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Background

Starting with the 2025-2027 Energy Efficiency and Decarbonization Plan, the legislature
charged the Massachusetts Program Administrators' (“PAs”) with reporting to the Council,
annually, as part of a quarterly report, in order to assess the plan’s services to low-income
ratepayers:

(1) the total number of ratepayers per municipality served;

(i1) the total energy efficiency surcharge dollars paid by ratepayers as part of their

utility bills per municipality served; and

(ii1))  the total incentives provided by the program administrators by municipality served,

delineated by utility and sector, including residential, residential low-income,
commercial and industrial.
G. L. c. 25, § 22. This narrative and its associated excel file presents and analyzes the requested
data for program years 2019-2024.

Key Findings

1. Towns served by a Municipal Light Plant (“MLP”), whose residents and businesses
do not pay into the Mass Save® programs based on their electric usage, and towns
with no gas service, and hence a high share of customers who heat with delivered fuels
and do not pay into the programs based on that usage, contribute less on average per
household relative to other municipalities. Towns with higher average contributions per
household have a much higher share of gas heating, which means that they pay Energy
Efficiency Surcharge contributions on both electric and gas usage.

2. Towns that have a high percentage of low-income customers, such as Gateway Cities,
also contribute less per household than the statewide average. Low-income customers
on the discount rate contribute to the programs at a reduced rate, as the Energy Efficiency
Surcharge is discounted along with the rest of the bill.

3. The level of incentives per household is directly related to who participates in the
programs and the amount of incentives for which each household is eligible.

o Low-income households receive all program services at no cost and therefore may
receive more incentives than they contribute. Consistent with this design, we find
that municipalities with the lowest median incomes received the highest
incentives as a percent of Energy Efficiency Surcharge Contributions (90%)
and municipalities in the highest income group received the lowest incentives as a
percent of Energy Efficiency Surcharge Contributions (76%).

o Additionally, prior studies have found that renters, who do not directly control
decisions to upgrade their homes, access the programs at lower rates. Consistent

The Massachusetts Program Administrators are: The Berkshire Gas Company, Fitchburg Gas & Electric
Light Company d/b/a Unitil, Liberty Utilities (New England Natural Gas Company) Corp. d/b/a Liberty,
Massachusetts Electric Company, Nantucket Electric Company, and Boston Gas Company, each d/b/a
National Grid, NSTAR Electric Company, NSTAR Gas Company and Eversource Gas Company of
Massachusetts, each d/b/a Eversource Energy, and Cape Light Compact JPE.



with this research, we also find that towns with a higher share of renters and
older building stock have lower average incentives per household.

4. While there is certainly more work to do to address disparities and increase uptake
among underserved communities and customer groups, such as renters, the PAs’
efforts as part of the 2022-2024 Plan are leading to improvements. More than half of
Gateway Cities and the City of Boston saw greater increases in incentives per household
over the 2022-2024 term than the statewide average.

The findings of this report are necessarily limited, and more complete pictures of program
impacts can be found in the rigorous third-party evaluation studies that are performed, particularly
the Customer Profile Studies. For purposes of this report, the term “incentives” refers only to
program incentive payments made directly to program participants and does not include payments
for other direct customer services, such as Home Energy Assessments and customer engineering
studies.

More generally, customers receive many benefits as a result of program investments, which
are not captured by looking exclusively at incentives. By statute, the Mass Save programs are
required to generate more benefits than costs, which means that residents and businesses receive
greater benefits from the program as a whole than the costs paid into the program. Benefits
include:

e lower energy bills and/or avoided energy costs as a result of installing energy efficiency
measures, which are important for reducing energy burdens;

e improvements in indoor air quality, comfort and other health indicators for program
participants; and

e reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, and in the total system costs of building and
maintaining the electric grid and the gas distribution network—which benefit
everyone across the Commonwealth.

We are grateful for the work of the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council and the Equity
Working Group, community partners (including the Low-Income Energy Affordability Network
(“LEAN™)), and our skilled contractor delivery network, in helping to achieve these improvements
and we look forward to continued partnership in accelerating these gains over the 2025-2027 term.
Further details and supporting data for each of these takeaways are included below.



