effort to achieve a 

common understanding of these terms, the Program Administrators have developed the 

following working definitions.  Integration refers to taking previously separate entities and 

blending them into a unified whole (i.e., the multi-family program offers both gas and electric 

measures, and within each fuel, measures that are that are traditionally considered ñresidentialò 

and those that are considered ñC&Iò are all available through this single program).  By 

distinction, coordination denotes organizing two or more separate entities so that they align to 

achieve a common goal.  For example, the Program Administrators will integrate their marketing 

efforts to prevent customer confusion, but will also coordinate regional variations to maximize 

their effectiveness.  Throughout the Plan, the Program Administrators use both of these 

paradigms, as appropriate, to deliver a seamless experience for program participants.  

b) Specific Building Blocks for Integration Applications 

While the strategies for achieving integration may vary between programs, the Program 

Administrators will utilize a common set of building blocks that apply to multiple end-uses and 
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fuel sources to address integration/coordination issues, as well as applying consistent prescriptive 

applications where appropriate, regardless of technology.  In so doing, the Program 

Administrators will develop a consistent incentive structure and design (e.g., percentage of 

incremental cost), so that they may offer customers a package of measures for gas and electric 

energy efficiency opportunities. The success of the Program Administrators in addressing this 

strategic goal (with the collaborative assistance of the Councilôs Consultants through the course 

of many working group meetings) is perhaps best demonstrated by the integrated gas and electric 

program designs, adopted with the unanimous consent of all gas and electric Program 

Administrators in both this Plan and the plan being filed simultaneously today by the gas 

Program Administrators.   

Additionally, the Program Administrators continue to develop a single set of program 

rules for application regardless of fuel type (e.g., technical assistance co-pay offer, TRC cost-

effectiveness guidelines, payback limits, eligibility).  Further, electric Program Administrators 

will include the savings associated with those measures that save oil in the screening for cost-

effectiveness in accordance with the Departmentôs D.P.U. 08-50 screening guidelines.  

The Program Administrators intend to develop a common customer experience that can 

be monitored, measured, and enhanced over time, and, as such, will develop this integration 

experience based on a single set of common assumptions for prescriptive measures and project 

screening, thereby allowing both electric and gas measures to be evaluated consistently.  The 

Program Administrators note, however, that differences will remain with respect to transmission 

and distribution (ñT&Dò) avoided capacity costs and utility-specific line losses, given how those 

cost categories are unique to gas and electric.  With respect to efforts or initiatives that are end-

use or measure specific (e.g., Cool Choice and certain outreach efforts to trade allies and 
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manufacturers), there will appropriately be some gas and electric  differences due to the end uses 

associated with the measures.  However, where possible, the Program Administrators are 

committed to integrating these initiatives.  

Each Program Administrator will be able to provide the data required for jointly 

assessing the new integrated/coordinated programs as they are implemented.  In analyzing 

upstream marketing and distribution strategies for a single integrated approach, the Program 

Administrators will focus on increased consistency and integration with trade allies, 

manufacturers, market actors, and market channels, and will develop guidelines for allocating 

program costs and savings among different fuel customers for joint programs where benefits 

accrue to each energy system.  

Lastly, the Program Administrators will work to develop consistent messaging to 

customers regarding program offerings and the availability of measures for both gas and electric 

measures.  The Program Administrators will work collaboratively to coordinate and implement 

to the fullest extent possible an integration and coordination strategy during the initial three-year 

Plan periods. 

c) Enhanced Program Designs For Integration/Coordination 

The Program Administrators, through various working group structures, have utilized the 

building blocks described above to develop enhanced program designs which specifically 

address the integration/coordination issues outlined in the Act and the Councilôs Priority 

