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Summary of Findings 
 

Consistency with Approved Term Sheets 
Savings, Costs, & Benefits 

The PA-proposed 2013-2015 Statewide Plan is consistent with the Term Sheets approved by the Council on 
November 5, 2012. Specifically, the savings and benefits in the electric and gas Plan slightly exceed the three-year 
levels of savings and benefits in the Term Sheets, while at the same time the PA-proposed budgets stay within the 
overall electric and gas program budget set forth in the Term Sheets. For example, the electric and gas savings for 
2013-2015 are both higher than the Term Sheet values, and the Plan proposes $8.92 billion in benefits rather than 
$8.77 billion estimated previously. On the other hand, the total Plan electric and gas budgets are almost exactly as 
shown on the Term Sheets, about $1 million less. Therefore, the Statewide Plan proposes more savings and benefits 
for customers, without additional costs for ratepayers – a very positive outcome. Appendix A, Tables 1 through 3 
provide detailed comparisons between the Plan and the Term Sheets. Overall, the Plan meets and is consistent with 
the three-year values in the Council-approved Term Sheets. 

Performance Incentives 
The performance incentives proposed by the PAs are consistent with both the structure approved by the DPU in 

its review of the first Three-Year Plans and with the provisions of the Council-approved electric and gas Term Sheets 
dated November 5, 2012. The performance incentives are described in the Statewide Plan beginning on page 248 of 
274; the detailed calculations are available in separate spreadsheet files that accompanied the Plan filings. Following 
is a summary of findings and observations regarding the PA-proposed performance incentives in the Statewide Plan 
and the PAs’ Individual Plans. 

Performance	Incentive	Mechanism	
The performance incentive mechanism consists of the same three components as it has during the past three 

years – a savings component (dollar value of benefits), a value component (net benefits), and a performance metrics 
component. At the statewide level over the three-year period, the performance incentives are allocated to these three 
components, with 56% earned from savings, 35% from net benefits, and 9% from specific performance metrics. The 
PAs have appropriately allocated the performance incentives to the three components. Over the three years and 
across the PAs, as a result of differences among the program portfolios of the PAs, the percentages vary slightly in 
the application of the mechanism to the individual PAs. Over the three years the variation is less than 1%. For any 
individual year and PA, the variation is less than 5%. Within the mechanism, separately for the electric and gas PAs, 
are fixed payout rates for achieved savings (benefits) and net benefits, calculated based on the three-year goals for 
these key values. This ensures that over the course of the three-year Plan period the PAs will earn performance 
incentives at the same earnings rate across the PAs and over time. 

Performance	Incentive	Amount	or	Pool	
The Term Sheets approved by the Council in its November 5, 2012 resolution include maximum performance 

incentive pools at the “Design Level” (100% of target) of $80.0 million for the electric PAs (not including Cape Light 
Compact) and $16.0 million for the gas PAs, for a total of $96.0 million. The performance incentive mechanism is 
applied to develop the Design level dollar amounts that are anticipated for each PA for each component of the 
performance incentive, and then for the sum of the three components. Based on our review, we believe the PAs’ 
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application of the mechanism and calculations to the underlying PA savings, cost, and net benefits data was 
conducted properly.  

We note that the PAs have proposed slightly higher performance incentive pools than those specified in the 
Term Sheets (i.e., 0.07% higher for the electric pool, or $56,269, and 0.02% higher for the gas pool, or $2,487), 
based on their plan to exceed the three-year energy savings in the Term Sheets by these same percentages.  

Performance	Metrics	
The Council consultants have not reached full agreement with the PAs regarding the number and content of 

performance metrics that the Consultant Team could recommend to the Council for its consideration. Discussions are 
ongoing, and the performance metrics will be submitted in a supplemental filing. A separate memorandum 
summarizing the status of metrics negotiations as of 11 November will be included under separate cover.  

Responsiveness to Council Priorities 
There are many best practice and leading ideas and innovations included in the Plan that respond specifically to 

stated Council priorities. These and the other commitments and innovations in the Plan, if successfully implemented, 
will continue to maintain the PAs programs as leaders in the industry. Below we summarize our findings with respect 
to several of the Council’s priorities on both programs and program administration. 

Residential and Low Income Sector 

 The Efficiency Neighborhoods+ initiative, along with other Home Energy Services (HES) enhancements, 
which responds to the Council priority to maximize savings and benefits from the hard to reach, hard to 
serve market.  

 Good new enhancements in market-rate multifamily, including increased coordination between Res and 
C&I, responding to the Council priority to improve integration of programs across fuels and sectors. 

 New implementation models being planned or explored in Lighting (Market Lift) and HVAC (Upstream HVAC 
strategies) to respond to the Council priority to continue to improve the cost efficiency of program delivery. 

 The continuation of MA Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC) as a successful vehicle to review and 
recommend new residential and commercial technologies for program inclusion, responding to the Council 
priority of integrating best practices into implementation efforts. 

C&I Sector 

 New segmentation strategies, in which the PAs have committed to develop segmented market strategies for 
municipalities, healthcare, commercial real estate, and grocery. These segmentation strategies will lead to 
deeper savings and overcome barriers to specific market segments, responding to the Council priorities to 
address deeper retrofit applications and implement solutions to overcome tenant-landlord barriers. 

 New upstream initiatives for HVAC, refrigeration, and other technologies that will capture new savings, 
improve the effectiveness of PA programs, and lead to improvements in cost-efficiency, responding to 
Council priorities.  

 A new requirement that the PAs Technical Assistance vendors must address both gas and electric end-uses 
in Technical Assistance studies, responding to the Council priorities to ensure the integration of electric and 
gas programs and address deeper retrofit applications. 
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 A new community mobilization initiative that will seek to leverage the power of communities to engage more 
customers and realize greater energy savings, responding to the Council priority to identify clear strategies 
to maximize savings with hard-to-reach and hard-to-serve customers. 

Action Plans 
The PAs responded to the Council’s request for Action Plans by providing high-level Action Plans for 12 items 

that had been included with the Sense of the Council document (see page 39 of the Plan). Beyond these efforts, 
more detailed Action Plans for each sector and key related programs or initiatives are essential to ensure that all 
commitments in the Statewide Plan are implemented as written and benefits for all are realized. Action Plans for each 
commitment should include milestones, deadlines for action, clear indication of responsibility and accountability, and 
tracking mechanisms for progress. The Consultant Team, under the direction of and with the support of the Council, 
expects to work closely with the PAs to ensure that the PAs develop additional Action Plans, follow through with 
them, and meet all commitments. This is likely to be a major focus for the Consultant Team over the next three years. 

Statewide Database 
The Council has identified defining and implementing better data management, analytics, and access as a 

priority. One of the Council's action plan items is to enable "statewide data management and statewide data reporting 
in a consistent and timely manner." The Council and the PAs will continue to collaborate on data management 
solutions to improve the access, accuracy, and efficacy of energy efficiency program data. One data management 
enhancement is a statewide database. The PAs have collectively included $500,000 of funding for a statewide 
database in the annual budgets for each of the next three years (Plan, pp. 258-260). 

