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Executive Summary 

Massachusetts’ Green Communities Act (GCA) of 2008 requires energy distributors to supply their 
customers with all energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost effective in 
comparison to electric and natural gas supply. The Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (DPU) 
oversees gas and electric distributors’ energy efficiency plans’ compliance with the requirements of the 
GCA, while the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) oversees efficiency program administrators’ 
investment plans and budgets. According to the 2017 ACEEE State Energy Efficiency Scoreboard, 
Massachusetts’ energy efficiency policies and programs rank number one in the nation: The 
Commonwealth has held the top spot for seven consecutive years.  

Between September 2017 and January 2018, the EEAC conducted six collaborative planning workshops 
that helped produce the EEAC recommendations and priorities for Massachusetts’ energy efficiency 
program administrators’ 2019-2021 plan. The EEAC provided its recommendations in a resolution 
released on February 28, 2018. The program administrators delivered a draft of their 2019-2021 plan on 
April 30, 2018, and administrators presented their responses to the EEAC recommendations on June 20, 
2018. In July of 2018, the EEAC provided comments on the draft plan and indicated that it expected to 
receive the revised plan no later than August 31, 2018, in anticipation of the filling of the final plan with 
the DPU in October of 2018. Program administrators responded the EEAC comments and said they will 
not be able to provide a revised version of the plan by the end of August, but plan to provide a new draft 
by September 14, 2018. 

The Massachusetts’ efficiency program administrators’ 2019-2021 Plan is still under development and—

as shown in this review of the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan—has significant room for improvement. 

This Applied Economics Clinic white paper reviews the latest energy efficiency plan by Massachusetts’ 

efficiency program administrators: April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan (2019-2021 Massachusetts Joint 

Statewide Electric and Gas Three-Year Energy Efficiency Plan, April 30, 2018) 

Efficiency is the least expensive energy resource and provides substantial benefits to society as a whole, 

energy consumers, and participants in efficiency programs. These benefits range from lower utility bills 

to a healthier environment to local jobs. Massachusetts’ Green Communities Act requires energy 

distribution companies’ efficiency program administrators to provide consumers with all cost-effective 

energy saving measures. To this end, program administrators prepare three-year plans for review by the 

EEAC and approval by the DPU.  

The process of approving these efficiency plans is public by design, requiring sufficient time for public 

interest groups and government agencies charged with protecting public interests to thoroughly review 

draft efficiency plans and make their views on these plans known to both the EEAC and the DPU. In 

2018, this public process has been curtailed and constrained, limiting input from both the EEAC and the 

public. Public review by stakeholders and their third-party experts is essential to good policy making. 

Disregarding deadlines for public review, or skirting these deadlines by providing only partial materials, 

is damaging to the ultimate shared goal of providing the best possible energy efficiency programs for 

consumers, participants, and the Commonwealth as a whole. 

Key areas for improving transparency in the preparation and review of three-year plans, as evidenced by 

the release of the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan and its associated materials, include: 
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• Potential studies: Potential studies need to be released on time and in their entirety. The 

scheduled opportunity for review and comment on potential studies prior to the inclusion of 

their results in the three-year plan did not occur in 2018.  

• Draft three-year plans: Three-years plans need to be complete at the time of their April release. 

The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 was not complete at the time of its release: savings goals were 

not available as a percentage of sales; non-embedded costs of carbon related to Global 

Warming Solutions Act compliance were not included; measures aimed towards moderate 

income households, renters, and non-English speaking households were not discussed; 

information on heat pumps and active demand reduction measures was insufficient; and 

residential and low-income programs are currently undergoing a complete revision and are 

therefore not accurately represented in the Plan. 

• Live “BCR Model” spreadsheet: Live (not locked down or fixed value: with formulae intact) 

versions of the program administrators “BCR Model” spreadsheets must be made available to 

the EEAC and stakeholders at the same time that the draft three-year plan is released. With 

each new draft of the three-year plan, new and up-to-date live spreadsheets must be released. 

• Statewide efficiency database: The statewide database of energy efficiency data should include 

all data required by DPU 14-141. These data make it possible to review the three-year plans in 

the context of zip-code level data on efficiency outcomes. 

The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan does not compare favorably to the April 2015 Draft 2016-2018 

Plan. The 2018 Draft Plan is less complete and provides fewer benefits to consumers: 

• Less complete: the 2018 Draft provides a less complete, less detailed description of energy 

efficiency measures, benefits, savings, and costs 

• Lower savings: offers lower savings levels for residential and commercial and industrial 

consumers 

• Lower benefits: provides lower benefits for residential and commercial and industrial 

consumers 

• Benefit-cost ratios: results in lower benefit-cost ratios for residential and commercial and 

industrial consumers 

Only the low-income program appears to have small increases in savings and benefits. At the same time, 

the quantity of measures offered in the low-income program appears to have fallen in the April 2018 

Draft 2019-2021 Plan for most program administrators. 

Sensitivity analysis using the program administrator’s “BCR Model” spreadsheets demonstrates that 

including non-embedded costs of carbon associated with Global Warming Solutions Act compliance 

results in higher benefit-cost ratios from programs and measures. Similarly, higher low-income non-

energy benefits result in higher benefit-cost ratios, and it should be noted that the program 

administrators have substantially increased the low-income non-energy benefits used in the 2019-2021 

Plan. 
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The assumptions used in developing Massachusetts’ three-year efficiency plans have clear impacts on 

the resulting benefit-cost ratios and, as a consequence, on the selection of efficiency measures offered 

to consumers. A detailed review of not only the results of the program administrators’ planning process 

but also the underlying assumptions and methodology is critical to make a thorough, conscientious 

public stakeholder process possible and to planning for the best possible efficiency outcomes in 

Massachusetts. 
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1. Introduction 

Energy efficiency—using less energy to provide the same energy services—is the lowest cost energy 
resource available today (see Figure 1).1  

Figure 1. U.S. levelized cost of electricity resources (cents per kWh) 

  
Source: Reproduced from Gilleo, A. 2017. “New Data, Same Results: Saving Energy Is Still Cheaper Than Making 
Energy.” ACEEE blog post. aceee.org/blog/2017/12/new-data-same-results-saving-energy. Note: (*) Energy 
efficiency program portfolio data from Molina, M. (2014). “The Best Value for America’s Energy Dollar: A National 
Review of the Cost of Utility Energy Efficiency Programs.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, 
Research Report U1402. http://aceee.org/research-report/u1402. 

From LED light bulbs to building insulation to programmable wi-fi-enabled thermostats, opportunities 
exist for electric distributors to avoid energy use (and its costs) by instead providing support, technology 
and incentives that allow their customers to modernize their homes and businesses while saving 
electricity and money. Electric distributors’ efforts to help customers use less energy add up to 
substantial savings. Energy efficiency is the third largest electricity source in the United States, after 

                                                           

1 Molina, M. 2014. “The Best Value for America’s Energy Dollar: A National Review of the Cost of Utility 
Energy Efficiency Programs.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report 
U1402. http://aceee.org/research-report/u1402 

http://aceee.org/research-report/u1402
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natural gas and coal (see Figure 2).2 To provide customer needs without energy efficiency savings, the 
United States would need an additional 313 large power plants.3  

Figure 2: U.S. electricity generation by resource (2015) 

 
Source: Reproduced from Molina et al. (2016) “The Greatest Energy Story You Haven’t Heard: How Investing in 
Energy Efficiency Changed the US Power Sector and Gave Us a Tool to Tackle Climate Change.” American Council 
for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report U1604. http://aceee.org/research-report/u1604 

Benefits of energy efficiency 

A recent study by the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE) found that a 15 percent 
reduction in U.S. electricity consumption in a year would save six lives each day, reduce asthma episodes 
by 30,000, and produce up to $20 billion in avoided health harms.4 In addition, these same energy 
efficiency measures implemented nationwide would lower carbon dioxide (CO2) pollution by 14 percent 
(approximately 285 million tons) in one year, nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions would fall by 18 percent 
(192,000 tons), sulfur dioxide (SO2) emissions would fall by 23 percent (267,000 tons), and the amount 
of fine particulate matter pollution would be reduced by 11 percent (20,000 tons) in a single year.5  

In addition to benefits experienced by society at large, all electric and gas customers benefit when 
purchases of energy and investments in generation capacity, transmission and distribution are avoided 

                                                           