Resolution.  The integrated designs, collaboratively developed through a working group process 

with the Councilôs Consultants, are set forth in Section II.F.  The Program Administrators 

respectfully submit that this level of integrated effort, on a statewide basis that is supported by 

each gas and electric Program Administrator, has not been surpassed in the United States.  
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One unique example of integration techniques is found in the new, collaboratively 

developed multi-family program (a key focus of many Council members).  At the cornerstone of 

the multi-family integration model is the provision of a ñMulti-Family Market Integratorò 

function.  The main responsibility of the Multi -Family Market Integrator will be to manage a 

project in a seamless manner for the customer.  Given that one size does not fit all in this 

market, the working group developed a model that is scalable and thus able to support projects 

that run the gamut from simple to very complex.  Throughout the project lifecycle, customers 

will be able to turn to the Multi -Family Market Integrator to facilitate responses to their 

inquiries, thus eliminating the need for customers to directly contact multiple parties.  

Currently, all program design teams plan to continue to work to ensure that:  a) all 

Program Administrators remain abreast of the key energy efficiency activities of other Program 

Administrators; b) energy efficiency implementation activities and efforts by all Program 

Administrators are integrated and coordinated to the optimal extent; c) statewide marketing and 

media campaigns are developed with easy-to-understand communications for all customers; and 

d) best practices and integration/coordination efforts in other jurisdictions are reviewed and 

discussed to maximize collaboration efforts and build on the experiences in other regions.  In so 

doing, the Program Administrators have committed to the ongoing process of collaboration and 

integration in a manner that will ultimately result in program offerings for customers that offer 

as much ñone-stop shoppingò as is practically feasible.  

d) Specific Program Integration and Coordination Challenges 

While the Program Administrators fully support the integration and coordination goals 

set forth in both the Act and the Councilôs Priorities Resolution, there is a general recognition of 

the substantial time required to accomplish these joint objectives.  The Program Administrators 
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note that completing the integration/coordination efforts is a time intensive process given the 

number of programs involved, the existing variances between Program Administrator offerings, 

and number of program design elements (measures, incentives, delivery mechanisms) that must 

be addressed.  In addition, the Program Administrators will need to issue RFPs and review any 

responsive bids for the services required to support the enhanced program designs associated 

with the Plan.  This too will take time.   

Lastly, the Program Administrators are committed to performing due diligence with 

respect to best practices both within and outside of Massachusetts.  So doing will allow the 

Program Administrators to maximize expected savings and will provide new information on 

those measures that are seeing success in the marketplace.  The Program Administrators will 

continue to research best practices throughout the three-year period, and will review current 

studies and findings before making the substantive programmatic changes contemplated by both 

the Act and the Councilôs Priority Resolutions. 

e) Integrated Marketing Efforts 

The Program Administrators have worked collaboratively with DOER and other 

interested parties to establish a comprehensive integrated public outreach and education 

marketing initiative.  Section II.G provides a more thorough discussion of the marketing and 

education initiatives that have been developed to promote the program goals set forth in this 

Plan.   

As discussed elsewhere in this Plan, a critical key component of integration and seamless 

delivery is consistent messaging.  The establishment of a statewide website (marketing portal) 

and marketing approach to make customers aware of program offerings will minimize the 

market confusion that could result from competing advertising campaigns that may otherwise 



49 

 

overlap in the mass media.  The Program Administrators have initiated a process to develop and 

operate a central web-based site that allows customers to gain access to all relevant information, 

applications, and forms, and expect that the site will be operational in 2010.  Additionally, 

individual Program Administrators (and, likely, the GasNetworks group on a collaborative basis 

for gas Program Administrators) will coordinate complementary marketing initiatives to 

reinforce and support the overall statewide marketing strategy as well as address unique local 

conditions and/or sub-markets in their service areas.  These individual activities will be 

undertaken in consultation with other Program Administrators in order to maintain good 

communications, promote the statewide efforts, and avoid inconsistent messaging. 