Energy Savings Goals and Clean Energy and Climate Plan 
Initial indications are that there may need to be some revisions to the estimated greenhouse gas reduction 

values included in the Plan and in the Plan data tables. We continue to review the estimated greenhouse gas 
reductions set forth in the Plan, in coordination with the PAs, DOER, and DEP. We will keep the Council informed of 
the outcome of this review.  

Pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act (GWSA), the Commonwealth has set a goal of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 “business-as-usual” levels by 25% by 2020 and 80% by 2050. All cost-effective 
energy efficiency delivered through the three-year energy efficiency plans accounts for 7.1% of these reductions, as 
part of a suite of policies set forth in the Clean Energy and Climate Plan (CECP). The energy savings goals in the 
Statewide Plan are set on the path to satisfy the Green Communities Act (GCA) mandate to capture all available 
cost-effective energy efficiency, with consideration of sustainability and bill impacts, while also supporting the 
achievement of the greenhouse gas emissions reductions called for in the CECP.  

Programmatic and Technical Issues, Continuing Review and Coordination 
There remains only a small list of items where the Consultant Team is not satisfied with the contents of the 

program sections of the final draft of the Plan or has concerns over related technical issues. In many cases the 
necessary level of detail is not present and will only be fully explained as new initiatives are implemented. Again, the 
PAs have been very responsive to input from the Council and stakeholders, and the Plan reflects the PAs’ effort in 
this regard. We are optimistic that the Consultant Team, with support of the Council, can work closely with the PAs to 
ensure that these remaining items are addressed adequately over the coming months and the entire Three-Year Plan 
period. 
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Residential & Low Income Programs 
Although the Residential & Low Income Programs demonstrate a strong commitment by the PAs to advance 

Council priorities and continue to represent industry-leading strategies and approaches, the Consultant Team notes a 
few areas where we believe additional improvements can be made. 

 Re-examine the measure mix for the 2013 Products initiative based on the recently-released EPA ENERGY 
STAR television and refrigerator shipment data and consider the potential effect on free-ridership. 

 Re-examine lighting assumptions for LEDs and CFLs to ensure they best reflect lifetime savings and effects 
of EISA standards. 

 Accelerate the timing of individual HES initiative enhancements, especially with regards to deeper savings 
elements, wherever feasible. 

 Work to develop behavior-based initiatives into a broader ‘customer engagement’ strategy, and include PAs 
that are not currently proposing a behavior-based initiative. 

Commercial & Industrial Programs 
As with the Residential & Low Income programs, the C&I Plan text is excellent and responsive to the Consultant 

Team’s comments. The Team’s remaining items include the following. 

 Improve the depth of savings with small and medium-sized businesses by moving deeper savings measures 
to the prescriptive or “custom express” path. This will streamline the processes for including deeper savings 
measures. In addition, PAs should require their vendors to pursue all cost-effective deeper savings 
measures. 

 Provide more detail on the segmentation strategy for commercial real-estate. Provide opportunities for 
Council or external stakeholder input and updates to the Council on the development of this strategy. 
Accelerate the timing.  

Stakeholder Process Improvements 
The Council considers the need for a process for stakeholder input to the collective PAs to be a very important 

issue and was disappointed with the Plan’s lack of detail on this issue. The PAs wrote: 

 “the C&IMC will take a lead to review best current structures as previously described, as well as 
best practices in other states, with the intent of creating a common process and guidelines to 
ensure consistent and effective responses from the PAs as a collective [to stakeholders]. The 
details of this concept will be developed during Q4 2012 with expected implementation in Q1 
2013.” 

The Council would like assurance that this commitment will be met on time and in a satisfactory manner to the 
Council and stakeholders. Furthermore, the PAs should consider including a member of the Council and possibly 
representative(s) of external stakeholders to provide input in the development of the proposed PA process. The 
Consultant Team proposes to work closely with the PAs on this request. 

Non-Energy Impacts (NEIs) From Non-Low-Income Residential Measures  
We have identified an issue with the valuation of Non-Low-Income Residential Non-Energy Impacts (NEIs).1 A 

few months before the deadline for the Three-Year Plan filing, the Consultant Team recognized that there were 

                                                           
1 Non‐energy impacts are also known as “non‐resource benefits” in the DPU 08‐50 data tables. 
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problems involving the manner in which EM&V results regarding Residential NEIs were being applied, impacted in 
part by the fact that the most recent Residential/Low Income NEI study did not attempt to distinguish systematically 
between early replacement and replace-on-failure retrofit situations. Yet EM&V results on NEIs from these measures 
are currently being applied largely as if the vast majority of measures were early replacement (ER). While this issue 
is technical in nature, its practical impacts are significant. Because NEIs can represent up to nearly 40% of total 
benefits for residential programs, this potentially affects estimates of total net benefits from 2013-2015 residential 
programs by hundreds of millions of dollars. There is an agreement to resolve the issue through further EM&V 
research into the frequency of ROF vs ER. 

In our ongoing review and analysis of the data from the individual PA 2013-2015 Plans, we have observed some 
numerical variations in NEI levels and NEIs as a percent of total benefits across the PAs. We will follow up with 
individual PAs to review and discuss how the PAs incorporated NEIs in the final Plans, and also to ascertain the 
specific NEI impact factors used by the PAs in the Plans. The results of our ongoing analysis will be made available 
to the Council. For a more detailed treatment of this issue, please refer to Appendix B. 

Plan Data Review & Data Variability Across PAs 
The Consultant Team reviewed the quantitative data submitted in support of the Plan text and assessed the 

savings, budget, and benefit information as compared to previous submissions and our understanding of the Three-
Year Plan goals. We also reviewed the PAs bill impact analyses. Overall, the goals, cost to achieve, and benefits are 
reasonable and meet the terms. Nevertheless, we continue to identify numerous instances of variability in key 
indicators and results across PAs. These variations are not new and have been part of every Consultant review of PA 
numbers to date. While in some cases these have been reduced from previous draft Plan submissions, in most cases 
the variability has not been adequately explained. 

The Consultant Team plans to devote substantial effort in 2013 to understanding the reasons for these variances 
and addressing them with the PAs through direct interactions. Most importantly, we do NOT recommend rejecting the 
Plan as a result of these variances. With respect to the Cost to Achieve indicator, we plan to focus on determining 
what portion of any higher-than-average costs is reasonable due to the characteristics of a PA’s customer base and 
what portion is within the PA’s control and therefore an opportunity for cost reduction. 

Residential Sector Indicators, including Low Income 

Electric	

 Cost to Achieve– There continues to be very high variance between PAs in the cost to achieve residential 
savings, from a low of $0.398 per annual kWh saved to a high of $1.35 per kWh. There is a smaller variance 
in the low-income sector, with a cost per kwh range from $1.24/kWh to $2.98/kWh. 