2 Molina, M., Kiker, P., and Nowak, S. 2016. “The Greatest Energy Story You Haven’t Heard: How 
Investing in Energy Efficiency Changed the US Power Sector and Gave Us a Tool to Tackle Climate 
Change.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report U1604. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1604 

3 Ibid. 

4 Hayes, S., and Kubes, C. 2018. “Saving Energy, Saving Lives: The Health Impacts of Avoiding Power 
Plant Pollution with Energy Efficiency.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research 
Report H1801. http://aceee.org/research-report/h1801 

5 Ibid. 

http://aceee.org/research-report/u1604
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1604
http://aceee.org/research-report/h1801
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and system reliability is improved. New England’s 2018 Avoided Energy Supply Components (AESC) study 
demonstrates these benefits, as modeled for each state in the region.6 AESC 2018 reports that, on 
average across New England, during summer peak conditions, it is 16 cents cheaper per kilowatt-hour 
(kWh) to employ energy efficiency than it would be to run electric generating resources to supply 
customers’ needs.7 Avoided costs of gas for customers in southern New England is $7.40 per million 
British Thermal Units (MMBtu).8 The costs avoided include retail capacity costs, retail energy costs, 
renewable energy credits, Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI) certificates, Cross-State Air 
Pollution Rule and Acid Rain Program allowances, and transmission and distribution system costs. In 
addition to costs avoided by lowering energy demand, energy system costs (and customer bills) are also 
lowered by efficiency savings’ improvement to overall system reliability and downward pressure on New 
England-wide energy and capacity prices.9,10 

Participants in energy efficiency programs receive additional monetary and non-monetary benefits, 
above and beyond the benefits received by all energy customers and the societal benefits from reduced 
exposure to pollutants. Participating households benefit from even lower energy bills, better health and 
comfort at their homes, as well as higher property values; while commercial and industrial participants 
experience lower maintenance costs, enhanced workplace health and safety, and potentially higher 
labor productivity, in addition to lower energy bills.11,12 

Energy efficiency also creates jobs. A recent report from the National Association of State Energy 
Officials (NASEO) indicates that the energy efficiency sector employed 2.25 million workers in the United 
States in 2017.13 This number includes workers involved in the production of energy-saving products and 
in the provision of services that reduce end-use energy consumption. The same report predicts a nine 

                                                           

6 Synapse. June 2018. Avoided Energy Supply Components in New England: 2018 Report. 
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/AESC-2018-17-080-June-Release.pdf  

7 Ibid. ES-Table 1. 

8 Ibid. Table 2. 

9 Ibid. 

10 Baatz, B., Barrett, J., and Stickles, B. 2018. “Estimating the Value of Energy Efficiency to Reduce 
Wholesale Energy Price Volatility.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report 
U1803. http://aceee.org/research-report/u1803 

11 Lazar, J. and Colburn, K. 2013. “Recognizing the Full Value of Energy Efficiency (What’s Under the 
Feel-Good Frosting of the World’s Most Valuable Layer Cake of Benefits).” The Regulatory Assistance 
Project. https://www.raponline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/rap-lazarcolburn-layercakepaper-2013-
sept-09.pdf  

12 Russell, C. 2015. “Multiple Benefits of Business-Sector Energy Efficiency: A Survey of Existing and 
Potential Measures.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report IE1501. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/ie1501 

13 Energy Futures Initiative and National Association of State Energy Officials. 2018. “U.S. Energy and 
Employment Report.” 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a98cf80ec4eb7c5cd928c61/t/5afb0ce4575d1f3cdf9ebe36/15264
02279839/2018+U.S.+Energy+and+Employment+Report.pdf  

http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/AESC-2018-17-080-June-Release.pdf
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1803
https://www.raponline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/rap-lazarcolburn-layercakepaper-2013-sept-09.pdf
https://www.raponline.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/rap-lazarcolburn-layercakepaper-2013-sept-09.pdf
http://aceee.org/research-report/ie1501
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a98cf80ec4eb7c5cd928c61/t/5afb0ce4575d1f3cdf9ebe36/1526402279839/2018+U.S.+Energy+and+Employment+Report.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a98cf80ec4eb7c5cd928c61/t/5afb0ce4575d1f3cdf9ebe36/1526402279839/2018+U.S.+Energy+and+Employment+Report.pdf
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percent increase in the employment of the energy efficiency sector for 2018. Massachusetts employs 
almost 85 thousand workers in energy efficiency, or 3.8 percent of all jobs in the sector nationwide.14 

Energy efficiency in Massachusetts 

Massachusetts’ Green Communities Act (GCA) of 2008 requires energy distributors to supply their 
customers with all energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost effective in 
comparison to electric and natural gas supply.15 The Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities (DPU) 
oversees gas and electric distributors’ energy efficiency plans’ compliance with the requirements of the 
GCA, while the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) oversees efficiency program administrators’ 
investment plans and budgets. According to the 2017 ACEEE State Energy Efficiency Scoreboard, 
Massachusetts’ energy efficiency policies and programs rank number one in the nation: The 
Commonwealth has held the top spot for seven consecutive years.16  

Figure 3 provides a comparison of Massachusetts planned and actual annual savings as percent of 
forecasted sales for electric and gas energy efficiency programs for the eight-year period 2010-2017. For 
electric energy efficiency programs, actual savings were below the planned savings from 2010 through 
2013, but actual electric savings have been higher than planned since 2014. For gas programs, actual 
savings were slightly below planned savings in five of the eight-year period, including years 2016 and 
2017, and have been declining since 2014. 

                                                           

14 Energy Futures Initiative and National Association of State Energy Officials. 2018. “Energy 
Employment by State.” 
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a98cf80ec4eb7c5cd928c61/t/5af72033562fa7deeeb50451/1526
145078893/USEER2018_StateFacts.pdf  

15 https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2008/Chapter169  

16 American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy (ACEEE). State Energy Efficiency Scorecard. 
http://aceee.org/state-policy/scorecard  

https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a98cf80ec4eb7c5cd928c61/t/5af72033562fa7deeeb50451/1526145078893/USEER2018_StateFacts.pdf
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5a98cf80ec4eb7c5cd928c61/t/5af72033562fa7deeeb50451/1526145078893/USEER2018_StateFacts.pdf
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2008/Chapter169
http://aceee.org/state-policy/scorecard
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Figure 3: Massachusetts annual savings as percent of forecasted sales 

  
Source: Mass Dave Data website, Sales and Savings data, http://www.masssavedata.com/Public/SalesAndSavings 

A 2018 Applied Economics Clinic report, Accessing Energy Efficiency in Massachusetts: An Initial Review 
of Data, finds differences in energy efficiency and energy savings across towns in Massachusetts and 
neighborhoods in Boston.17 Low-income communities receive lower energy efficiency savings than high-
income communities. Families in towns and Boston neighborhoods with median household incomes of 
$45,000 or less received 1.9 percent in savings on average, while the rest of towns and neighborhoods 
received an average of 2.7 percent. (The median household income in Massachusetts is $71,000). The 
report also shows that families in towns with more non-white, foreign-born, and non-English speaker 
residents tend to receive lower savings than families in towns with majority white, U.S.-born and 
English-speaking residents. 

Reviewing the Massachusetts 2019-2021 Energy Efficiency Plan (April Draft) 

Between September 2017 and January 2018, the EEAC conducted six collaborative planning workshops 
that helped produce the EEAC recommendations and priorities for Massachusetts’ energy efficiency 
program administrators’ 2019-2021 plan. The EEAC provided its recommendations in a resolution 

                                                           

17 Stanton, E.A., Marzan, E.N., and Alisalad, S. March 2018. Accessing Energy Efficiency in 
Massachusetts: An Initial Review of Data. https://aeclinic.org/publicationpages/2018/2/26/accessing-
energy-efficiency-in-massachusetts 

http://www.masssavedata.com/Public/SalesAndSavings
https://aeclinic.org/publicationpages/2018/2/26/accessing-energy-efficiency-in-massachusetts
https://aeclinic.org/publicationpages/2018/2/26/accessing-energy-efficiency-in-massachusetts
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released on February 28, 2018.18 The program administrators delivered a draft of their 2019-2021 plan 
on April 30, 2018, and administrators presented their responses to the EEAC recommendations on June 
20, 2018.19 In July of 2018, the EEAC provided comments on the draft plan and indicated that it expected 
to receive the revised plan no later than August 31, 2018, in anticipation of the filling of the final plan 
with the DPU in October of 2018.20 Program administrators responded the EEAC comments and said 
they will not be able to provide a revised version of the plan by the end of August, but plan to provide a 
new draft by September 14, 2018.21 

This Applied Economics Clinic white paper reviews the latest energy efficiency plan by Massachusetts’ 
efficiency program administrators: 

• April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan: 2019-2021 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Electric and Gas 
Three-Year Energy Efficiency Plan (April 30, 2018)22 

For purposes of comparison, this white paper also references two versions of the previous three-year 
plan: 

• April 2015 Draft 2016-2018 Plan: 2016-2018 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-Year Electric 
and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan (April 30, 2015)23 

• October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan: 2016-2018 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-Year 
Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan (October 30, 2015)24 

 

This Applied Economics Clinic white paper provided a detailed review of the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 
Plan, including the following topics:  

• Concerns regarding Massachusetts efficiency program administrators’ lack of transparency, 
including assumptions made in potential studies, incomplete three-year plans, locked-down 
spreadsheets and an incomplete statewide database. 