f) Other Core Principles 

 In developing integrated/coordinated programs, Program Administrators will emphasize 

and adhere to several core principles.  First, the gas and electric Program Administrators commit 

to coordinate and integrate their activities and pool their knowledge and expertise so that 

customers enjoy a seamless process.  Second, the Program Administrators will work to ensure 

that customers will be able to turn to their local gas or electric company or other Program 

Administrator (for example, the Cape Light Compact) for the provision of energy efficiency 

services.  Third, Program Administrators will also ensure that low-income customers will be able 

to turn to their local low-income weatherization and fuel assistance program network in addition 

to their local Program Administrators for accurate and up-to-date information regarding energy 

efficiency program opportunities and initiatives.   

 As integration and coordination efforts increase, it is important that customers (perhaps 

most pointedly a large C&I customer) retain the ability to contact their dedicated account 

representative for help in developing customized services that best meet that customerôs needs.  
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Indeed, to ensure maximum customer uptake, multiple customer channels should be preserved, 

including direct contact with the Program Administrator.  Program Administrators have 

established strong, long-term relationships with customers, and maintain a robust understanding 

of their business requirements; this provides a natural opportunity to promote programs in a 

customized fashion that is meaningful to customers, particularly large customers.  The Program 

Administrators will leverage these important relationships in the delivery of energy efficiency 

services, but will also ensure that regardless of the point of entry, customers will have available 

to them a seamless program offering without the need to contact multiple parties. 

 Further, Program Administrators will maintain the ability to provide direct and 

responsive service to any customer (from a small residential customer to the largest industrial 

customer) who reaches out to them for assistance.  In these instances, the Program Administrator 

contacted will work with any other Program Administrator (or their vendor) serving the same 

territory to encourage the customer to pursue additional efficiency opportunities.  The Program 

Administrators recognize that some customers will only undertake a single or limited set of 

measures at a given point in time; however, a positive experience for that particular customer 

will help to ensure their participation in future energy efficiency undertakings.   

 Program Administrators require the flexibility to continue to create innovative processes 

and programs.  Increased integration should in no way inhibit the innovations of Program 

Administrators, particularly with respect to the development and implementation of pilot 

programs.  Program Administrators should be able to propose innovative pilot efforts that are not 

fully coordinated or integrated with other statewide activities.  Indeed, a key goal of such pilots 

is that they yield data as to whether the approach explored in the pilot should be implemented on 

a larger, statewide scale. 



51 

 

 As Program Administrators successfully increase their integration efforts, they will need 

to document the costs and savings associated with this integration, whether from manual or 

automated solutions, and will also need to quantify any increased efficiencies associated with 

these efforts.  Therefore, a full understanding of costs and benefits will enable Program 

Administrators to provide a more seamless experience from the perspectives of vendors and 

market actors, as well as customers.  

iv. Conclusion 

The Program Administrators have developed a core, consistent set of statewide programs 

and strategies that can be delivered to customers in an integrated fashion that ensures seamless 

service, regardless of whether the customer is served by a combined gas/electric utility, 

municipal aggregator, by different gas and electric utilities, or has facilities or projects in 

multiple Program Administrator service areas. While there may be limited areas or initiatives 

where some diversity in approach will be appropriate based on unique service territory 

characteristics, or will be useful in supporting local economic and infrastructure development 

objectives (e.g., utilizing multiple, local/geographically dispersed service providers and 

equipment suppliers) or developing a longer term approach (e.g., utilizing different incentive 

structures for certain new programs in different areas for a finite time period to see if one of 

several approaches has better success), the Program Administrators anticipate that such variances 

will be limited.  The findings associated with these individual efforts will be documented and 

circulated to all Program Administrators for discussion purposes, as well as provided in the 

individual PA-specific filings. 

Over the course of the next three years, the Program Administrators expect to see 

unprecedented consistency in participation requirements, available core services and measures, 
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conditions, exclusions, and limits, and incentive amounts and/or calculations.  To demonstrate 

the Program Administratorsô commitment to this goal, the table below provides the anticipated 

key milestones that the Program Administrators intend to work towards for the integration of 

applicable programs. 