  Savings Goals– The residential savings goals vary from 0.84% of residential sales to 3.24% of sales – 
almost a factor of four – while the low income goals vary from 0.37% of sales to 2.65% of sales – more than 
a sevenfold difference. 

 Benefits / kWh– Residential variance ranges from $1.56 of benefits per kWh saved to $4.06 of benefits per 
kWh, and the low income sector varies from $3.83/kwh to $9.61/kwh. The large residential variance is 
caused in mainly by the Whole House program, which ranges from $2.03 per kWh to $14.70 per kWh.  
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Gas	

 Cost to Achieve - While the variance in cost to achieve is not quite as significant in the gas sector as the 
electric sector, there are one or two outliers with high costs. The situation is similar in the low-income sector, 
with one PA at $17.50/annual therm saved, one at $30/therm, but the rest clustered right around $25/therm. 

 Savings Goal– The therm goals vary widely by PA, with some setting much more aggressive savings 
targets as a percent of sales. In the residential sector, goals vary from 0.39% of sales to 1.07% of sales, and 
in the low income sector the goals vary from 0.33% to 2.01% of sales. 

 Benefits / therm – The program dollars per benefit and the benefits per lifetime therm are fairly consistent 
across PAs. However, the benefits per annual therm for the residential sector varies from $15.10/therm to 
$31.10/therm. This is not fully understood at this time, but in 2013 we will work with the PAs to understand 
the reason for this variance. 

Non‐Energy	Impacts	(NEIs)	
Because Non-Energy Impacts (NEIs) are a substantial portion of residential sector benefits and also play a role 

in the previously mentioned concern regarding the application of NEIs, we also note the following variances in this 
component of the PAs’ analysis. As with all issues identified in this section, the Consultant Team will continue to work 
with the PAs to come to resolution on this important issue. 

 NEIs as a percent of total residential benefits is substantial, ranging from 21% up to 39%. There is a 
significant variation across electric PAs in NEIs as a percentage of total benefits for 2013-2015.  

 Total residential NEIs seem to have increased from 25.9% in the Sept 19th Plan to 28.3%, a 9% increase.  
 

Commercial & Industrial Sector Indicators 

Electric		

 Cost to Achieve – Several PAs continue to be significantly more costly per unit of savings. While a portion 
of these higher costs are partially explained by differences in demographics and customer population, we 
would like to see these differences either shrink or be fully explained.  

 Savings Goal – Certain PAs have significantly lower savings goals, as low as 35% below the statewide 
targets that Grid and NSTAR are meeting or exceeding.  

 Benefits / kWh – Generally, annual benefits per kwh are with 5-10% across all PAs. On lifetime benefits per 
kWh, though, the variation reaches 25%.  

Gas	

 Cost to Achieve – There also exists variances in the cost per unit of savings among larger PAs of up to 20-
25%. While there was a per unit reduction from the September version of the Plan, it is still a significant 
variance. 

 Savings Goal – Although the variances have been closed somewhat from the September draft, there 
remain wide variances in the annual gas goals among the PAs, ranging from a low of 0.55% for to a high of 
2.12% in 2013. 

 Benefits – We note a significant variance in program cost per dollar benefits. This may be driven by higher 
program cost per therm, but we do not fully understood this at this time.  
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Bill Impacts 
Minimizing bill impacts on customers was an essential consideration of the 2013-2015 planning process. The 

approach in the final Plan, to pursue ambitious savings goals at sensible program costs, has generally resulted in 
moderately low impacts for most customers and most PAs. For electric customers in all sectors (Residential, Low 
Income, and C&I), most of the non-participant bill impacts are in the very low to moderately low range. For gas 
customers, the bill impacts tend to be higher than electric impacts when looking across the three-year period, though 
they are still very low to moderately low in most cases. The gas bill impacts are higher than for electric because the 
gas budgets continue to increase at a higher rate in 2013-2015 vs. 2012. Appendix C presents summary tables and 
further detailed discussion of the bill impacts and our review.  

Despite the relatively low impacts, there are wide variations in bill impacts across the PAs, across the three 
years of the Plan, and across rate classes. The range of incremental non-participant bill impacts is wider and more 
varied than expected. For example, for 2013 the incremental electric bill impacts for non-participants range from  
-1.1% to +5.9% depending on rate class and PA. This is a very wide range for statewide programs and for fairly 
similar levels of energy efficiency program investment in one year. We believe that carryover effects from previous 
years is the largest factor driving these variations is the nature of previous program activity (e.g., various situations 
regarding actual expenditures vs. program budgets vs. collections from customers, program funding reconciliations, 
and the EERF/EES schedules.  

The PAs should be prepared to provide explanations of these variations, to the Council and the DPU. The 
electric and gas bill impact numbers vary widely, and some are higher than expected. Confirmation is needed that at 
least some of these observations are due to what took place in 2011 and 2012 rather than the 2013 program budgets 
themselves. 

EM&V Review 
The EM&V plan included in the Three-Year Plan filing represents a consensus effort between the PAs and the 

EEAC consultants. In general, we believe the current EM&V process is working reasonably well, and most technical 
issues were resolved prior to the filing of the Three-year Plan. However, there are two EM&V-related issues 
pertaining to the Plan filing that we would like to highlight: the 2013-2015 EM&V budget and the need for a more 
systematic strategic planning process. 

EM&V Budget 
The EM&V budget for 2013-2015 became an issue during the Term Sheet negotiations. Asked to reduce total 

program costs from the level they had proposed up to that point, the PAs responded by arguing for substantial cuts in 
the EM&V budget, which at the time stood at $81 million. The Consultant Team strongly recommended that the 
EM&V budget not be cut dramatically, ultimately agreeing to a final EM&V budget of approximately $70 million. We 
accept this budget and have no further outstanding issues. For a more detailed discussion of the Consultant Team’s 
rationale for advising against cutting the EM&V budget even further, please refer to Appendix D. 

Need for Increased Strategic Planning 
 As discussed to some extent in the EM&V section of the Three-Year plan, we believe there is a need for an 

increased long-term strategic planning effort in EM&V. Currently, EM&V planning tends to be more ad hoc and short-
term in nature than would be ideal, with the focus generally being on what new studies are needed over the next six 
to twelve months.2 The PAs and the Consultant Team will soon be reorganizing the six research areas by which 

                                                           
2 We believe this tendency toward ad hoc planning is largely driven by the PA staffing constraints discussed above. 
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EM&V efforts are currently structured, coinciding with the process of rebidding some of the EM&V contracts in these 
research areas. We have agreed with the PAs to begin an enhanced strategic planning process in connection with 
these changes to the current EM&V administrative framework, in the Winter or early Spring of 2013.3 

  

                                                           
3 Given that net‐to‐gross studies are a significant part of the overall EM&V portfolio, these strategic planning efforts 

have the potential to be significantly affected by the outcome of the DPU working group on net‐to‐gross issues. 
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Appendix A - Term Sheet Consistency Supporting Tables 
Table 1 

 
 

Table 2 
Term Sheet data shown in bold rows, Plan data shown in italic rows. 