                                                           

18 The EEAC resolution is http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-
RECOMMENDATIONS-RESOLUTION-final-1.pdf  

19 The program administrators responses the EEAC resolution are available at: http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/PA-Response-to-EEAC-Recommendations.pdf  

20 The July EEAC comments on the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan are available at: http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/July-Draft-Resolution-EEAC-Extraordinary-Meeting-
7.16.2018.pdf  

21 The program administrators responses to the July EEAC comments are available at: http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Program-Administrators-Response-to-July-Resolution-7-18-
18.pdf  

22 http://ma-eeac.org/plans-updates/ 

23 Ibid 

24 Ibid 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-RECOMMENDATIONS-RESOLUTION-final-1.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-RECOMMENDATIONS-RESOLUTION-final-1.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/PA-Response-to-EEAC-Recommendations.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/PA-Response-to-EEAC-Recommendations.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/July-Draft-Resolution-EEAC-Extraordinary-Meeting-7.16.2018.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/July-Draft-Resolution-EEAC-Extraordinary-Meeting-7.16.2018.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/July-Draft-Resolution-EEAC-Extraordinary-Meeting-7.16.2018.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Program-Administrators-Response-to-July-Resolution-7-18-18.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Program-Administrators-Response-to-July-Resolution-7-18-18.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Program-Administrators-Response-to-July-Resolution-7-18-18.pdf
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• Efficiency program administrators progress in complying with all requirements of the Green 
Communities Act, with a comparison to savings, benefits, costs, and benefit-cost ratios in the 
previous plan. 

• Partial inclusion of cost of carbon that is insufficient for compliance with the Global Warming 
Solutions Act. 

• Analysis of detailed data and calculations provided by the efficiency program administrators, 
including sensitivity of these results to changes in assumptions regarding carbon costs and 
benefits to low-income households. 

 

2. Transparency and Public Access 

A transparent public review process is essential to generate trust in our institutions and make possible 
the collaboration among stakeholders that is necessary for the success of government policies and 
programs. In the context of energy efficiency, that transparency is important for constructive discussions 
and debates among stakeholders and can improve the accuracy of savings and cost assessments.25 

A 2015 ACEEE report on best practices for energy efficiency programs emphasizes transparency as part 
of its recommendations for utilities when calculating the benefits of energy efficiency.26 Specifically, 
ACEEE advises efficiency program administrators to share “transparent information related to the data 
and assumptions for the determination (of) all utility system benefits”.27  

Stakeholders to Massachusetts 2019-2021 efficiency planning process have reported difficulty in 
accessing the data underlying the draft plan in a format that can be used for analysis since the plan 
materials became available on April 30, 2018. After weeks of back and forth between stakeholders, 
EEAC Councilors, and the program administrators, some additional data was provided to stakeholders in 
mid-June. However, key elements of the plan for some program administrators, including their 
individual assessments of potential, remain in rudimentary draft form. The program administrators have 
indicated that no further updated materials will be available until mid-September. This significantly 
restricts the amount of time and capacity that stakeholders will have to review key portions of the draft 
Plan before it is finalized and sent to the DPU for approval, also notably limiting the effectiveness of the 
EEAC’s oversight role.  

                                                           

25 Neubauer, M. 2014. “Cracking the TEAPOT: Technical, Economic, and Achievable Energy Efficiency 
Potential Studies.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report U1407. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1407 

26 Baatz, B. 2015. “Everyone Benefits: Practices and Recommendations for Utility System Benefits of 
Energy Efficiency.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report U1505. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1505. 

27 Ibid, page 37. 

http://aceee.org/research-report/u1407
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1505
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Massachusetts 2018 energy efficiency potential studies 

Potential studies estimate energy savings that could be realized through the implementation of energy 
efficiency programs and policies over a period of time. By quantifying future savings, potential studies 
facilitate the planning of energy efficiency programs. ACEEE emphasizes the importance of greater 
transparency regarding assumptions and calculation methodologies in potential studies. Their review of 
45 publicly available studies published in the United States from 2009 to 2014 identifies critical 
characteristics of, or best practices in, potential studies, and argues for increased transparency when 
discussing participation, emerging technologies, and avoided costs.28 

Efficiency program administrators in Massachusetts each produce individual potential studies conducted 
by different contractors. For the recent April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, the eight program 
administrators hired five different contractors who each used different assumptions, methodologies, 
and scenarios. These differences present challenges in comparing the potential studies across program 
administrators and make it difficult to accurately estimate statewide potential energy savings. The EEAC 
Consultant Team has criticized the large variation in planning assumptions among program 
administrators, noting that: “Wide variation in planning assumptions among PAs indicates additional 
coordination across PAs would be useful.”29  

In 2018, the Massachusetts program administrators did not provide finalized or complete potential 
studies, did not release the individual potential studies on schedule, did not release the studies far 
enough in advance of the release draft of the three-year plan at the end of April 2018, and—in some 
cases—have only released an executive summary of the potential study and not the full report. A memo 
by the EEAC Consultant Team to the EEAC from August 2017,30 presents a table with the main activities 
and milestones anticipated during the planning process of the most recent plan. The table shows that 
potential studies were expected to be made available to the Team between October 2017 and January 
2018. Potential studies (some of which are incomplete) were made available to stakeholders between 
January and March of 2018. The Consultant Team memo reviewing these studies was released on March 
29, 2018.31 

While the Consultant Team was able to quickly turn around a summary report on the unfinished 
potential studies, the public had no access to the 2018 potential studies before the release of the 
program administrators’ April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan. With no opportunity for stakeholders, 
government agencies, and third-party experts to review the as-yet-incomplete 2018 potential studies 
prior to the release of the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, the ability of both the EEAC and outside 

                                                           

28 Neubauer, M. 2014. “Cracking the TEAPOT: Technical, Economic, and Achievable Energy Efficiency 
Potential Studies.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report U1407. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1407. 

29 EEAC Consultant Team. May 16, 2018. 2019-2021 Draft Plan Consultant Presentation, page 3. 
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf 

30 Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Advisory Council. 2018. EEAC Consultant Team Proposed 
September 2017 - December 2018 Work Plan and Budget. http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/2017-2018-EEAC-Consultants-Work-Plan.pdf 

31 The consultant’s presentation on the assessment of potential is available at: http://ma-eeac.org/march-
29-eeac-meeting/  

http://aceee.org/research-report/u1407
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2017-2018-EEAC-Consultants-Work-Plan.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2017-2018-EEAC-Consultants-Work-Plan.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/march-29-eeac-meeting/
http://ma-eeac.org/march-29-eeac-meeting/
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reviewers to assess and evaluate not only the 2018 potential studies but also the plan itself has been 
severely impaired. 

Incomplete three-year plans 

The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan produced by the Massachusetts program administrators suffers 
from important omissions, including: savings goals in relation to expected sales; an appropriate avoided 
cost of carbon; planned benefits; and specific measures aimed at groups the program administrators call 
“hard-to-reach” or “underserved”.  

Savings goals: The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan fails to present goals as a percent of retail sales, the 
metric most commonly used when evaluating energy efficiency plans. Previous April drafts of 
Massachusetts three-year efficiency plans have included saving reports by this metric. 