 

Target Milestone Date  Measures Associated with Target 

November 15, 2009 Review and Develop Screening and Diagnostic 

Visit Criterion for Residential Retrofit Program 

December 31, 2009 Develop Scope of Work for the Program 

Expeditor (to facilitate offering a fully 

integrated program) in the multi-family sector. 

January 1, 2010 Integration of Marketing and Outreach Efforts 

and Delivery to Customer for C&I Lost 

Opportunity Program and Large C&I Retrofit 

programs 

January 1, 2010 Establish Track Enhancements for C&I Lost 

Opportunity Program and Large C&I Retrofit 

programs 

January 1, 2011 Investigate and Evaluate Financing Options for 

Large C&I Retrofit Program 

 

8. Progress Toward Other Massachusetts Policy Goals/Requirements  

Although this Plan is directed primarily at the mandates of the Green Communities Act, 

the Program Administrators are cognizant of the role that the statewide electric and gas 

efficiency investment plans occupy in the Commonwealthôs broader, historically ambitious 

statutory scheme and policy goals.  As noted in the Executive Summary, on August 13, 2008, 

shortly following the enactment of the Green Communities Act, Governor Patrick signed the 

GWSA and the Green Jobs Act.  Taken together, these legislative enactments reflect the 
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Commonwealthôs commitment to climate protection and its leadership in promoting clean and 

renewable energy.  The Program Administrators welcome the continued opportunity to design 

and implement innovative programs that promote the Commonwealthôs goals of promoting 

energy efficiency, decreasing GHGs, and spurring job creation in the clean energy sector.    

B. Funding Sources
10

  

The Program Administrators project that there will be approximately $1,336,673,564 in 

funds available statewide to support energy efficiency efforts during the three-year period.  This 

section of the Plan includes the following tables which provide detailed information on the sources 

of funding the Program Administrators currently expect will be available to support their proposed 

programs. 

 Summary Table 

 Supporting Tables for each funding source listed in the Summary Table: 

 System Benefit Charge Funds 

 FCM Proceeds 

 Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Proceeds 

 Other Funding Sources 

 Carryover  

 Energy Efficiency Reconciliation Factor 

 

As shown in the summary table below, in addition to the estimated proceeds from the 

System Benefit Charge (ñSBCò), FCM, and RGGI, the funding for the period 2010 to 2012 

includes carryover, and, for some of the Program Administrators, funds collected through an 

Energy Efficiency Reconciliation Factor (ñEERFò).  The SBC funding is calculated consistently 

with G.L. c. 25, § 19(a) which states:  ñThe department shall require a mandatory charge of 2.5 

mills per kilowatt-hour for all consumers, except those served by a municipal lighting plant, to 

                                                           
10

   Please refer to accompanying Excel Workbook, with cross-linkages. 
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fund energy efficiency programs including, but not limited to, demand side management 

programs.ò  Consistent with the Act, a minimum of 10 percent of the amount expended for 

electric energy efficiency programs will be spent on comprehensive low-income residential 

Demand-Side Management (ñDSMò) and education programs.  G.L. c. 25, § 19.   FCM and 

RGGI funding is based on proceeds the Program Administrators expect to receive during the 

three-year period.  The calculation of the EERF is further described in Section I, Cost Recovery, 

of this Plan. 