 
  

Comparison: Final Plan (Nov. 2) vs. Term Sheets
Term Sheet 
Provision

Three‐Year 
Plan Provision

Electric PA Total Annual Energy Savings Goals (MWh) 3,702,844 3,705,368
Gas PA Total Annual Energy Savings Goals (Therms) 72,000,000 72,011,183
Benefits ($, million) ‐ Electric and Gas Combined $8,770  $8,922 
Benefits ($, million) ‐ Electric $7,500  $7,638 
Benefits ($, million) ‐ Gas $1,270  $1,284 
Budget ($, million) ‐ Electric and Gas Combined $2,020  $2,018.80 
Budget ($, million) ‐ Electric $1,495  $1,495.70 
Budget ($, million) ‐ Gas $525  $523.10 
Cost per Annual kWh Saved ‐ Electric $0.4037  $0.4037 
Cost per Annual Therm Saved ‐ Gas $7.292  $7.264 

Comparison: Final Plan (Nov. 2) vs. Term Sheets
Total % of 

2013‐2015 Term Sheet
Annual Retail Energy Sales (MWh) 47,763,309 48,460,704 48,960,921 145,184,934
PA Total Annual Energy Savings as % of Energy Sales* 2.50% 2.55% 2.60% 2.55%
PA Total Annual Energy Savings as % of Energy Sales 2.50% 2.55% 2.60% 2.55% 100.07%
PA Total Annual Energy Savings Goals (MWh) 1,194,114 1,235,761 1,272,969 3,702,844
PA Total Annual Energy Savings Goals (MWh) 1,194,556 1,236,268 1,274,544 3,705,368 100.07%
PA Total Lifetime Energy Savings Goals (MWh) 13,144,743 13,264,331 13,862,596 40,271,670
Benefits ($, million)** $7,500 
Benefits ($, million) 2,359 2,611 2,668 $7,638  101.84%
Performance Incentive Pool at Design  $25,798,851  $26,698,635  $27,502,514  $80,000,000 
Performance Incentive Pool at Design  $25,808,757  $26,709,928  $27,537,585  $80,056,269  100.07%
Performance Incentive Levels (%):
     Threshold*** 75% 75% 80% 75%‐80%
     Design 100% 100% 100% 100%
     Exemplary ‐ Cap 125% 125% 125% 125%
Budget: Program Costs ($, million) $479.10  $499.37  $516.53  $1,495.00 
Budget: Program Costs ($, million) $481.32  $495.66  $518.73  $1,495.70  100.05%
Cost per Annual kWh Saved $0.401  $0.404  $0.406  $0.4037 
Cost per Annual kWh Saved $0.403  $0.401  $0.407  $0.4037  99.98%
Cost per Lifetime kWh Saved $0.0366  $0.0374  $0.0374  $0.0371 
Average Measure Life 11.00 10.73 10.88 10.87
* Council savings targets (total annual energy savings as % of energy sales) are 2.50% in 2013, 2.55% in 2014, and 2.60% in 2015, 
with a three‐year target of 2.55%.

ELECTRIC 2013 2014 2015
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Table 3 
Term Sheet data shown in bold rows, Plan data shown in italic rows. 

 
  

Comparison: Final Plan (Nov. 2) vs. Term Sheets
Total % of 

2013‐2015 Term Sheet
Annual Retail Energy Sales (therms) 2,149,896,059 2,149,990,973 2,162,916,894 6,462,803,926
PA Total Annual Energy Savings as % of Energy Sales* 1.07% 1.13% 1.14% 1.11%
PA Total Annual Energy Savings as % of Energy Sales 1.05% 1.13% 1.15% 1.11% 100.02%
PA Total Annual Energy Savings Goals (therms) 23,000,000 24,250,000 24,750,000 72,000,000
PA Total Annual Energy Savings Goals (therms) 22,661,039 24,401,130 24,949,014 72,011,183 100.02%
PA Total Lifetime Energy Savings Goals (therms) 303,974,380 313,021,522 321,318,178 938,314,079
Benefits ($, million)** $1,270 
Benefits ($, million) 416 429 439 $1,284  101.10%
Performance Incentive Pool at Design  $5,111,111  $5,388,889  $5,500,000  $16,000,000 
Performance Incentive Pool at Design  $5,035,786  $5,422,476  $5,544,225  $16,002,487  100.02%
Performance Incentive Levels (%):
     Threshold*** 75% 75% 80% 75%‐80%
     Design 100% 100% 100% 100%
     Exemplary ‐ Cap 125% 125% 125% 125%
Budget: Program Costs ($, million) $169.0  $175.0  $181.0  $525.00 
Budget: Program Costs ($, million) $168.43  $174.56  $180.09  $523.09  99.64%
Cost per Annual Therm Saved $7.348  $7.216  $7.313  $7.292 
Cost per Annual Therm Saved $7.433  $7.154  $7.218  $7.264  99.62%
Cost per Lifetime Therm Saved $0.554  $0.558  $0.560  $0.557 
Average Measure Life 13.41 12.83 12.88 13.03
* Council savings targets (total annual energy savings as % of energy sales) are 1.10% in 2013, 1.12% in 2014, and 1.15% in 2015, 
with a three‐year target of 1.12%.

GAS 2013 2014 2015
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Appendix B – Detailed Discussion of NEI Impact Issue 
A few months before the deadline for the three-year Plan filing, the Consultant Team recognized that there were 

problems involving the manner in which EM&V results regarding Residential NEIs were being applied, impacted in 
part by the fact that the most recent Residential/Low Income NEI study did not attempt to distinguish systematically 
between early replacement and replace-on-failure retrofit situations. 

The issue revolves around the distinction between replace-on-failure (ROF) vs. early replacement (ER) 
equipment retrofits. When equipment is retrofitted, customers experiencing some of the most high-impact categories 
of NEIs (for example, reduced maintenance costs associated with keeping old equipment running) can only be 
expected to experience these NEIs in early replacement situations. If a customer replaced equipment when it failed 
(ROF), some of the NEIs would be experienced by the customer even with standard efficiency equipment. Currently, 
most residential non-LI equipment retrofits are treated for impact evaluation purposes as ROF rather than early 
replacement, reflecting the fact that the rebates have not generally been viewed as being large enough to 
significantly accelerate equipment change-outs. Yet EM&V results on NEIs from these measures are currently being 
applied largely as if the vast majority of measures were early replacement (ER). While this issue is technical in 
nature, its practical impacts are significant, potentially affecting estimates of total net benefits from 2013-2015 
residential programs by hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Upon recognizing this issue, we established a working group including evaluators, planners and programmers 
from both the PAs and the Consultant Team to attempt to resolve it. However, attempts to resolve it in time for the 
Plan filing were unsuccessful. It subsequently became part of the final term sheet negotiations between the parties, 
but ultimately the approach of a working group developing a solution prior to the filing was dropped from the term 
sheet negotiations. Instead, the PAs proposed to treat the NEI impact factors just like any other planning impact 
factor: i.e., the PAs proposed to use the best available information (from field experience, EM&V results, or other 
sources) to develop the NEI impact factors for use in the Plan, with the NEI impact factors developed by the PAs 
being primarily based on the 2012 program experience and tracking data, and then to update and reconcile the NEI 
impact factors based on EM&V research conducted during 2013. Therefore the 2013 NEI impact factors would be 
adjusted based on such EM&V research, and the final 2013 NEI values would be reported in the 2013 Annual 
Performance Report in 2014. These updated NEI impact factors would also be used for future years and would be 
applied retrospectively to 2012.4 This proposal from the PAs would ultimately resolve the NEI technical issues 
through further EM&V research, with the PAs agreeing to accept the risk of any resulting adjustments to estimated 
benefits and net benefits through the normal evaluation and reporting processes.  