Table 1 shows estimates for savings goals as a percent of retail sales for 2019-2021 using savings in 
MWh and therms from the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan tables provided by the program 
administrators, and Massachusetts total retail sales from ISO-NE CELT 201832 (electric) and EIA AEO 
201833 (gas). For comparison, the table also shows the savings goals from the October 2015 Final 2016-
2018 Plan. Savings goals are lower for both electric and gas in the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan 
relative to the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan. 

Table 1: Massachusetts savings goals as a percent of retail sales 

 
Source: October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan – Annual Savings Goals and Retail Sales: Exhibit 1 Pages 19, 20. April 
2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan – Annual Savings Goals: Appendix C - Electric Page 10 of 11; Appendix C - Gas Page 10 
of 11; Retail Sales: Electric: AEC estimate based on ISO-NE CELT 2018, Gas: AEC estimate based on EIA AEO 2018. 

                                                           

32 ISO-New England. May 2018. CELT Report: 2018-2027 Forecast Report of Capacity, Energy, Loads, 
and Transmission. https://www.iso-ne.com/system-planning/system-plans-studies/celt/?document-
type=CELT%20Reports 

33 U.S. Energy Information Administration. February 2018. Annual Energy Outlook 2018. 
https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/ 

(A) Annual Savings Goal 4,117,539 MWh 2,938,982 MWh

(B) Annual Retail Sales 140,331,922 MWh 141,040,326 MWh

Planned Savings Goal: (A)/(B) 2.93% 2.08% (estimated)

(A) Annual Savings Goal 85,809,618 Therms 80,147,330 Therms

(B) Annual Retail Sales 6,915,678,418 Therms 6,937,819,406 Therms

Planned Savings Goal: (A)/(B) 1.24% 1.16% (estimated)

GAS

Final Plan 2016-2018

October 2015

ELECTRIC

Draft Plan 2019-2021

April 2018

https://www.iso-ne.com/system-planning/system-plans-studies/celt/?document-type=CELT%20Reports
https://www.iso-ne.com/system-planning/system-plans-studies/celt/?document-type=CELT%20Reports
https://www.eia.gov/outlooks/aeo/


 

 

Page 15 of 38 
 

www.aeclinic.org 

Avoided cost of carbon: The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan includes the embedded avoided cost of 
RGGI allowances and but does not include a cost of carbon for reductions not embedded in the market 
price of energy. See Section 4 below for a discussion on the avoided cost of carbon. 

Planned benefits for underserved households: Like previous plans, the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan 
does not report the planned benefits for moderate income households, renters, and non-English 
speaking households. The energy efficiency program administrators have targeted these groups as “hard 
to reach.”34 

Specific measures for underserved households: The October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan introduced 
specific measures aimed at moderate-income families and renters, including the “New Moderate-
Income Offer” for weatherization and the “New Renter-Specific Offer,” that included the installation of 
light bulbs, power strips, gas and water saving aerators and showerheads.35 The April 2018 Draft 2019-
2021 Plan outlines an intention to launch a new “customer-centric” residential program design, but 
eliminates specific measures for moderate income, renters and non-English speakers. The April 2018 
Draft 2019-2021 Plan explains that it is hoped that its new residential program design will make it easier 
to reach segments such as moderate income, renters and non-English speakers, without programs 
aimed at these specific groups.36  For non-English speakers, the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan explains 
that program administrators are considering translating the Mass Save website into additional languages 
(currently, it is available in English, Spanish and Portuguese):  “The Mass Save website is currently 
accessible in English, Spanish and Portuguese, and may [emphasis added] be translated into additional 
languages.”37 

Other omissions: The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan also omits measures for heat pumps, active 
demand reduction for gas, and responses to the EEAC resolutions. 

In their recommendations to program administrators, the EEAC emphasized the use of an integrated 
systems-based approach to HVAC equipment, especially for heat pumps. The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 
Plan explains that program administrators will not be recommending specific technologies, but that they 
expect that increased education will result in the adoption of highly efficient heat pumps or gas 
equipment. 

While the Program Administrators will not be recommending specific or preferred 
technologies, the Program Administrators are expecting the increased education will 
result in some customers electing to convert from oil or propane to highly efficient heat 
pumps or gas equipment when those choices are cleaner and less expensive than their 
current system. Incentives will continue to be set to encourage greater efficiency and 
energy reductions at the customer’s home. Customers may also leverage incentives 
offered by other government entities, such as DOER and the Massachusetts Clean 

                                                           

34 April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, page 30. 

35 October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan, Exhibit 1, Page 13. 

36 April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, page 30. 

37 Ibid, page 77. 
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Energy Center (“MassCEC”), which are designed to encourage adoption of specific 
technologies.38  

The EEAC consultant team pointed out the variation in assumptions made by different program 
administrators in terms of volume and type of units, and that the assumptions of oil and propane 
savings for heat pumps are low or even zero.39 

The EEAC also recommended that program administrators include goals specific to active demand 
management. While the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan included active demand management, this is 
limited to a brief discussion of energy storage without specific details on program offerings. 40 The EEAC 
Consultant Team argued that the active demand management proposed in the April 2018 Draft 2019-
2021 Plan is lower than the potential available,41 with limited coverage of opportunities other than 
energy storage.42 

Locked down spreadsheets 

Together with their April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, program administrators also made available 
spreadsheets showing the costs and benefits of the programs contained in the plan. The spreadsheets 
provided in April, however, were “locked down” and did not allow access to underlying data and 
formulae used to calculate benefits. “Live” (that is, not locked down: all data and formulae available) 
versions of these spreadsheets are a primary requirement for third-party review of calculations 
assessing cost-effectiveness and the composition of measures offered by program administrators. 
Without access to the live version of these spreadsheets it is not possible to review assumptions 
regarding costs and benefits of energy efficiency, or to test the resulting benefit-cost ratios for their 
sensitivity to changes in these assumptions. In response to requests by several EEAC council members, 
“live” versions of these spreadsheets were made available on June 11, 2018. 

As the efficiency program administrators update their April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan it is essential that 
new, up-to-date spreadsheets are provided to stakeholders and third-party reviewers in a timely 
manner. The Applied Economic Clinic’s analysis of the spreadsheets provided in June 2018 is discussed 
below in Section 5. 

                                                           

38 Ibid, page 42. 

39 EEAC Consultant Team. June 2018. 2019-2012 Planning Update. http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/Consultant-Team-June-Presentation-Final-6.20.pdf  

40 EEAC Consultant Team. May 2018. 2019-2021 Draft Plan Consultant Review. http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf  

41 Ibid.  

42 EEAC Consultant Team. June 2018. 2019-2012 Planning Update. http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/Consultant-Team-June-Presentation-Final-6.20.pdf 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Consultant-Team-June-Presentation-Final-6.20.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Consultant-Team-June-Presentation-Final-6.20.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Consultant-Team-June-Presentation-Final-6.20.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Consultant-Team-June-Presentation-Final-6.20.pdf
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Statewide database 

In 2013, Massachusetts DPU approved a budget for the development of a public statewide database of 
energy efficiency data.43 Although program administrators made a database available through the Mass 
Save Data website, the information provided is not complete. With the goal of maintaining the privacy 
of customer data, the DPU 2014 Order in DPU 14-141 allowed program administrators to report data on 
usage, savings and incentives of energy efficiency programs by county, town and zip code only when 
there is a minimum of 100 households for the residential and low-income sector, and a minimum of 15 
businesses for the commercial and industrial sector.44 

A retrospective review of DPU 14-141 shows that the MassSave Database complies with some but not all 
of the terms specified in the December 2014 Order. Massachusetts efficiency program administrators 
are ordered to provide 

• Budget by measure at the zip code level 

• Participants by measure at the zip code level 

• Savings by measure at the zip code level 

• Benefits by measure at the zip code level 

• Usage by customer sector at the zip code level 

The MassSave Database, however, provides these data only partially: 

• Budget provided by measure and by zip code, but not by measure at the zip code level: Does 
not meet requirement 

• Participants provided by measure and by zip code, but not by measure at the zip code level: 
Does not meet requirement 

• Savings provided by measure and by zip code, but not by measure at the zip code level: Does 
not meet requirement 

• Benefits provided by measure and by zip code, but not by measure at the zip code level: Does 
not meet requirement 

• Usage provided by customer sector at the zip code level: Meets requirement 

                                                           

43 Massachusetts DPU 12-100 through DPU 12-111. DPU Order January 31, 2013. 
https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/FileService/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/9250682  