Analysis

Several key factors shape the level of Energy Efficiency Surcharge contributions paid and
incentives received per household in a municipality, as shown in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: Factors Influencing Level of Contributions and Incentives Paid by Town

Higher Incentives Higher EES
* Homes built after 1950 » Homes heated with gas/electric
» Large low-income projects * Larger Homes
* Larger Homes

Influencing Factors

Lower Incentives Lower EES
* Seasonal homes * Households on a discount rate
» Demographics associated with lower * Homes heated with deliverable fuel

participation » Homes in municipal service territory
» Homes built before 1950 « Solar/Net Metering

Contributions per Household by Town

The data indicates that towns with lower average contributions per household often either
have no gas service, and hence a high share of customers who heat with delivered fuels, or are
served by a Municipal Light Plant (MLP) (Table 1, Quartile 1). These municipalities tend to have
lower Energy Efficiency Surcharge contributions because their residents do not pay Energy
Efficiency Surcharge contributions on their oil and propane usage or their electric usage,
respectively—as neither heating oil distributors nor MLPs participate in the programs. Towns with
lower average contributions per household also tend to have a higher share of low-income
customers because these customers pay discounted electric and gas rates. The attached excel file
contains detailed information for each municipality on the number of ratepayers served, the Energy
Efficiency Surcharge dollars paid, and the incentives received by customers, along with other
relevant information.



Table 1: 2019-2024 Residential and Low-Income Gas and Electric Energy Efficiency

Surcharge Contributions by Household

Avg Energy .
Energy . % Heating
Efficiency # of Efficiency # (.)f Town.s % Elec IE Rate with % Heating
Surcharge / | with Muni ) ]
Surcharge Per | Towns . Customers* Delivered With Gas
HH Quartiles HH, 2019- Electric Fuel
At 2024 "
<$985 (1) 86 $596 39 20% 63% 23%
$985-$1,248(2) 86 $1,097 3 16% 57% 26%
?31)’248-$1’618 86 $1,390 1 13% 42% 43%
$1,618+ (4) 86 $2,103 0 6% 44% 44%

Note: The Energy Efficiency Surcharge contribution per Household is calculated by summing contributions for Gas
as well as Electric and dividing that sum by the number of households in that town.

* The calculation for Elec IE Rate customers in each quartile only includes towns with Electric customers and removes
towns fully served by a Muni Electric.

Incentives per Household by Town

The level of incentives per household is directly related to who participates in the programs
and the amount of incentives for which each household is eligible. Towns with fewer renters and
newer building stock tend to receive higher average incentives per household (Table 2, Quartile
4). And the inverse is also true; towns with higher shares of renters and older building stock tend
to receive lower average incentives per household (Table 2, Quartile 1). These latter characteristics
also correlate with municipalities that have a higher share of the population living in environmental
justice blocks. This data aligns with findings from the 2020 Residential Non-Participant Study,
which found that households with higher proportions of low- and moderate-income residents,
renters, those with limited English proficiency, and homes built prior to 1950 access the energy
efficiency programs at lower rates.?

2 See Residential Nonparticipant Customer Profile Study (MA19X06-B-RESNONPART), produced for the
Massachusetts PAs by DNV GL, Feb. 6, 2020. Residential Nonparticipant Market Characterization and Barriers
Study (MA19X06-B-RESNONPART), produced for the Massachusetts PAs by Navigant, [llume, and Cadeo, Feb.
27, 2020. Commercial and Industrial Small Business Nonparticipant Customer Profile Study (MA18X11-B-
SBNONPART), produced for the Massachusetts PAs by DNV GL, Apr. 15, 2020. Massachusetts Limited English
Proficient and English-isolated Customer Journey Mapping and Barriers Study (MA21R37-B-LEPJM), produced
for the PAs by Guidehouse, [llume, and Cadeo, Oct. 25, 2023.