The PAs have argued that a significant portion of the measures currently classified as ROF for impact evaluation 
purposes are actually replaced early (ER), and thus deserve both the full level of NEIs currently being ascribed to 
them and greater savings credit than they are currently receiving. We would agree that some non-zero portion of 
these measures may be classifiable as early replacement (ER), but suspect that portion may be far smaller than the 
PAs believe.  

In our ongoing review and analysis of the data from the individual PA 2013-2015 Plans, we have observed some 
numerical variations in NEI levels and NEIs as a percent of total benefits across the PAs. We will follow up with 
individual PAs to review and discuss how the PAs incorporated NEIs in the final Plans, and also to ascertain the 

                                                           
4 Because this is not fundamentally a net‐to‐gross issue, we believe it is not affected by the recent DPU decision to 

apply net‐to‐gross results only prospectively.  We would thus view any adjustments as being applicable both 
prospectively to NEIs claimed in 2013‐2015, and retrospectively to NEIs claimed for 2012. 
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specific NEI impact factors used by the PAs in the Plans. The results of our ongoing analysis will be made available 
to the Council.  

In our ongoing review and analysis of the data from the individual PA 2013-2015 Plans, we have observed some 
numerical variations in NEI levels and NEIs as a percent of total benefits across the PAs. We will follow up with 
individual PAs to review and discuss how the PAs incorporated NEIs in the final Plans, and also to ascertain the 
specific NEI impact factors used by the PAs in the Plans. The results of our ongoing analysis will be made available 
to the Council. 

The needed EM&V research will focus on getting a better understanding of the true frequency and timing of early 
replacement among residential equipment retrofits. We intend to make this research a high priority as we work with 
the PAs to plan and implement further EM&V studies over the next year. Once it is done, the results of the research 
have the potential to significantly affect estimates of benefits and net benefits from residential non-LI programs. 
Because the final Plan filing assumes for purposes of NEI estimation that most measures are replaced early, it is 
likely that any resulting adjustment in the valuation of NEIs would be in a downward direction. 
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Appendix C – Bill Impacts Analysis 
The tables below exhibits show non-participant (cost-only) bill impacts for electric and gas customers (Residential, Low Income, and C&I). These tables and 

accompanying text summarize several hundred pages of PA bill impact analyses that were included in the PA Plan filings on November 2nd.  

Electric 
The table below presents the range of bill impacts on non-participating customers, for several customer classes, across the PAs for a representative group of 

electric rates, showing the impacts in the first year of the three-year plan (2013) and over the three-year period (2013-2015) compared to the present (2012). There 
appears to be some variability in the customer bases that are included in some rates, and there is also some variability in the PAs’ presentation of the bill impact 
information in their respective bill impact filings in PA Exhibit 6. For some rate classes the PAs presented bill impacts using different usage configurations (on peak/off 
peak ratios, load factors, minimum usage, etc.).  

Summary of Electric Bill Impacts Across PAs, Representative Rate Classes 
Average Monthly Bill Impacts Over Time 
2013 Bill Impact Compared to 2012, and Bill Impacts Over the Three-Year Plan (2013-2015 vs. 2012) 
   Present Rates  Proposed Rates 
  2012 2013 vs. 2012 2013-2015 vs. 2012 
  Average Monthly Total Monthly Total Monthly  Total Monthly  Total Monthly  Total Monthly  
  kWh Revenue ($) Difference ($) Difference (%) Difference ($) Difference (%) 
Typical 
Residential: 
Residential R-1 500 - 586 $70.26 to $102.29 -$1.04 to $1.63 -1.0% to 2.3% $0.30 to $2.92 0.3% to 3.1% 
Low Income: 
Residential R-2: 483 - 500 $50.73 to $75.57 -$0.70 to $0.62 -1.1% to 1.2% -$0.37 to $0.26 -0.6% to 0.3% 
Small Business: 
Commercial G-1 300 - 2,396 $67.44 to $374.85 $0.04 to $17.10 0.1% to 4.6% $0.90 to $4.26 0.2% to 2.0% 
Commercial G-2 11,800 - 141,375 $1,352 to $18,176 $5.29 to $1,009 0.1% to 5.6% $31 to $127 0.3% to 2.4% 
Commercial G-3 400,000 - 949,000 $44,339 to $132,888 $137 to $4,828 0.1% to 5.9% $255 to $3,310 0.3% to 2.6% 

 
In reviewing the cost impact of energy efficiency charge increases on ratepayers’ bills over the three-year plan period, it is important to look at the associated 

savings that accrue to ratepayers as well. This effect is observed in two timeframes: the reduced bill impacts for program participants during the three-year plan 
period and, as noted in the DPU’s Order on Bill Impacts, DPU 08-50-D, “the long-term benefits that energy efficiency can achieve.” DPU 08-50-D, pp. 11-12. 
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In keeping with the DPU’s Order on Bill Impacts, directing the PAs to prepare bill impact analyses for both non-participants and participants in the energy 
efficiency programs, the PAs have provided, in their individual three-year plan filings, bill impact analyses for program participants, by rate class (not shown here). A 
range of common percent savings reductions were included in the PAs’ analyses; these are shown on page 111 of 274 of the three-year Statewide Plan. Because the 
focus of this other part of the PA analysis is on program participants, the resulting participant bill impacts show reductions in the vast majority of bills5 when compared 
to the 2012 base year, due to the program energy savings.  

Note: The bill impact data shown in the table are from the individual PAs’ 2013-2015 Three-Year Plan filings, Exhibit 6. The variations in $ and % bill impacts are 
the variations across the individual PAs. 

Gas 
The tables on the next page present the range of bill impacts on non-participating customers across the PAs for residential and select C&I gas rates, showing the 

impacts in the first year of the three-year plan (2013) and over the three-year period (2013-2015) compared to the present (2012). There is considerable variability in 
the PAs’ presentation of the residential bill impact information in their respective bill impact filings; principal among these variations is that some PAs provided peak 
and off-peak bill impact information and some also included annual rather than monthly bill impact data. The bill impact information was somewhat more complicated 
for the C&I sector bill impacts, in large part due to the differences in rate classification across the PAs (e.g., G-42 did not address the same usage levels for all PAs) 
and to different ways that the rate information was presented in the bill impact tables. In the C&I table below we sought to align the usage levels across several rates; 
please refer to the footnotes for further information. In so doing we chose not to present data for all the gas PAs, but rather present a representative range of 
information about the bill impacts in the first year and at the end of the three year plan period, compared with 2012. 