44 Massachusetts DPU 14-141. DPU Order December 1, 2014. http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-
content/uploads/DPU-Statewide-Energy-Efficiency-Database-Order-Dated-12-1-14.pdf 

https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/FileService/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/9250682
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/DPU-Statewide-Energy-Efficiency-Database-Order-Dated-12-1-14.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/DPU-Statewide-Energy-Efficiency-Database-Order-Dated-12-1-14.pdf
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3. 2019-2021 Efficiency Plan and the Green Communities Act 

In its February 2018 Resolution, the EEAC articulated the priorities for the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 
Plan and provided a number of recommendations with the goal of meeting the requirements of the 
Green Communities Act (GCA).45  

According to the EEAC resolution, efficiency program administrators must be willing to innovate in new 
energy efficiency and demand reduction measures in order to meet the requirements of the GCA.  The 
EEAC resolution states that “(i)t is the Council’s sense that energy efficiency investments planned under 
the GCA should reflect the Commonwealth’s long‐term greenhouse gas reduction requirements as 
established in the Global Warming Solutions Act (“GWSA”). This will require prioritizing from among 
cost‐effective energy efficiency and demand reduction resources those measures and strategies that 
lead to greater lifetime emissions reductions.”46 

The GCA requires that at least 10 percent of energy efficiency funding for electric and 20 percent for gas 
should be for low-income programs and education. The program administrators have complied with this 
requirement. In the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, the proposed budget for low-income was 12.7 
percent for electric and 21.7 percent for gas. These shares represent an improvement over the October 
2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan which allocated 10.9 percent of the electric budget and 20.3 percent of the 
gas budget for low-income households.  

Completeness of plans 

Table 2 compares the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan with the April 2015 Draft 2016-2018 Plan and 
October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan in terms of their compliance with the mandates of the GCA. 

                                                           

45 Massachusetts EEAC. 2018. EEAC Resolution Concerning Its Priorities for the Development, 
Implementation, and Evaluation of the 2019‐2021 Three‐Year Energy Efficiency Plan. http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-RECOMMENDATIONS-RESOLUTION-final-1.pdf 

46 Ibid, p.1 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-RECOMMENDATIONS-RESOLUTION-final-1.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-RECOMMENDATIONS-RESOLUTION-final-1.pdf
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Table 2: Comparison of energy efficiency plans 

 
Source: Massachusetts Program Administrators. April 2015. “Draft 2016-2018 Massachusetts Joint Statewide 
Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan.”; Massachusetts Program Administrators. October 2015. 
“2016-2018 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan.”; Massachusetts 
Program Administrators. April 2018. “Draft 2019-2021 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-Year Electric and Gas 
Energy Efficiency Plan.”   

The table reveals that program administrators have systematically provided incomplete information or 
omitted information on certain items entirely. Information on the cost of carbon used to calculate the 
benefits of energy efficiency programs is incomplete. Planned benefits from energy efficiency programs 
for households are reported at the residential level and at the low-income level, but they are omitted 
for moderate-income, renters and non-English speaking households. In addition, compared to the April 

Draft 2016-2018  

April 2015

Final 2016-2018  

October 2015

Draft 2019-2021  

April 2018

Savings goals Preliminary Reported Incomplete

Benefit-cost ratios Preliminary Reported Preliminary

Cost of carbon Incomplete Incomplete Incomplete

Planned benefits Preliminary Reported Preliminary

Planned benefits low-income Preliminary Reported Preliminary

Planned benefits other Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported

Measures for low income Preliminary Reported Preliminary

Budget allocated forlow income Preliminary Reported Preliminary

Measures for moderate Preliminary Reported Incomplete

Measures for renters Preliminary Reported Not Reported

Measures for non-english Preliminary Reported Incomplete

Heat pumps Preliminary Reported Incomplete

Fuel switching Not Reported Not Reported Preliminary

Demand reduction: electric Not Reported Not Reported Preliminary

Demand reduction: gas Not Reported Not Reported Not Reported

Lighting Preliminary Reported Preliminary

Street lighting Preliminary Reported Preliminary

EEAC Resolutions - responses Not Reported Reported Not Reported
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2015 Draft 2016-2018 Plan and the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan, the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 
Plan provides less information on specific programs aimed at these underserved groups. 

Comparison of the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan and the April 2015 Draft 2016-2018 Plan suggests 
that program administrators updated the plan significantly between the draft and the final version. 
However, the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan is less complete than the April 2015 Draft 2016-2018 
Plan. 

Savings comparison 

A comparison between the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan and the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan, 
shows significant differences in terms of savings targets. As Table 1 above shows, the April 2018 Draft 
2019-2021 Plan reports considerably lower savings goals than the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan, 
both in absolute terms as well as estimated percent of retail sales. The greatest reduction in savings 
between the two plans is for electric programs, for which the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan is 29 
percent lower than the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan. For gas programs, the April 2018 Draft 2019-
2021 Plan savings are 7 percent lower than in the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan. Figure 4 
reproduces the EEAC Consultant Team’s assessment of April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan electric savings 
as substantially lower that the program administrators’ planned portfolio. 

Figure 4. EEAC Consultant Team “Portfolio Annual Electric Savings” 

 
Source: Reproduced from EEAC Consultant Team. May 2018. 2019-2021 Draft Plan Consultant Review, page 9. 
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf 

Benefits comparison 

Planned benefits in the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan are lower than in the October 2015 Final 2016-
2018 Plan in absolute terms (see Table 3). Benefits are lower in the most recent plan overall and in all 
categories except low-income. The largest decreases in benefits occur on residential electric programs 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2019-2021-Draft-Plan-Presentation-051618.pdf
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and commercial and industrial electric and gas programs. Benefits for low-income are 4 percent higher 
for electric programs and 12 percent higher for gas programs. 

Table 3: Benefits from Massachusetts energy efficiency programs (million 2019$) 

 
Source: October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan and April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan. Data from October 2015 Final 
2016-2018 Plan was converted to 2019$ using GDP chain-type price index. 

Cost comparison 

Table 4 shows the total costs of Massachusetts energy efficiency programs. With the exception of low-
income gas programs, costs for all programs are lower in the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan than in the 
October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan. Residential electric programs show the larger decline in costs, 
followed by commercial and industrial electric and gas programs. 

October 2015 Final 

2016-2018 Plan

April 2018 Draft 2019-

2021 Plan

Change 2016-

18 /2019-21
% Change

Residential $2,567 $1,509 -$1,058 -41%

Low Income/Income Eligible $365 $380 $15 4%

Commercial & Industrial $3,637 $2,767 -$870 -24%

Total Electric $6,569 $4,656 -$1,913 -29%

Residential $971 $920 -$51 -5%

Low Income/Income Eligible $248 $278 $30 12%

Commercial & Industrial $521 $399 -$122 -23%

Total Gas $1,741 $1,597 -$143 -8%

ELECTRIC

GAS
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Table 4: Costs of Massachusetts energy efficiency programs (million 2019$) 

 
Source: October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan2016-2019 Plan and April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan2018-2021 Draft 
Plan. Data from October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan was converted to 2019$ using GDP chain-type price index. 

Benefit-cost ratio comparison 

Table 5 below presents benefit-cost ratios for the efficiency program administrators’ April 2018 Draft 
2019-2021 Plan and for the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan. For residential and commercial and 
industrial programs, the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan reports lower benefit-cost ratios than the 
October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan in both electric and gas: Each dollar invested in energy efficiency 
programs will produce lower benefits than in previous plans. For the low-income programs, the April 
2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan reports higher benefit-cost ratios for both electric and gas as compared to 
the October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan. For electric, however, the benefit-cost ratio of low-income 
programs are the lowest of the three sectors, while for gas, low-income programs are higher than the 
benefit-cost ratio of residential but lower than that of commercial and industrial. 

October 2015 Final 

2016-2018 Plan

April 2018 Draft 2019-

2021 Plan

Change 2016-

18 /2019-21
% Change

Residential $1,098 $823 -$275 -41%

Low Income/Income Eligible $216 $210 -$6 4%

Commercial & Industrial $1,398 $1,260 -$138 -24%

Total Electric $2,713 $2,294 -$419 -29%

Residential $597 $594 -$3 -5%

Low Income/Income Eligible $142 $150 $7 12%

Commercial & Industrial $202 $187 -$15 -23%

Total Gas $941 $931 -$10 -8%

ELECTRIC

GAS
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Table 5: Benefit-cost ratios for Massachusetts efficiency programs 

  
Source: Massachusetts Program Administrators. April 2015. “Draft 2016-2018 Massachusetts Joint Statewide 
Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan. Exhibit 1, Page 253.”; Massachusetts Program Administrators. 
April 2018. “Draft 2019-2021 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan.” 
Page 118. 