Table 2: 2019-2024 Gas and Electric Incentives by Household: Quartile Definitions &
Characteristics

Avg
Incentive
Incentive Per | /HH over | # of % % Multi- | % ElecIE | % Homes | % HH Living
HH Quartiles |2019-2024 | Towns | Renter | family |Customers* | Built <1950 | in EJ Blocks

<$980 (1) §701 86 29% 18% 15% 31% 33%
$980-$1,269 (2) | $1,124 86 25% 12% 13% 30% 28%
$1,269- o o o o 0

$1,583 (3) $1,386 86 19% 8% 13% 27% 19%
$1,583+ (4) $2,084 86 16% 6% 7% 25% 11%

Note: The Incentive per Household is calculated summing incentives for Gas as well as Electric and dividing that sum
by the number of households for that town.

* The calculation for Elec IE Rate customers in each quartile only includes towns with Electric customers and removes
towns fully served by a Muni Electric.

Contributions and Incentives by Average Municipality Income

Low-income households receive all program services at no cost and therefore may receive
more incentives than they contribute. Consistent with this design, we find that municipalities with
the lowest median incomes received the highest incentives as a percent of Energy Efficiency
Surcharge Contributions (90%) and the municipalities in the highest income group received the
lowest incentives as a percent of Energy Efficiency Surcharge Contributions (76%) (Table 3). The
data also shows that the program is generally effective in providing incentives across all income
levels in proportion to contributions (see Table 3).?

3 As noted above, low-income contributions are substantially subsidized by residential and C&I customers and are
eligible for no-cost energy efficiency upgrades.



Table 3. 2019-2024 Residential and Low-Income Incentives as a Share of Energy Efficiency
Surcharge Contributions by Income and Municipality

Energy .
. . Avg Incentives/
Median Income Avg Median # of Efficiency | Avg Incentives/ Avg Energy
Groupings Income* Muni’s Surcharge/ | Household over Efficiency
Household over| 2019-2024 Surcharee
2019-2024 .
<80% SMI $70,049 56 $1,101 $986 90%
80-100% SMI $92,299 89 $1,264 $1,078 85%
100%-120% SMI $110,872 75 $1,323 $1,129 85%
120%-150% SMI $132,749 67 $1,251 $957 77%
150%+ SMI $188,822 57 $1,672 $1,269 76%

*Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2019-2023 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates

Contributions and Incentives per Household in Gateway Cities and the City of Boston

To provide further details into how these factors play out in Gateway Cities specifically,
Table 4 below shows contributions and incentives per household for a list of 24 Gateway Cities,
as well the City of Boston.* The average income in these communities is below the state median,
they tend to have a high share of renters relative to the statewide average, and all but six of the
municipalities on the list have around 70% or more of their households living in environmental
justice blocks.

Almost all of these communities (22 out of 25) contributed less per household than the
statewide average, despite having a high penetration of gas heating. The majority of these
municipalities (17 out of 25) received fewer incentives per household than the statewide average,
which is likely associated with the high share of renters in these communities. The other eight
municipalities received more incentives per household than the statewide average.

The PAs have been working to address disparities and increase uptake among underserved
communities and customer groups, such as renters and low- and moderate-income customers,
through more generous incentives and community partnerships as part of the 2022-2024 and 2025-
2027 Plans. We are pleased to see that more than half of these communities (14 out of 25) saw
greater increases in incentives per household over the 2022-2024 term than the statewide average.
We hope to accelerate these gains over the 2025-2027 term with increased levels of investment
and more generous incentives, particularly for a list of 21 designated communities with a high
share of renters and low- and moderate-income residents. Further details on these efforts are
included in Appendix A.

4 The Gateway Cities of Holyoke and Westfield are both served by municipal electric and gas utilities and
therefore do not participate in the residential and low-income programs. As a result, we do not have any
data to provide for these municipalities.



Table 4. 2019-2024 Residential and Low-Income Contributions and Incentives for Gateway Cities and the City of Boston

Avg Avg Avg Incentive % Elec IE %HH %

Gateway Cities Contribution/ | Contribution Incentive / Change: # of HH Rate Median I:,iving % Hea.ting