In reviewing the cost impact of energy efficiency charge increases on ratepayers’ bills over the three-year plan period, it is important to look at the associated 
savings that accrue to ratepayers as well. This effect is observed in two timeframes: the reduced bill impacts for program participants during the three-year plan 
period and, as noted in the DPU’s Order on Bill Impacts, DPU 08-50-D, “the long-term benefits that energy efficiency can achieve.” DPU 08-50-D, pp. 11-12. 

In keeping with the DPU’s Order on Bill Impacts, directing the PAs to prepare bill impact analyses for both non-participants and participants in the energy 
efficiency programs, the PAs have also provided, in their individual three-year plan filings, bill impact analyses for program participants, by rate class (not shown 
here). A range of common percent savings reductions were included in the PAs’ analyses; these are shown on page 111 of 274 of the Three-Year Plan. Because the 
focus of this other part of the PA analysis is on program participants, the resulting participant bill impacts show reductions in the vast majority of bills6 when compared 
to the 2012 base year, due to the program energy savings.  

Note: The bill impact data shown in both the residential and C&I tables are from the individual PAs’ 2013-2015 Three Year Plan filings, PA Exhibit 6. The 
variations in $ and % bill impacts are the variations across the individual PAs.  

                                                           
5 There are reductions except for a few cases in the “low savings” scenario, when only 2% (Residential) or 1% (C&I) energy savings are assumed.  
6 There are reductions except for a few cases in the “low savings” scenario, when only 2% (Residential) or 1% (C&I) energy savings are assumed.  
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Summary of Gas Bill Impacts Across PAs, Representative Residential and C&I Rate Classes 
Average Monthly Bill Impacts Over Time 
2013 Bill Impact Compared to 2012, and Bill Impacts Over the Three-Year Plan (2013-2015 vs. 2012) 
 
   Present Rates  Proposed Rates 
  2012 2013 vs. 2012 2013-2015 vs. 2012 

  
Average 
Monthly Total Monthly Total Monthly  Total Monthly  Total Monthly  Total Monthly  

  Therms Revenue ($) Difference ($) Difference (%) Difference ($) Difference (%) 
Residential R-1 
(Non-heating) 13 - 25 $28.19 to $47.84 -$0.14 to $1.50 -0.4% to 4.5% -$0.08 to $1.21 -0.2% to 3.6% 
Residential R-2 
(Low income 
 non-heating) 13 - 30 $22.82 to $41.88 -$0.11 to $1.50 -0.4% to 4.6% -$0.6 to $1.53 -0.2% to 4.0% 
Residential R-3 
(heating) 75 - 133 $99.87 to $185.00 $3.22 to $7.16 0.5% to 5.3% $0.50 to $8.82 0.3% to 5.5% 
Residential R-4 
(Low income heating) 

75 - 130 $82.78 to $145.98 $1.30 to $5.36 0.4% to 4.4% $0.34 to $6.59 0.3% to 5.5% 
Commercial  
Rate G-41 
Low use/ 
Low load factor 160 - 296 

$201.59 to 
$319.25 $0 to $5.74 -0.2% to 1.8% $0.34 to $9.74 0.2% to 3.1% 

Medium use/ 
Low load factor* 1179 - 3574 $2,405 to $3,612 $1.69 to $69.33 0.1% to 1.9% $17.65 to $117.58 0.7% to 3.3% 
High use/ 
Low load factor** 10,529 - 22,489 

$10,354 to 
$22,340 $9.94 to $715 0.1% to 3.1% $84 to $740 0.8% to 3.3% 

Commercial  
Rate G-51 
Low use/ 
High load factor 129 - 295 

$156.90 to 
$311.91 -$0.46 to $5.72 -0.3% to 1.8% $0.44 to $9.71 0.3% to 3.1% 

Medium use/ 
High load factor)*** 1592 - 2587 $1511 to $2518 $1 to $50 0.1% to 2.0% $12 to $85 0.8% to 3.4% 
High use/ 
High load factor**** 11,289 - 41,954 $9,481 to $39,672 $11 to $814 0.1% to 2.1% $90 to $1,380 0.9% to 3.5% 
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* Data were taken from Rates G-42 and G43 to use comparable usage data across the selected PAs 
** Data were taken from Rates G-43 and G44 to use comparable usage data across the selected PAs 
*** Data were taken from Rates G-52 and G53 to use comparable usage data across the selected PAs 
**** Data were taken from Rates G-53 and G54 to use comparable usage data across the selected PAs 
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Appendix D – EM&V Budget Rationale 
EM&V plays multiple critical roles in supporting any portfolio of EM&V programs. 

 Determining administrator achievements and associated performance incentives 
 Providing public accountability regarding program accomplishments 
 Driving resource planning decisions 
 Supporting policy development and program planning through market assessment activities 
 Helping to improve program performance through process evaluation.  

The data collection and analysis activities needed to play these roles are complex and extensive. Most leading 
states therefore allocate substantial resources to EM&V, in the expectation that in the long run this spending will 
more than pay for itself in the form of better programming and public policy decisions. The demands placed on EM&V 
are particularly extensive in Massachusetts given the unprecedented scope and ambitiousness of the programs that 
are planned for 2013-2015. 

The most common metric of EM&V spending used by other states is the percentage of total program funding 
allocated to EM&V, with leading states typically allocating in the range of 4 to 5% of program funding. By this 
measure, even at a three-year budget of $81 million, Massachusetts had fallen below the prevailing norms. At a 
budget as low as the $51 million proposed at one point by the PAs, Massachusetts would have fallen to levels so low 
that it would have been an outlier. 

Percentage of program spending spent on EM&V is clearly an imperfect metric, and issues come into play such 
as potential economies of scale from programs operating on as large a scale as those in Massachusetts. 
Nonetheless, there are two other states with program budgets as large or larger than Massachusetts: California and 
New York. California allocates 4% of program funding, yielding total spending of roughly $40 million annually. New 
York allocates 5% of program funding. Even among the very small set of its peer states, Massachusetts EM&V 
program is operating at a relatively low percentage of total program costs. 

In proposing greater cuts to the EM&V budget, the PAs noted that in recent years EM&V budgets have generally 
been underspent. We agree that this has been the case. However, we do not believe past under-spending of the 
budget is a good guide as to what Massachusetts may need to spend in the future in order to optimize the benefits of 
EM&V. There was a substantial loss of EM&V staff by the PAs in 2011; only recently have EM&V project 
management resources been bolstered. As a result, we believe that until now the main constraint as to what gets 
done has been the availability of PA project managers rather than a lack of EM&V needs. To greatly cut the EM&V 
budget on the basis of past under-spending would therefore be to institutionalize a level of EM&V effort that was 
artificially constrained by PA staffing limitations. This is inadvisable. 