Figure 5 shows the benefits and costs of electric energy efficiency programs for both the October 2015 
Final 2016-2018 Plan and the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, while Figure 6 shows the same 
information for gas energy efficiency programs. In the majority of the cases, both program costs and 
program benefits are lower in the current plan than in the previous plan, but benefits shrink more 
dramatically than costs. 

For the case of low-income households, the increase in the benefit-cost ratio in the electric program is 
due to a 4 percent increase in benefits and a decrease in the cost of similar magnitude, which results in 
an increase in the benefits per dollar spent on these programs. In the case of gas, low-income household 
programs experience an increase in both benefits and program costs, but benefits increase a little more 
than costs. 

Final 2016-2018

October 2015

Draft 2019-2021

April 2018

Residential 2.34 1.83

Low-income 1.68 1.81

Commercial & Industrial 2.60 2.20

Total 2.42 2.03

Residential 1.63 1.55

Low-income 1.74 1.85

Commercial & Industrial 2.58 2.13

Total 1.85 1.72

ELECTRIC

GAS
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Figure 5: Benefits and costs of electric energy efficiency programs (2019$) 

 
Source: October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan and April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan. Data from October 2015 Final 
2016-2018 Plan was converted to 2019$ using GDP chain-type price index. 

Figure 6: Benefits and costs of gas energy efficiency programs (2019$ millions) 

  
Source: October 2015 Final 2016-2018 Plan and April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan. Data from October 2015 Final 
2016-2018 Plan was converted to 2019$ using GDP chain-type price index. 
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While planned program benefits decrease significantly in the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan, the share 
of low-income households in total benefits grew from 5.5 percent to 8.2 percent for electric programs, 
and from 14.2 percent to 17.4 percent for gas programs (see Table 6). At the same time, the budget 
allocated to low-income programs increased as well (Table 6).  

Table 6: Share of low-income programs on total benefits and budget 

 
Source: Massachusetts Program Administrators. April 2015. “2016-2018 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-
Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan.”; Massachusetts Program Administrators. April 2018. “Draft 2019-
2021 Massachusetts Joint Statewide Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan.” 

Similar to previous plans, the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan does not present any information on 
program benefits for other underserved groups, such as moderate-income households, renters, and 
non-English speakers. The lack of information on planned benefits makes it impossible to quantify how 
much progress efficiency program administrators have made and if their progress is in line with the 
mandates of the GCA. 

Changes in quantity of measures offered over time 

The quantity of measures across all sectors for electric program administrators fall between 2016 and 
2017 (see Table 7 and Table 8). The initial drop is due to lower absolute number of measures as well as 
different distribution of quantities across the various measures. Some of the measures for the 
residential and low-income sectors for which quantities have changed substantially over time include 
pipe wrap, duct sealing, and lighting measures. In the commercial and industrial sector, the high 
quantity in 2016 is mostly attributed to lighting measures which see a sharp decrease in 2017. There is 
declining trend in the quantity of low-income measures across all electric program administrators (see 
Figure 7 and Figure 8). Apart from National Grid, all gas program administrators have declining 
quantities of low-income measures over time. 

Low-income benefits $345 $380

Total plan benefits $6,215 $4,656

Low-income / Total (%) 5.5% 8.2%

Low-Income benefits $235 $278

Total plan benefits $1,647 $1,597

Low-income / Total (%) 14.2% 17.4%

ELECTRIC

GAS

Final Plan 2016-2018

October 2015

(millions 2016$)

Draft Plan 2019-2021

April 2018

(millions 2019$)
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Table 7. Quantity of measures for electric program administrators 

 
Source: Energy efficiency annual reports and BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts 
distributing companies 

Figure 7. Quantity of low-income measures for electric program administrators 

 
Source: Energy efficiency annual reports and BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts 
distributing companies 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Residential 10,916,453 5,347,289 5,007,912 3,774,612 3,528,502 3,199,199

Low-Income 385,790 174,611 172,348 154,415 145,984 138,564

Commercial & Industrial 1,325,616 6,180 6,180 846,664 846,734 846,818

Residential 14,311,423 7,353,314 7,367,789 6,061,661 6,002,716 6,003,816

Low-Income 404,077 237,232 237,244 171,747 171,747 171,747

Commercial & Industrial 1,407,031 44 43 16,564 16,564 16,564

Residential 101,929 41,704 43,129 61,386 57,765 54,589

Low-Income 8,771 3,354 3,352 1,899 1,899 1,899

Commercial & Industrial 30,199 7,873 7,287 22,190 22,191 22,191

Residential 938,391 392,161 366,897 318,532 268,658 228,099

Low-Income 51,766 25,070 28,969 30,489 26,049 22,521

Commercial & Industrial 81,428 33 33 47,463 47,636 47,601

Utility Program

Quantity

Evaluated Planned

Eversource₁

National Grid₂

Unitil₃

CLC₄
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Table 8. Quantity of measures for gas program administrators 

 
Source: Energy efficiency annual reports and BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts 
distributing companies 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Residential 28,243 13,225 13,225 14,021 14,028 14,033

Low-Income 767 462 359 307 307 307

Commercial & Industrial 1,674 1,101 1,101 700 704 706

Residential 72,776 35,086 35,202 56,297 55,241 54,183

Low-Income 7,251 4,708 4,708 3,912 3,912 3,912

Commercial & Industrial 13,984 6,604 6,753 14,122 14,047 14,043

Residential 289,367 139,392 139,884 155,083 153,204 151,551

Low-Income 17,785 7,965 8,234 6,866 6,866 6,866

Commercial & Industrial 11,124 4,238 4,488 6,127 6,127 6,127

Residential 5,060 2,191 2,191 3,701 3,555 3,389

Low-Income 775 352 323 285 287 287

Commercial & Industrial 1,995 710 675 1,474 1,481 1,474

Residential 1,158,162 563,215 565,821 633,030 611,280 595,166

Low-Income 49,422 25,297 25,297 56,744 56,744 56,744

Commercial & Industrial 192,899 12,676 13,056 67,765 67,765 67,765

Residential 2,187 1,272 1,291 12,142 12,082 12,062

Low-Income 542 405 411 220 220 220

Commercial & Industrial 852 770 770 169 172 175

Utility Program

Quantity

Evaluated Planned

Berkshire₁

CMA₂

Eversource₃

Liberty₄

National Grid₅

Unitil₆
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Figure 8. Quantity of low-income measures for gas program administrators 

 
Source: Energy efficiency annual reports and BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts 
distributing companies 

Changes in program costs over time 

While quantities of efficiency measures in the low-income programs have, for the most part, declined, 
inflation-adjusted budgets for the low-income electric and gas programs have grown over the past five 
years (see Figure 9 and Figure 10). In the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan low-income program budgets 
stagnate and even decline, in inflation adjusted terms. 

Figure 9. Low-income program costs for electric program administrators (2018$) 

 
Source: Energy efficiency annual reports and BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts 
distributing companies. Data converted to 2019$ using GDP chain-type price index. 
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Figure 10. Low-income program costs for gas program administrators (2018$) 

 
Source: Energy efficiency annual reports and BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts 
distributing companies. Data converted to 2019$ using GDP chain-type price index. 

4. Global Warming Solutions Act Compliance 

Energy efficiency programs reduce not only the consumption of electricity and gas, but also the 
environmental impacts associated with the combustion of fuels. Massachusetts’ Global Warming 
Solutions Act (GWSA) requires that Massachusetts lower its total greenhouse gas emissions by 25 
percent by 2020 (from a 1990 baseline level) and by 80 percent by 2050. Energy efficiency is a critical, 
low-cost measure needed to achieve these legally mandated reductions. 

In Massachusetts’ efficiency cost-effectiveness assessment, carbon costs are included in two ways. 
“Embedded” costs are a part of electricity prices and are the result of existing greenhouse gas reduction 
regulations. “Non-embedded” costs are environmental costs not accounted in the market price of 
electricity or natural gas. Both types of costs can be avoided through energy efficiency programs. 

