Three-Year Energy Efficiency Plan Update
Workshop #1 Summary

Cross-Cutting Issues Workshop for the Massachusetts Energy Efficiency
Advisory Council
Held virtually on July 24, 2026 | Four-hour workshop

Meeting Overview

On July 24, 2026, the Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) convened the first
planning workshop for the 2028-2030 Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan. The
workshop focused on cross-cutting choices expected to shape later sector-specific discussions:
breadth versus depth; efficiency versus electrification, with consideration of active demand
management; customer incentives versus customer supports and administration; and simplicity
versus specificity of outcomes. Councilors were provided with a briefing document that examined the
four key tradeoffs areas that may help frame priorities for the next Three-Year Plan.

The four tradeoffs were presented as continuums rather than binary choices. Council members
repeatedly emphasized that the appropriate balance depends on the customer group, sector,
measure, desired outcome, and available budget. The discussion was intended to provide directional
guidance for development of the next plan; it did not produce final Council decisions.

Agenda & Process

Jo Ann Bodemer conducted roll call, and Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony welcomed participants.
The Commissioner situated the planning process within a period of heightened attention to
affordability, program budget, equity, customer service, and the overall focus of Mass Save. Sonia
Bouvier and Sharon Vardatira of the UMass Donahue Institute facilitated the workshop. Sonia
introduced the facilitation team and reviewed the ground rules, and both facilitators guided
participants through the four tradeoff discussions. The workshop was presented as the beginning of
a longer deliberative process.

The EEAC Consultant Team framed each tradeoff, after which Council members asked clarifying
questions and discussed priorities, risks, sector differences, and information needs. The final portion
of the meeting focused on how any future structured feedback should complement—not replace—
the public deliberation.

Roll call: The following people were recorded as present during or immediately after roll call: Greg
Abbe, James Collins (for Brian Beote), Audrey Hettinger, Paul Johnson, Meg Lusardi, Stephen
Miller, Kyle Murray, Bob Rio, Sean Davenport (for Will Rose), Mary Wambui, Emily Audet (for Alexis
Washburn), Sharon Weber, Brooks Winner, Tim Costa, Martijn Fleuren, Cindy Carroll, Margaret
Song, Kate Peters, Steve Menges (for Amy Vavak), Kim Dragoo, and Jillian Winterkorn.
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https://ma-eeac.org/wp-content/uploads/C-Team-Workshop-1-Briefing-Document-7.20v2.pdf

About these notes: This document is a detailed synthesis based on the raw transcript and two
contemporaneous note sets. It is not a verbatim transcript. Comments are presented as attributed third-
person summaries and have been edited to remove filler, repetition, and false starts while preserving
each speaker's point and recognizable voice. When a speaker returned to the same tradeoff more than
once, related remarks may be combined under that speaker's name. Substantive comments and factual
clarifications are retained; facilitation mechanics and other non-substantive exchanges are omitted. The
summaries do not imply consensus or a formal Council decision. No follow-up task or recommendation
is inferred unless the speaker explicitly described one.

Discussion Themes and Tensions

¢ No single portfolio-wide answer emerged on breadth versus depth. Participants used the terms in
different ways and repeatedly conditioned their views on customer group, sector, measure, desired
outcome, existing demand, and budget.

o Efficiency—especially building-envelope work—was repeatedly described as foundational.
Electrification was supported in circumstances where it improves affordability or advances equity,
but participants differed on sequencing, customer eligibility, and how heat pumps should be situated
within the efficiency-versus-electrification framing.

¢ Active demand management was viewed as important, but participants differed on Mass Save's
appropriate role, the share of budget it should receive, and the relative near-term opportunity in
residential versus C&l programs. Several distinguished passive demand reduction through
efficiency from active load shifting or curtailment.

e Targeted customer supports such as navigation, language access, trusted community partnerships,
and turnkey delivery were described as important for underserved customers and small C&l.
Participants also distinguished these supports from general administration and requested clearer
evidence on costs and effectiveness.

e Customer-facing simplicity was widely favored, especially in residential programs, but it was not
treated as sufficient on its own. Participants stressed that specificity and guardrails may be
necessary to protect equity, accountability, and priority outcomes, and that simplicity for customers
can create back-end complexity for contractors and Program Administrators.

Tradeoff 1: Breadth vs. Depth

DISCUSSION 1

Primary question: Given where the portfolio is today, should it place relatively more emphasis on
breadth—serving more customers—or depth—serving fewer customers more comprehensively?