The Consultant Team obviously does not advocate spending money on EM&V for its own sake, but we believe 
the EM&V function is too critical to sustain budget cuts below what the experience of other leading states suggests 
may be needed. We believe a budget of $70 million should be sufficient for the three-year period. We also intend to 
seek economies in spending wherever possible without sacrificing the scope and quality of needed EM&V activities. 
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Appendix E - Additional Supporting Tables  
 

Changes to the Statewide Plan: November 2nd Final Plan Compared to September 
Draft Plan 

 

Overview of Final 2013-2015 Plan: Statewide and Individual PA Data 
 

 
 

Electric Statewide Summary Tables

2013 2014 2015 2013-2015 2013 2014 2015 2013-2015
Sales (MWh) 47,763,309 48,460,704 48,960,921 145,184,934 47,763,309 48,460,704 48,960,921 145,184,934
Annual Savings (MWh) 1,194,556 1,236,268 1,274,544 3,705,368 1,184,139 1,218,520 1,255,545 3,658,204
Savings as % Of Sales 2.50% 2.55% 2.60% 2.55% 2.48% 2.51% 2.56% 2.52%
Budgets $481,315,926 $495,657,181 $518,725,224 $1,495,698,331 $487,706,107 $498,690,801 $522,129,849 $1,508,526,757 
Cost per Annual kWh Saved $0.403 $0.401 $0.407 $0.404 $0.412 $0.409 $0.416 $0.412 
Lifetime Savings (MWh) 13,144,743 13,264,331 13,862,596 40,271,670 13,117,227 13,137,492 13,769,129 40,023,848
Cost per Lifetime kWh Saved $0.037 $0.037 $0.037 $0.037 $0.037 $0.038 $0.038 $0.038 

Gas Statewide Summary Tables

2013 2014 2015 2013-2015 2013 2014 2015 2013-2015
Sales (Therms) 2,151,166,829 2,150,793,782 2,163,251,593 6,465,212,204 2,151,166,829 2,150,793,782 2,163,251,593 6,465,212,204
Total Annual Savings (Therms) 22,661,039 24,401,130 24,949,014 72,011,183 21,745,121 23,666,821 24,282,828 69,694,770
Savings as % of Sales 1.05% 1.13% 1.15% 1.11% 1.01% 1.10% 1.12% 1.08%
Budgets $168,429,800 $174,563,392 $180,092,607 $523,085,799 $171,035,761 $178,728,275 $183,859,012 $533,623,048 
Cost per Annual Therm Saved $7.43 $7.15 $7.22 $7.26 $7.87 $7.55 $7.57 $7.66
Total Lifetime Therms 303,974,380 313,021,522 321,318,178 938,314,079 290,897,430 303,674,766 312,923,617 907,495,813
Cost per Lifetime Therm Saved $0.554 $0.558 $0.560 $0.557 $0.588 $0.589 $0.588 $0.588

Sept 19th PlanNovember 2nd Plan

Sept 19th PlanNovember 2nd Plan

Electric
2013-2015 STATEWIDE National Grid NSTAR Unitil WMECO CLC

Sales (MWh) 290,369,868 68,117,374 58,807,799 1,388,005 10,884,040      5,987,715
Annual Savings (MWh) 3,705,368 1,762,088 1,507,576 23,765 293,860 118,078
Goals as % Of Sales 1.28% 2.59% 2.56% 1.71% 2.70% 1.97%
Budgets $1,495,698,331 $639,542,195 $610,627,663 $15,573,967 $146,461,290 $83,493,216
Cost per Annual kWh $0.40 $0.36 $0.41 $0.66 $0.50 $0.71 
Lifetime Savings 40,271,670 17,606,717 18,325,960 294,815 2,871,133 1,173,045
Cost per Lifetime kWh $0.0371 $0.0363 $0.0333 $0.0528 $0.0510 $0.0712 

Gas
2013-2015 STATEWIDE National Grid NSTAR CMA BERKSHIRE UNITIL NEG

Sales (Millions of Therms) 6,465                    3,458                1,479               1,111             191                     76                   150             
Annual Savings (Therms) 72,011,183       39,653,037     16,721,896     12,347,212   1,440,528        592,320      1,256,191   
Goals as % Of Sales 1.11% 1.15% 1.13% 1.11% 0.76% 0.78% 0.84%
Lifetime Savings (Therms) 938,314,079     465,867,841   231,312,849   186,570,686 26,856,595      11,574,339  16,131,769 
Budgets 523,085,799$   282,699,753$ 122,051,391$ 91,944,763$ 11,706,268$    5,098,330$  9,585,293$ 
$/annual therm 7.26                      7.13                   7.30                  7.45               8.13                   8.61                7.63            
$/lifetime therm 0.56                      0.61                   0.53                  0.49               0.44                   0.44                0.59            
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Electric Savings as a % of Retail Sales, Statewide and by PA 

 
 

  

Electric Savings as a % of retail sales by PA

2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Statewide 2.50% 2.55% 2.60% 2.48% 2.51% 2.56%
National Grid 2.53% 2.59% 2.64% 2.51% 2.55% 2.60%
NSTAR 2.51% 2.57% 2.61% 2.50% 2.55% 2.60%
WMECo 2.58% 2.70% 2.82% 2.51% 2.56% 2.61%
CLC 2.08% 1.92% 1.92% 2.09% 1.92% 1.90%
Unitil 1.68% 1.72% 1.74% 1.66% 1.70% 1.73%

November 2nd Plan Sept 19th Plan

Electric Savings as a % of Retail Sales by PA & Sector

2013 2014 2016
Statewide 2.50% 2.55% 2.60%
Residential (total) 2.12% 2.34% 2.44%
Low-Income (total) 1.33% 1.23% 1.13%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.78% 2.75% 2.80%
National Grid 2.53% 2.59% 2.64%
Residential (total) 2.19% 2.47% 2.59%
Low-Income (total) 1.20% 1.05% 0.93%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.87% 2.80% 2.84%
NSTAR 2.51% 2.57% 2.61%
Residential (total) 1.95% 2.12% 2.19%
Low-Income (total) 2.65% 2.54% 2.43%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.72% 2.74% 2.77%
CLC 2.08% 1.92% 1.92%
Residential (total) 1.55% 1.57% 1.61%
Low-Income (total) 2.40% 2.69% 3.01%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.69% 2.27% 2.21%
Unitil 1.68% 1.72% 1.74%
Residential (total) 0.84% 0.88% 0.87%
Low-Income (total) 0.37% 0.38% 0.39%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.36% 2.41% 2.45%
WMECo 2.58% 2.70% 2.82%
Residential (total) 3.24% 3.43% 3.60%
Low-Income (total) 0.72% 0.69% 0.66%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.75% 2.86% 3.00%