Embedded Costs 

Embedded environmental costs reflect emission regulations at the state, regional and federal level. AESC 
2018 includes the impact of the following existing regulations on energy prices:  

• Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), a market-based program to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.47 RGGI establishes a regional cap on CO2 pollution and a market for CO2 allowances. 
Each allowance authorizes a regulated power plan to emit one short ton of CO2. Power plants 
can purchase allowances through auctions or through secondary markets, and typically use the 

                                                           

47 RGGI is a cooperative effort among Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New 
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Rhode Island and Vermont. Massachusetts joined in early 2007. 
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proceeds in energy efficiency programs, renewable energy and other consumer programs. Due 
to a number of factors, including a shift from coal and oil to natural gas generation, historical 
RGGI allowance prices have remained relatively low.  

• GWSA. Impacts of two promulgated electric state regulations: 310 CMR 7.74, which established 
a declining limit on CO2 emissions from large power plants in Massachusetts,48 and 310 CMR 
7.75, the Clean Energy Standard, which requires retail electricity sellers the use of clean energy 
to generate a specified percentage of their electricity sales.49  

• CSAPR. Allowances for annual SO2 emissions under the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule and the 
Acid Rain Program.50 

Table 9 shows the estimated embedded costs by the AESC reports in 2013, 2015 and 2018. In real 
(inflation adjusted) terms, the calculated embedded costs have been decreasing since 2013. 

Table 9: 15-year levelized embedded environmental cost ($ per ton) 

 
Source: AESC (2013, 2015, 2018). Dollar values converted to 2018$ using CPI-U. 

Non-embedded costs 

Non-embedded costs represent an environmental externality not included in the price of electricity or 
natural gas. Non-embedded costs in AESC 2018 are greenhouse gases impacts not captured in market 
costs. In New England’s avoided cost analysis, non-embedded costs are total cost of carbon less the 
embedded cost of carbon. 

In August 1990, Massachusetts DPU issued its ruling order in docket 89-239 to develop rules to 
implement integrated resource management practices and defined the cost of environmental 
externalities “as the cost of environmental damages caused by a project or activity for which 
compensation to the affected parties does not occur, regardless of whether the costs are imposed 
within Massachusetts borders or elsewhere.”51 DPU 89-239 required electric utilities to consider the 
value of environmental externalities when evaluating conservation programs such as those related to 
energy efficiency. Subsequently, Docket DPU 91-131 introduced several approaches for quantifying the 

                                                           

48 Massachusetts Electricity Generator Emissions Limits (310 CMR 7.74): 
https://www.mass.gov/guides/electricity-generator-emissions-limits-310-cmr-774  

49 Massachusetts Clean Energy Standard (310 CMR 7.75): https://www.mass.gov/guides/clean-energy-
standard-310-cmr-775  

50 Synapse. June 2018. Avoided Energy Supply Components in New England: 2018 Report. 
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/AESC-2018-17-080-June-Release.pdf 

51 Massachusetts DPU 89-239, DPU Order August 31, page 51. 
https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/FileService/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/9263463 

AESC 2013 AESC 2015 AESC 2018

Nominal ($) $19.7 $15.7 $16.2

Real (2018$) $21.1 $16.5 $16.2

https://www.mass.gov/guides/electricity-generator-emissions-limits-310-cmr-774
https://www.mass.gov/guides/clean-energy-standard-310-cmr-775
https://www.mass.gov/guides/clean-energy-standard-310-cmr-775
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/AESC-2018-17-080-June-Release.pdf
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value of greenhouse gas externality, or non-embedded cost of carbon, including a “damage cost 
approach” and a “sustainability target approach.”52 

In Docket 14-86, the Department of Environmental Protection and the Department of Energy Resources 
petitioned the DPU to adopt the avoided costs of complying with the Global Warming Solutions Act in 
efficiency cost-effectiveness assessments.53 This joint petition requested the use of the marginal 
abatement cost curve method, in assessing the cost effectiveness of energy efficiency programs.54 

AESC 2018 provides multiple total carbon cost options that states can choose to include or not include in 
their cost-effectiveness analysis.55 First, AESC 2018’s “global” carbon cost establishes a global marginal 
abatement cost of $100 per short ton of CO2-eq emissions and is based on large-scale carbon capture 
and sequestration. The second approach, called “New England-specific”, is based on a New England 
marginal abatement cost of $174 per short ton of CO2-eq emissions, and reflects future costs of offshore 
wind energy.  A third approach has been proposed, called Massachusetts-specific, which will use state-
specific data on marginal abatement costs based on a program administrator-sponsored study to be 
completed in the next months. DOER has stated verbally in EEAC meetings that a Massachusetts-specific 
analysis is underway. At a minimum, a stakeholder process as for the development of the 
Massachusetts-specific carbon cost should allow for public comment on assumptions and findings, and 
for third-party review of the analysis. 

Table 10: AESC components of non-embedded environmental costs 

 
Source: AESC (2013, 2015, 2018). 

Overall, program administrators’ inclusion of the cost of carbon in the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan is 
insufficient to facilitate compliance with the Global Warming Solutions Act. 

                                                           

52 AESC (2007). http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/SynapseReport.2007-
08.AESC_.Avoided-Energy-Supply-Costs-2007.07-019_0.pdf  

53 Massachusetts DPU 14-86, Joint Petition May 16, 2014. 
https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/FileService/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/9235940 

54 Massachusetts DPU 14-86, Direct Testimony of Elizabeth A. Stanton May 16, 2014. 
https://eeaonline.eea.state.ma.us/EEA/FileService/FileService.Api/file/FileRoom/9235936 

55 Synapse. June 2018. Avoided Energy Supply Components in New England: 2018 Report. 
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/AESC-2018-17-080-June-Release.pdf 

http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/SynapseReport.2007-08.AESC_.Avoided-Energy-Supply-Costs-2007.07-019_0.pdf
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/SynapseReport.2007-08.AESC_.Avoided-Energy-Supply-Costs-2007.07-019_0.pdf
http://www.synapse-energy.com/sites/default/files/AESC-2018-17-080-June-Release.pdf
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5. “BCR Model” Spreadsheet Analysis 

Massachusetts, like most U.S. states, uses the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test to evaluate the relative 
costs and benefits of energy efficiency programs.56 The TRC test “includes all benefits and costs 
associated with the energy system, as well as all benefits and costs associated with Program 
Participants.”57 Based on this method, an energy efficiency measure or program is considered cost-
effective if the present value of benefits is greater than the present value of costs associated with that 
measure or program.  

In Massachusetts, program administrators compare benefits and costs of energy efficiency programs by 
calculating the ratio between the net present value of benefits and the net present value of costs. This 
ratio, called benefit-cost ratio, measures the rate of return of an energy efficiency program.58 If a 
program has a benefit-cost ratio greater than one, then the program is considered cost-effective, and 
program administrators are therefore required to make it available to their customers under the GCA. 

For the calculation of the benefit-cost ratios, the DPU requires program administrators to include 
electric, gas, and non-electric and non-gas benefits in their calculation of benefits. The following table 
shows the benefits that should be included in the evaluation of energy efficiency program according to 
the DPU guidelines.59 

                                                           

56 Kushler, M., Nowak, S., and Witte, P. 2012. “A National Survey of State Policies and Practices for the 
Evaluation of Ratepayer-Funded Energy Efficiency Programs.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient 
Economy, Research Report U122. http://aceee.org/research-report/u122 

57 Massachusetts DPU. 2017. Energy Efficiency Guidelines at 3.4.3. https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-
06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf  

58 MassSave. May 10, 2011. “Energy Efficiency Program Planning: Total Resource Cost Test.” http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/TRCMassSave051011frev.pdf 

59 Massachusetts DPU. 2017. Energy Efficiency Guidelines at 3.4.3. https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-
06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf 

http://aceee.org/research-report/u122
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
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Table 11: Benefits included in evaluation of energy efficiency programs 

 
Source: Massachusetts DPU. 2017. Energy Efficiency Guidelines at 3.4.3. https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-
06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf 

Following the DPU guidelines, electric benefits should include avoided capacity, energy, transmission, 
and distribution benefits, as well as environmental compliance costs projected to be incurred in the 
future. Gas benefits should include avoided supply and distribution benefits, which comprise 
distribution-related environmental compliance costs. Non-electric and non-gas benefits should include 
all those benefits that are specific to program participants, such as avoided costs of electric, gas and 
other resources resulting from the implementation of energy efficiency programs, which are referred to 
as “resource benefits” in the guidelines, and should also include reduced costs of maintenance, the 
value of replacing equipment less often, and environmental and safety costs, which are referred to as 
“non-resource benefits” in the guidelines.60  