1. Summary Table 

Allocation of Funding Sources, 2010 

Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL 

Residential $36,684,477  $3,535,808  $16,666,932  $351,053  ($2,262,850) $53,674,163  $108,649,582  

% of Residential 34% 3% 15% 0% -2% 49% 100% 

Low Income $8,284,299  $392,087  $2,021,530  $91,351  ($743,837) $721,064  $10,766,494  

% of Low Income 77% 4% 19% 1% -7% 7% 100% 

Commercial & 
Industrial $75,245,588  $7,409,603  $33,833,528  $394,297  ($5,951,482) $71,976,616  $182,908,149  

% of Commercial 
& Industrial 41% 4% 18% 0% -3% 39% 100% 

TOTAL $120,214,363  $11,337,497  $52,521,990  $836,700  ($8,958,169) $126,371,843  $302,324,224  

% of Total 
40% 4% 17% 0% -3% 42% 100% 

 
       

Allocation of Funding Sources, 2011 

Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL 

Residential $37,067,813  $3,607,907  $16,920,945  $19,045,214  NA $61,305,036  $137,946,915  

% of Residential 27% 3% 12% 14%   44% 100% 

Low Income $8,373,099  $434,764  $2,127,339  $2,306,971  NA $940,652  $14,182,826  

% of Low Income 59% 3% 15% 16%   7% 100% 

Commercial & 
Industrial $76,040,815  $7,481,459  $34,368,368  $38,647,815  NA $142,155,152  $298,693,610  

% of Commercial 
& Industrial 25% 3% 12% 13%   48% 100% 

TOTAL $121,481,727  $11,524,129  $53,416,653  $60,000,001  NA $204,400,840  $450,823,350  

% of Total 
27% 3% 12% 13%   45% 100% 
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Allocation of Funding Sources, 2012 

Sector 
SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL 

Residential $37,731,860  $3,881,332  $12,678,215  $38,249,320  NA $78,037,777  $170,578,504  

% of Residential 22% 2% 7% 22%   46% 100% 

Low Income $8,487,047  $515,331  $1,663,352  $4,617,221  NA $1,443,029  $16,725,979  

% of Low Income 51% 3% 10% 28%   9% 100% 

Commercial & 
Industrial $77,057,807  $7,890,037  $25,625,664  $77,133,459  NA $208,495,925  $396,202,892  

% of Commercial 
& Industrial 19% 2% 6% 19%   53% 100% 

TOTAL $123,276,714  $12,286,700  $39,967,231  $120,000,000  NA $287,976,730  $583,507,376  

% of Total 
21% 2% 7% 21%   49% 100% 

 
       

Allocation of Funding Sources, 2010-2012 

Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL 

Residential $111,484,150  $11,025,047  $46,266,092  $57,645,586  ($2,262,850) $193,016,976  $417,175,000  

% of Residential 27% 3% 11% 14% -1% 46% 100% 

Low Income $25,144,444  $1,342,182  $5,812,222  $7,015,543  ($743,837) $3,104,745  $41,675,299  

% of Low Income 60% 3% 14% 17% -2% 7% 100% 

Commercial & 
Industrial $228,344,210  $22,781,098  $93,827,561  $116,175,571  ($5,951,482) $422,627,693  $877,804,651  

% of Commercial 
& Industrial 26% 3% 11% 13% -1% 48% 100% 

TOTAL $364,972,804  $35,148,326  $145,905,874  $180,836,700  ($8,958,169) $618,749,414  $1,336,654,950  

% of Total 
27% 3% 11% 14% -1% 46% 100% 

 
       Notes: 

       (1) See Table IV.B.3.1 

      (2) See Table IV.B.3.2 

     
                       -    

(3) See Table IV.B.3.3 

      (4) See Table IV.B.3.4 

      (5) See Table IV.B.3.5 

      (6) See Table IV.B.3.6 

       

2. Supporting page/table for each funding source listed in Summary Table 

i. System Benefit Charge Table/Info 

 

SBC Funds, 2010 

Sector kWh Sales 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Charge 

Collections 
% Collections 

of Total 
Allocation 

% Allocation 
of Total 

Residential (1) 
15,332,733,531 0.0025 $38,331,834 31.9% $36,684,477  30.5% 

Low Income (2) 
1,633,237,017 0.0025 $4,083,093 3.4% $8,284,299  6.9% 

Commercial & 
Industrial (3) 31,119,774,724 0.0025 $77,799,437 64.7% $75,245,588  62.6% 