November 2nd Plan
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Gas Savings as a % of Retail Sales, Statewide and by PA 

 

  

Gas Savings as a % of retail sales by PA

2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Statewide 1.05% 1.13% 1.15% 1.01% 1.10% 1.12%
National Grid 1.07% 1.18% 1.19% 1.03% 1.16% 1.17%
NSTAR 1.07% 1.13% 1.19% 1.05% 1.10% 1.18%
CMA 1.10% 1.11% 1.12% 1.02% 1.05% 1.09%
NEG 0.83% 0.84% 0.85% 0.79% 0.80% 0.80%
Berkshire 0.70% 0.76% 0.81% 0.65% 0.69% 0.74%
Unitil 0.69% 0.77% 0.86% 0.66% 0.71% 0.76%

November 2nd Plan Sept 19th Plan

Gas Savings as a % of Retail Sales by PA & Sector

2013 2014 2016
Statewide 1.05% 1.13% 1.15%
Residential (total) 0.95% 1.08% 1.08%
Low-Income (total) 1.28% 1.32% 1.36%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 1.14% 1.17% 1.21%
National Grid 1.07% 1.18% 1.19%
Residential (total) 1.07% 1.28% 1.27%
Low-Income (total) 2.01% 2.05% 2.04%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 1.00% 1.02% 1.04%
NSTAR 1.07% 1.13% 1.19%
Residential (total) 0.93% 1.00% 1.02%
Low-Income (total) 1.29% 1.35% 1.41%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 1.15% 1.21% 1.29%
NE Gas 0.83% 0.84% 0.85%
Residential (total) 0.73% 0.74% 0.71%
Low-Income (total) 0.33% 0.33% 0.33%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 1.46% 1.46% 1.58%
CMA 1.10% 1.11% 1.12%
Residential (total) 0.74% 0.76% 0.76%
Low-Income (total) 0.76% 0.84% 0.92%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 2.12% 2.09% 2.07%
Berkshire 0.70% 0.76% 0.81%
Residential (total) 0.89% 0.89% 0.87%
Low-Income (total) 1.00% 1.08% 1.17%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.55% 0.64% 0.74%
Unitil 0.69% 0.77% 0.86%
Residential (total) 0.39% 0.45% 0.53%
Low-Income (total) 0.71% 0.74% 0.75%
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.84% 0.94% 1.05%
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MA EEAC 

 
Consultant Team 

 

  Page 22 
 

Electric Program Cost Per Lifetime kWh Saved 

 
 

  
  

Electric $/lifetime kWh saved

2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Statewide $0.0366 $0.0374 $0.0374 $0.0372 $0.0380 $0.0379 
National Grid $0.0360 $0.0365 $0.0364 $0.0368 $0.0374 $0.0374 
NSTAR $0.0324 $0.0339 $0.0337 $0.0328 $0.0343 $0.0340 
WMECo $0.0505 $0.0503 $0.0522 $0.0508 $0.0506 $0.0519 
CLC $0.0725 $0.0684 $0.0725 $0.0726 $0.0685 $0.0724 
Unitil $0.0528 $0.0526 $0.0531 $0.0520 $0.0516 $0.0513 

November 2nd Plan Sept 19th Plan

Electric $/lifetime kWh by PA & Sector

2013 2014 2016
Statewide 0.0366$  0.0374$  0.0374$  
Residential (total) 0.0810$  0.0834$  0.0861$  
Low-Income (total) 0.2046$  0.2113$  0.2239$  
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.0249$  0.0252$  0.0250$  
National Grid 0.0360$  0.0365$  0.0364$  
Residential (total) 0.0765$  0.0785$  0.0808$  
Low-Income (total) 0.2184$  0.2216$  0.2300$  
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.0234$  0.0239$  0.0240$  
NSTAR 0.0324$  0.0339$  0.0337$  
Residential (total) 0.0857$  0.0878$  0.0898$  
Low-Income (total) 0.2099$  0.2258$  0.2444$  
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.0228$  0.0236$  0.0231$  
CLC 0.0725$  0.0684$  0.0725$  
Residential (total) 0.0964$  0.0970$  0.1003$  
Low-Income (total) 0.2954$  0.2591$  0.2689$  
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.0510$  0.0389$  0.0397$  
Unitil 0.0528$  0.0526$  0.0531$  
Residential (total) 0.1596$  0.1492$  0.1600$  
Low-Income (total) 0.2120$  0.2140$  0.2150$  
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.0353$  0.0354$  0.0355$  
WMECo 0.0505$  0.0503$  0.0522$  
Residential (total) 0.0732$  0.0779$  0.0836$  
Low-Income (total) 0.1232$  0.1292$  0.1405$  
Commercial & Industrial (total) 0.0402$  0.0392$  0.0402$  
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Gas Program Cost Per Lifetime kWh Saved 

 

 

Gas $/lifetime therm saved

2013 2014 2015 2013 2014 2015
Statewide $0.55 $0.56 $0.56 $0.59 $0.59 $0.59 
National Grid $0.60 $0.61 $0.61 $0.68 $0.68 $0.67 
NSTAR $0.52 $0.53 $0.53 $0.50 $0.50 $0.50 
CMA $0.49 $0.49 $0.50 $0.48 $0.49 $0.50 
NEG $0.56 $0.61 $0.61 $0.54 $0.60 $0.60 
Berkshire $0.46 $0.43 $0.41 $0.51 $0.49 $0.48 
Unitil $0.47 $0.43 $0.43 $0.50 $0.51 $0.51 

November 2nd Plan Sept 19th Plan

Gas $/lifetime therm by PA & Sector

2013 2014 2016
Statewide $0.55 $0.56 $0.56
Residential (total) $0.31 $0.31 $0.30
Low-Income (total) $1.25 $1.27 $1.29
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.72 $0.73 $0.76
National Grid $0.60 $0.61 $0.61
Residential (total) $0.35 $0.35 $0.33
Low-Income (total) $1.25 $1.29 $1.32
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.76 $0.77 $0.83
NSTAR $0.52 $0.53 $0.53
Residential (total) $0.28 $0.30 $0.29
Low-Income (total) $1.46 $1.46 $1.51
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.81 $0.81 $0.81
NE Gas $0.56 $0.61 $0.61
Residential (total) $0.28 $0.36 $0.35
Low-Income (total) $1.07 $1.07 $1.08
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.69 $0.70 $0.74
CMA $0.49 $0.49 $0.50
Residential (total) $0.27 $0.28 $0.28
Low-Income (total) $1.14 $1.13 $1.12
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.57 $0.56 $0.58
Berkshire $0.46 $0.43 $0.41
Residential (total) $0.17 $0.16 $0.15
Low-Income (total) $0.83 $0.83 $0.83
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.82 $0.82 $0.85
Unitil $0.47 $0.43 $0.43
Residential (total) $0.26 $0.23 $0.23
Low-Income (total) $1.29 $1.30 $1.34
Commercial & Industrial (total) $0.70 $0.71 $0.63

November 2nd Plan