It is important to estimate the benefits of energy efficiency programs as accurately as possible. 
Excluding benefits from energy efficiency programs can have a significant impact on whether an energy 
efficiency program passes a cost-effectiveness test. 61 In the costs of an energy efficiency program, the 
DPU requires that program administrators include program implementation, performance incentives 
and program participant costs.62  

                                                           

60 MA DPU Energy Efficiency Guidelines. https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-
A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf 

61  Baatz, B. 2015. “Everyone Benefits: Practices and Recommendations for Utility System Benefits of 
Energy Efficiency.” American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy, Research Report U1505. 
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1505 

62 MA DPU Energy Efficiency Guidelines. https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-
A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf 

https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
http://aceee.org/research-report/u1505
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/files/2017-06/DPU%2011-120-A%20Phase%20II_0.pdf
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Sensitivity of benefit-cost ratios to changes in assumptions 

Controversy regarding the appropriate non-embedded environmental costs and levels for low-income 
non-energy benefits are largely invisible in the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan and in the program 
administrators accompanying “BCR Model” spreadsheets. Applied Economics Clinic added functionality 
to the “BCR Model” spreadsheets provided by the program administrators to test the sensitivity of 
benefit-cost ratios to changes in these assumptions. Different assumptions regarding the cost of carbon 
and the value of low-income non-energy benefits result in different benefit-cost ratios. The sensitivities 
tested were as follows: 

Cost of carbon: 

• No non-embedded carbon costs: April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan assumption 

• $100 per short ton CO2 less the embedded cost of carbon: AESC 2018 “global” cost of carbon 

• $174 per short ton CO2 less the embedded cost of carbon: AESC 2018 “New England-specific” 
cost of carbon 

Low-income non-energy benefits: 

• April Draft 2019-2021 Plan (called “2019-21 L-I B” below) 

• October Final 2015-2018 Plan (called “2015-18 L-I B” below) 

• Low Income Energy Affordability Network (LEAN) 201663 (called “LEAN L-I B” below) 

Both higher carbon costs and high low-income non-energy benefits result in higher benefit-cost ratios 
(see Figure 11, Figure 12, and Figure 13). Note that the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan includes low-
income non-energy benefits that are substantially larger than those included in previous plans; these 
new benefits approach the levels recommended by LEAN in 2016. 

                                                           

63 Oppenheim, J. July 13, 2016. “Low-Income Non-Energy Impacts of EE.” http://ma-
eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Low-Income-Non-Energy-Impacts-Presentation.pdf 

http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Low-Income-Non-Energy-Impacts-Presentation.pdf
http://ma-eeac.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/Low-Income-Non-Energy-Impacts-Presentation.pdf
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Figure 11. Residential benefit-cost ratios under different scenarios 

 
Source: “BCR Model” spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts distributing companies  

Figure 12. Low-income benefit-cost ratios under different scenarios 

 
Source: “BCR Model” spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts distributing companies  
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Figure 13. Commercial and industrial benefit-cost ratios under different scenarios 

 
Source: BCR model spreadsheets (April 2018) for all Massachusetts distributing companies 

Sensitivity of benefit-cost ratios to carbon cost: In the low-income sector, $100 per ton carbon cost 
raises electric program benefit-cost ratio by 8 percent on average and 1 percent increase in natural gas 
program benefit-cost ratios. A $174 per ton carbon cost raises electric benefit-cost ratios by 16 percent 
and gas sector by 2 percent. 

Sensitivity of benefit-cost ratios to low-income benefits: The 2015-2018 low-income benefit amounts 
reduce the low-income benefit-cost ratio by 19 percent for the electric program and by 26 percent for 
the gas program. When LEAN 2016 low-income benefit amounts are used, low-income benefit-cost 
ratios rise by 6 percent for electric and by 32 percent for gas. 

Combined sensitivity: A $174 per ton carbon cost combined with LEAN 2016 low-income benefit 
amounts raises low-income sector benefit-cost ratios by 21 percent for the electric program, and by at 
least 32 percent for the gas program. 

6. Conclusions 

The Massachusetts’ efficiency program administrators’ 2019-2021 Plan is still under development and—

as shown in this review of the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan—has significant room for improvement.  

Efficiency is the least expensive energy resource and provides substantial benefits to society as a whole, 

energy consumers, and participants in efficiency programs. These benefits range from lower utility bills 

to a healthier environment to local jobs. Massachusetts’ Green Communities Act requires energy 

distribution companies’ efficiency program administrators to provide consumers with all cost-effective 
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energy saving measures. To this end, program administrators prepare three-year plans for review by the 

EEAC and approval by the DPU.  

The process of approving these efficiency plans is public by design, requiring sufficient time for public 

interest groups and government agencies charged with protecting public interests to thoroughly review 

draft efficiency plans and make their views on these plans known to both the EEAC and the DPU. In 

2018, this public process has been curtailed and constrained, limiting input from both the EEAC and the 

public. Public review by stakeholders and their third-party experts is essential to good policy making. 

Disregarding deadlines for public review, or skirting these deadlines by providing only partial materials, 

is damaging to the ultimate shared goal of providing the best possible energy efficiency programs for 

consumers, participants, and the Commonwealth as a whole. 

Key areas for improving transparency in the preparation and review of three-year plans, as evidenced by 

the release of the April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan and its associated materials, include: 

• Potential studies: Potential studies need to be released on time and in their entirety. The 

scheduled opportunity for review and comment on potential studies prior to the inclusion of 

their results in the three-year plan did not occur in 2018.  

• Draft three-year plans: Three-years plans need to be complete at the time of their April release. 

The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 was not complete at the time of its release: savings goals were 

not available as a percentage of sales; non-embedded costs of carbon related to Global 

Warming Solutions Act compliance were not included; measures aimed towards moderate 

income households, renters, and non-English speaking households were not discussed; 

information on heat pumps and active demand reduction measures was insufficient; and 

residential and low-income programs are currently undergoing a complete revision and are 

therefore not accurately represented in the Plan. 

• Live “BCR Model” spreadsheet: Live (not locked down or fixed value: with formulae intact) 

versions of the program administrators “BCR Model” spreadsheets must be made available to 

the EEAC and stakeholders at the same time that the draft three-year plan is released. With 

each new draft of the three-year plan, new and up-to-date live spreadsheets must be released. 

• Statewide efficiency database: The statewide database of energy efficiency data should include 

all data required by DPU 14-141. These data make it possible to review the three-year plans in 

the context of zip-code level data on efficiency outcomes. 

The April 2018 Draft 2019-2021 Plan does not compare favorably to the April 2015 Draft 2016-2018 

Plan. The 2018 Draft Plan is less complete and provides fewer benefits to consumers: 

• Less complete: the 2018 Draft provides a less complete, less detailed description of energy 

efficiency measures, benefits, savings, and costs 

• Lower savings: offers lower savings levels for residential and commercial and industrial 

consumers 
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• Lower benefits: provides lower benefits for residential and commercial and industrial 

consumers 

• Benefit-cost ratios: results in lower benefit-cost ratios for residential and commercial and 

industrial consumers 

Only the low-income program appears to have small increases in savings and benefits. At the same time, 

the quantity of measures offered in the low-income program appears to have fallen in the April 2018 

Draft 2019-2021 Plan for most program administrators. 

Sensitivity analysis using the program administrator’s “BCR Model” spreadsheets demonstrates that 

including non-embedded costs of carbon associated with Global Warming Solutions Act compliance 

results in higher benefit-cost ratios from programs and measures. Similarly, higher low-income non-

energy benefits result in higher benefit-cost ratios, and it should be noted that the program 

administrators have substantially increased the low-income non-energy benefits used in the 2019-2021 

Plan. 

The assumptions used in developing Massachusetts’ three-year efficiency plans have clear impacts on 

the resulting benefit-cost ratios and, as a consequence, on the selection of efficiency measures offered 

to consumers. A detailed review of not only the results of the program administrators’ planning process 

but also the underlying assumptions and methodology is critical to make a thorough, conscientious 

public stakeholder process possible and to planning for the best possible efficiency outcomes in 

Massachusetts. 

 