Discussion Summary

Themes raised: No single portfolio-wide answer emerged. Participants repeatedly said the
appropriate balance depends on the sector, customer group, measure, desired outcome, current
demand, and available budget.

Differences and tensions: Several participants favored completing comprehensive work once a
customer is engaged, especially where acquisition is difficult or affordability and equity are central.
Others emphasized reaching more customers, particularly where market-rate residential and
income-eligible programs are oversubscribed or customers remain unaware of available services.
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Context and qualifications: The terms were not used consistently. For some, depth meant
completing more measures for an engaged customer; for others, it included barrier mitigation,
targeted geographic or renter offers, or higher total support. Breadth could mean serving more
customers generally or specifically reaching people historically left out.

Questions raised: Participants asked how depth should be understood for income-eligible
customers already receiving 100 percent incentives and discussed repeat engagement, backlogs,
delivery and quality-assurance costs, incentive flexibility, and budget pacing.

Comments by Speaker

e Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Emphasized that everyone should have access to these
programs. Noted that the balance changes by customer group, sector, and measure. Leaned more
toward depth on C&l and stressed the need to define depth across the different residential groups.
Stressed the need to consider market rate versus moderate and low income customers differently.
Increased breadth with a limited budget might constrain depth.

o Kyle Murray: Wanted both breadth and depth. Could not give one answer to the poll because the
balance may change by sector and measure.

e Greg Abbe: Leaned toward depth across sectors. Observed that much of the low-hanging fruit has
already been captured and that engaging new customers is difficult; once someone is engaged, the
program should do as much as possible.

e Martijn Fleuren: Favored breadth for market-rate residential (not including moderate income), where
programs are oversubscribed and outreach is being held back because the budget cannot meet
demand. Described contractors, from his perspective, as being asked to limit the number of income-
eligible households served because of insufficient budget. Asked what going deeper than a 100
percent incentive would mean and emphasized that depth includes total delivery and overhead
costs, not only incentives.

e Sharon Weber: Distinguished between C&l and residential customers. Suggested that deeper
service may be helping recent C&l uptake, while residential customers may have only one decision
point every 15 or 20 years. Said a slightly less generous market-rate residential incentive might
serve more people and favored pacing a limited deeper offer rather than allowing an abrupt stop.

e Mary Wambui: Preferred depth when the objective is affordability and distributive justice. Stressed
that access alone does not lower a low-income customer's bill and called for work with meaningful
impact that addresses structural inequity. Questioned why serving low-income households is
described as becoming more expensive over time.

e Meg Lusardi: Defined breadth as reaching customers who have not been served, citing designated
equity communities. Pointed to the 100 percent small-C&l nonprofit incentive as helping
organizations such as houses of worship complete projects that otherwise would not move forward.

¢ Bob Rio: Emphasized the difficulty of customer acquisition. Favored completing needed work once a
customer is fully engaged so the program does not have to acquire that customer again, while also
recognizing that some incentives could be lowered to reach more people.

e Sean Davenport: Generally favored depth to avoid losing opportunities when the program is already
on site. For non-low-income residential programs, placed somewhat more emphasis on breadth and
on setting incentives at the lowest level needed to complete projects.

e Brooks Winner: Supported targeted depth for underserved customers while retaining a baseline
level of support for everyone. Cited renter offers in designated equity communities and barrier
mitigation as examples of targeted depth. Also urged attention to QA, QC, and other overhead costs
so more budget reaches the work itself.
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e James Collins: Said the answer differs by sector but considered depth especially important for
affordability. Because customer acquisition is difficult, favored doing as much as possible while the
customer is engaged.

e Audrey Hettinger: Observed that much of the low-hanging fruit has already been reached. Leaned
slightly more toward depth overall and favored helping an interested customer complete all available
upgrades rather than planning to return later.

e Paul Johnson: Identified awareness as the first goal, noting that millions of households have not
participated and many small businesses do not know what is available. Supported broad outreach,
followed by completing the work without repeatedly returning to the same customer.

e Emily Audet: Leaned toward depth, particularly targeted depth for income-eligible customers whose
projects may not happen without a high incentive. Also supported a minimum level of access for
everyone and identifying the lowest market-rate incentive that still gets projects completed.

e Grace Umana: Supported targeted depth for customers who have been left out while noting that
many residents still do not know what Mass Save is. Also called for deeper C&l retrofits, particularly
for small businesses and high-energy-use buildings, with more support through the process.