HH Over Change: 22-24 HH over 22-24 vs. Customers Income in EJ Renter with

2019-2024 vs. 19-21 2019-2024 19-21 Blocks Gas
i’:’e’f:;j: $1,280/HH 42% $1,064/HH 39% nu.zl‘lfon 13% $101k N/A 37% 52%
Boston $1,004 50% $749 24% 279,216 14% $94,755 84% 65% 57%
Worcester $1,150 33% $887 40% 79,089 20% $67,544 92% 58% 51%
Springfield $1,332 34% $1,317 36% 58,046 39% $51,339 100% 51% 59%
Quincy $1,078 44% $851 102% 45,571 12% $95,711 90% 55% 55%
Lowell $1,254 45% $666 33% 42,383 21% $76,205 96% 56% 67%
New Bedford $1,135 43% $1,169 154% 42,233 30% $56,025 79% 60% 80%
Fall River $964 60% $481 96% 41,787 27% $53,933 81% 64% 80%
Lynn $1,172 43% $951 73% 36,328 22% $74,715 96% 50% 55%
Brockton $1,218 30% $1,062 73% 35,610 24% $77,089 100% 43% 54%
Lawrence $1,161 30% $911 61% 31,009 34% $57,903 100% 70% 69%
Malden $1,119 43% $840 106% 26,319 14% $95,298 100% 58% 61%
Haverhill $1,488 47% $1,181 56% 26,300 17% $87,675 57% 39% 69%
Chicopee (MLP) $410 42% $328 63% 24,192 N/A $66,927 77% 43% 42%
Taunton (MLP) $469 46% $281 27% 23,871 N/A $79,715 51% 37% 51%
Peabody (MLP) $451 63% $474 -8% 22,469 N/A $95,278 38% 34% 51%
Revere $1,228 44% $829 -24% 21,512 14% $81,121 100% 50% 59%
Barnstable $2,656 43% $1,889 17% 20,614 9% $97,348 32% 25% 70%
Salem $1,167 40% $1,271 65% 19,789 12% $85,137 69% 49% 56%
Pittsfield $1,245 38% $1,004 84% 19,566 23% $68,386 49% 38% 59%
Methuen $1,592 34% $1,270 33% 18,816 17% $103,270 82% 27% 65%
Leominster $1,100 34% $1,490 95% 18,210 14% $81,556 77% 37% 35%
Attleboro $1,266 32% $1,172 10% 17,781 14% $93,266 37% 34% 35%
Everett $1,267 48% $618 54% 17,262 16% $79,658 100% 63% 66%




Fitchburg

$1,120

32%

$803

23%

16,880

28%

$70,659

86%

44%

48%

Chelsea

$1,077

53%

$787

-18%

13,538

21%

$72,220

100%

71%

56%




Conclusion

On the whole, when viewing the data across both electric and gas customers, incentives for
residential and low-income customers as a function of contributions range from 76 to 90 percent
across all municipal income levels. Municipalities in the lowest-income group received the highest
incentives relative to their contributions during the 2019-2024 period, while municipalities in the
highest-income group received the lowest amount.

There are many factors that influence the level of contributions paid and incentives
received. For example, towns with lower average contributions per household often have no gas
service, and hence have a high share of customers who heat with delivered fuels and therefore only
contribute to energy efficiency programs based on their electricity usage, or are served by an MLP
and therefore only contribute to energy efficiency programs based on their gas usage, if at all.
Towns with lower average incentives per household have a much higher share of renters and older
building stock. While there is certainly more work to do to increase uptake among these
underserved households, the PAs’ efforts to address these disparities in the 2022-2024 term are
leading to improvements. More than half of Gateway Cities and the City of Boston experienced
greater increases in incentives per household over the 2022-2024 term than the statewide average.

We are grateful for the work of the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council and the Equity
Working Group, LEAN, community partners and contractors in helping to achieve these
improvements, and we look forward to continued partnership in accelerating these gains over the
2025-2027 term.
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Appendix A: Efforts to Accelerate Access for Underserved Communities and Customer
Groups

For the 2025-2027 term, the PAs hope to accelerate access to energy efficiency programs
by investing almost $1.8 billion for energy efficiency and electrification improvements for low-
income customers and underserved communities and customer groups, including moderate-
income customers, renters, customers that prefer to be served in a language other than English
(“LOTE customers”), and small businesses, and aim to deliver over $4.1 billion in equity-related
benefits (see Table A.1 below). This effort includes initiatives to:

e Increase electrification and continue to expand access to weatherization for low-
income customers through automated data sharing on categorical eligibility, which is
increasing enrollment on the discount rate and expanding the list of eligible customers; and
continuing to leverage contractors and vendors from the market rate program to ensure
sufficient workforce capacity to serve low-income customers. Over the 2025-2027 Plan,
the PAs and their partner CAP agencies aim to weatherize over 42,000 low-income homes
and install heat pumps at more than 16,000 low-income housing units.