TOTAL 48,085,745,272   $120,214,363 100% $120,214,363  100% 
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SBC Collections, 2011 

Sector kWh Sales 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Charge 

Collections 
% Collections 

of Total 
Allocation 

% Allocation 
of Total 

Residential (1) 
15,471,249,162 0.0025 $38,678,123 31.8% $37,067,813  30.5% 

Low Income (2) 
1,709,015,500 0.0025 $4,272,539 3.5% $8,373,099  6.9% 

Commercial & 
Industrial (3) 31,412,462,517 0.0025 $78,531,156 64.6% $76,040,815  62.6% 

TOTAL 48,592,727,179   $121,481,818 100% $121,481,727  100% 

       
SBC Collections, 2012 

Sector kWh Sales 
Energy 

Efficiency 

Charge 

Collections 
% Collections 

of Total 
Allocation 

% Allocation 
of Total 

Residential (1) 
15,717,772,846 0.0025 $39,294,432 32.4% $37,731,860  30.6% 

Low Income (2) 
1,815,292,365 0.0025 $4,538,231 2.4% $8,487,047  6.9% 

Commercial & 
Industrial (3) 31,786,570,685 0.0025 $79,466,427 65.2% $77,057,807  62.5% 

TOTAL 49,319,635,896   $123,299,090 100% $123,276,714  100% 

       
SBC Collections, 2010-2012 

Sector kWh Sales 
Energy 

Efficiency 
Charge 

Collections 
% Collections 

of Total 
Allocation 

% Allocation 
of Total 

Residential (1) 
46,521,755,538 0.0025 $116,304,389 31.9% $111,484,150  30.5% 

Low Income (2) 
5,157,544,882 0.0025 $12,893,862 3.5% $25,144,444  6.9% 

Commercial & 
Industrial (3) 94,318,807,926 0.0025 $235,797,020 64.6% $228,344,210  62.6% 

TOTAL 145,998,108,347   $364,995,271 100% $364,972,804  100% 
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ii.  Forward Capacity Market Proceeds Table/Info 

 

Forward Capacity Market Revenue, 2010 

Portfolio 

Nov. 2009 Dec. 2009 Jan. 2010 Feb. 2010 

kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price 
Revenue kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price 
Revenue kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price 
Revenue kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price 
Revenue 

192,043 $4.10 $787,378 242,297 $4.10 $993,419 246,024 $4.10 $1,008,699 252,739 $4.10 $1,036,231 

Portfolio 

Mar. 2010 Apr. 2010 May-10 June 2010 - Dec 2010 (1) 
TOTAL 2010  

Revenue 

kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price Revenue kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price Revenue kW 

FCM 
Transition 

Price Revenue kW 

FCM 
Clearing 

Price Revenue 

252,213 $4.10 $1,034,073 190,244 $4.10 $780,001 190,698 $4.10 $781,863 235,289 $4.25 $7,006,439.15 $11,647,307 

              
Forward Capacity Market Revenue, 2011 

      

Portfolio 

Jan 2010 - May 2011 (1) June 2011 - Dec 2011 (1) 
TOTAL 2011  

Revenue 
      

kW 

FCM 
Clearing 

Price Revenue kW 

FCM 
Clearing 

Price Revenue 
      

213,641 $4.25 $4,544,146 341,542 $3.12 $7,456,884 $12,001,030 
      

              
Forward Capacity Market Revenue, 2012 

      

Portfolio 

Jan 2011 - May 2012 (1) June 2012 - Dec 2012 (1) 

TOTAL 2012  
Revenue 

      

kW 

FCM 
Clearing 

Price 
Revenue kW 

FCM 
Clearing 

Price 
Revenue 

      
281,566 $3.12 $4,391,026 469,671 $2.95 $9,698,704 $14,089,730 

      