e Increase moderate-income participation by expanding the definition of “moderate-
income” to consider both state and area median income and making moderate-income
offerings available to landlords whose tenants meet these income qualifications. To reduce
out-of-pocket costs and remove barriers to participation, the PAs are offering no-cost
weatherization, barrier remediation, and electrification to moderate-income customers.
These measures are being delivered via a turnkey solution that streamlines the customer
experience, ensures quality installations and manages costs. To further reduce barriers to
qualification, the PAs are allowing moderate-income customers to qualify for no-cost
weatherization by self-attesting to their household income and household size.

e Increase participation for residential renters and rental properties, with a particular
focus on designated equity communities: To more comprehensively serve residential
renters and rental properties, the PAs are providing no-cost weatherization, barrier
remediation, and electrification for rental properties in designated equity communities
where electrification will not increase renters’ energy burdens and automatically qualify
all properties with more than 50% rental units within these communities for the offer. This
effort includes coordination of (or “turnkey”) delivery of services to address time
constraints, manage costs, and improve the customer experience, as well as outreach to
landlords. To help protect against increased energy burdens, landlords are required to sign
a form—similar to what is currently required in the low-income program—committing not
to raise rent or evict tenants for a period following the receipt of program incentives. The
PAs worked collaboratively with DOER and the Equity Working Group, a subcommittee
of the EEAC, to establish the criteria and select designated equity communities for the
2025-2027 Plan. With the exception of the Cape Light Compact, which has a unique
territory, the PAs selected communities in which: (1) more than 35 percent of the
population are renters; (2) there were greater than 8,000 renters; and (3) more than 50
percent of the population are low- or moderate-income. The Cape Light Compact selected
designated equity communities in which at least 28% of the population were renters and at
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least 40% of the population were low- or moderate-income.’ The process resulted in
selection of 21 communities, including: Boston, Brockton, Chelsea, Everett, Fall River,
Framingham, Fitchburg, Lawrence, Lowell, Lynn, Malden, New Bedford, Oak Bluffs,
Pittsfield, Quincy, Revere, Salem, Springfield, Tisbury, Woburn, and Worcester.®

¢ Enhance support for LOTE customers by improving language access throughout the
customer journey, including material translations, interpreter services, and multilingual
staff. The PAs worked with vendors to develop language access strategies for residential
and small business programs, starting with the five most commonly spoken languages in
Massachusetts other than English, including Spanish, Portuguese, Mandarin, Cantonese,
and Haitian Creole. These languages were identified based on the results of the study as
the area of greatest and most immediate need for enhancing language access support. The
study and recommendations were released in draft in June 2024. The PAs are working to
operationalize recommendations within the programs. Community First Partners will also
provide additional language support in communities where other languages are spoken. As
part of these efforts, the LEAN Statewide Client Services Center and the Mass Save
Statewide Contact Center are being positioned to comprehensively serve LOTE customers.

Table A.1: Planned Equity Investments (25-27 Plan) Total Investment ($)

Customer Segment Planned

Total Equity Investment* 1,769,405,860
Low Income Incentives 884,802,759
Moderate Income Incentives 348,945,705
Renter Incentives* 589,021,862
--Non-LMI Renter Incentives 72,823,912
Small Business Turnkey Incentives 96,774,118
Workforce Development 78,451,013
Community Engagement 19,003,124
Language Access 21,906,003
Small Business Turnkey Program Support 35,194,985
Low-Income Program Support 211,504,242

*Renter incentives include incentives to low-, moderate- and non-income qualified renter households and
therefore there is overlap between the LMI incentives and the renter incentives noted above; that overlap is
removed from the total investment.

For further details, please refer to the Equity Section of Executive Summary for the 2025-2027
Plan.

> D.P.U. 24-146, Record Request, DPU-6.

6 2025-2027 Plan at 13.

12