              
Notes: 

             
(1) Each PA should include the months for which it expects to receive FCM funds for that program year. 
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Allocation of 2010-2012 FCM Revenue 
     

Sector 

2010 2011 2012 TOTAL 
     

FCM 
Revenue 

% of Total 
FCM 

Revenue (2) 

FCM 
Revenue 

% of Total 
FCM 

Revenue (2) 

FCM 
Revenue 

% of Total FCM 
Revenue (2) 

FCM 
Revenue 

% of Total 
FCM 

Revenue (2) 
     

Residential $3,535,808 31.2% $3,607,907 31.3% $3,881,332 31.6% $11,025,047 31.4% 
     

Low Income $392,087 3.5% $434,764 3.8% $515,331 4.2% $1,342,182 3.8% 
     Commercial & 

Industrial $7,409,603 65.4% $7,481,459 64.9% $7,890,037 64.2% $22,781,098 64.8% 
     

TOTAL $11,337,497 100.0% $11,524,129 100.0% $12,286,700 100.0% $35,148,326 100.0% 
     

              
Notes: 

             
(1) Revenue is allocated across customer sector based on SBC % allocation of total.  See Table IV.B.3.1 
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iii.  Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Proceeds Table/Info 

The Program Administrators have estimated the proceeds they expect to receive from their participation in the RGGI based on the following 

assumptions: 

Á In 2010, the Program Administrators will receive revenues from all RGGI auctions held during 2010.  In 2011, the Program 

Administrators will receive revenues from all RGGI auctions held in 2011.  And, similarly, in 2012, the Program Administrators will 

receive revenue from all auctions held in 2012. 

Á Eighty percent of the Massachusetts proceeds from RGGI auctions will be allocated to energy efficiency Program Administrators, 

consistent with the Legislature's directives in the Green Communities Act that cap-and-trade pollution control programs including, 

but not limited to, not less than 80 percent of amounts generated by the carbon dioxide allowance trading mechanism established 

under the RGGI Memorandum of Understanding and the NOx Allowance Trading Program will be made available for energy 

efficiency program expenditures.  See G.L. c. 25, § 19(a).  

Á Program Administrators will receive RGGI proceeds in proportion to the amount of funding required to fund their energy efficiency 

programs above the SBC and FCM.   

Additional assumptions used by the Program Administrators with regard to the number of Massachusetts allowances sold in each year and the clearing 

price of future auctions are provided in the table below.  

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Proceeds, 2010 (1) 

Auction Projections 

Auction 1 (2) Auction 2 (2) Auction 3 (2) Auction 4 (2) 

TOTAL 
Compliance 
Period 1 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 2 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 1 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 2 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 1 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 2 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 1 (3) 

Compliance 
Period 2 (3) 

MA Proceeds (4)                   

MA Allowances Sold 6,578,405 328,921 6,578,405 328,921 6,578,405 328,921 6,578,405 328,921   

Auction Clearing Price $2.38 $1.90 $2.39 $1.90 $2.41 $1.90 $2.42 $1.90   

Total Proceeds to MA $15,656,604 $624,950 $15,722,388 $624,950 $15,853,956 $624,950 $15,919,740 $624,950 $65,652,488 

Proceeds to MA EE Plan (4)                   

Percent of MA Funds to EE Plans (e.g., >=80%) 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80%   

Total $ to MA Energy Efficiency Plans $12,525,283 $499,960 $12,577,910 $499,960 $12,683,165 $499,960 $12,735,792 $499,960 $52,521,990 

Allocation to PA                   

Total MA kWh (4) 

        
  

PA kWh  

        
  

% PA kWh of State 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%   

TOTAL $ to PA $12,525,283 $499,960 $12,577,910 $499,960 $12,683,165 $499,960 $12,735,792 $499,960 $52,521,990 

          




























































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