e Margie Lynch: Explained that income-eligible customers currently receive a 100 percent incentive for
a range of measures. Said the program could reduce depth by dropping some measures or capping
spending per household, as has occurred with barrier-remediation funding. Acknowledged that the
briefing did not identify a clear strategy for increasing depth beyond the current offer.

o Kate Peters: Offered correction and did not agree with the statement that contractors are being
asked to serve as few income-eligible customers as possible. Explained that the PAs are working to
serve as many customers as possible within the available budget, including by limiting some barrier-
remediation costs per job. Noted that paying more per job would mean serving fewer customers
unless the budget changes.

e Jo Ann Bodemer: Cited a targeted renter offer in a designated equity community as one example of
increasing participation within a specific population. Suggested that the Equity Working Group
examine what greater depth for income-eligible customers could mean beyond the current incentive
structure.

Tradeoff 2: Efficiency vs. Electrification vs. Demand
Management

DISCUSSION 2

Primary questions: Should the portfolio place relatively more emphasis on efficiency or electrification?
Should it place more or less emphasis on active demand management?

Discussion Summary

Themes raised: Building-envelope efficiency and weatherization were repeatedly described as
foundational to affordability and to successful heat-pump installations. Participants also recognized
that active demand management can produce system benefits.

Differences and tensions: Participants differed on the relative emphasis to place on efficiency and
electrification, whether heat pumps should be understood as efficiency technology, electrification, or
both, and whether Mass Save is the best vehicle for expanded active demand management. Some
supported a stronger active-demand role; others preferred greater emphasis on efficiency or saw
more immediate opportunity in C&I than in residential programs.
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Context and qualifications: Support for electrification was often conditional on building readiness,
operating-cost impacts, fuel type, installation quality, customer education, and equity. Delivered-fuel
and electric-resistance customers were frequently identified as priorities, while participants cautioned
against categorically excluding low- and moderate-income gas customers who could benefit. Several
distinguished passive demand reduction through efficiency from active curtailment and load shifting.

Questions raised: Participants asked how Mass Save should relate to time-varying rates, AMI,
vehicle-to-grid and other programs; how much residential enroliment is realistic; where the strongest
C&l opportunities lie; and how much plan funding should support active demand management.

Comments by Speaker

e Sharon Weber: Described demand management as intertwined with other Commonwealth work,
including the future of gas and electric-grid investment. Wanted to understand what other entities
and programs are doing before expanding Mass Save's role.

e Kyle Murray: Placed more emphasis on demand management and noted the vehicle to grid
incentives about to launch and the huge growth potential there. Supported the current balance
between efficiency and electrification. Pointed out that gas prices affect electricity prices, so
reducing gas demand can have broader benefits. Cautioned that moving to quickly to full
electrification risks strangling those who can least afford it on increasingly expensive gas systems.

e Brooks Winner: Characterized electrification as a public good and heat pumps as efficiency
technology with heating, cooling, health, and safety benefits. Said cooling is becoming a necessity,
noting that the average annual number of days above 90 degrees had already been reached by
mid-July and is expected to rise substantially. Prioritized delivered-fuel and electric-resistance
customers but cautioned against categorically excluding low- and moderate-income gas customers
when electrification could lower their bills.

e Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Preferred a focus on efficiency and electrification. Placed
building-envelope work first, explaining that heat pumps cannot be done well without efficiency.
Distinguished passive demand management through efficiency from active curtailment and load
shifting and called for deciding how much budget to place on each. Identified C&l as a potentially
important area for active demand management and said time-varying rates are expected in 2028.

¢ Paul Johnson: Favored efficiency and asked when time-varying rates would be available and how
they should affect the three-year plan.

e Mary Wambui: Leaned toward efficiency and weatherization, especially in naturally occurring
affordable housing, where a heat pump may not save money in an inefficient building. Supported
equitable expansion of demand management and a much larger commitment to income-eligible and
moderate-income heat pumps where they improve affordability.

e Greg Abbe: Described heat pumps as efficiency technology and demand management as a way to
reduce infrastructure costs. Noted that demand reduction is explicitly part of the Mass Save
statutory framework and urged consideration of what more Mass Save can do now, even if another
institutional home may exist later.

e Martijn Fleuren: Favored a focus on efficiency and suggested active demand management might be
better run elsewhere. Saw more near-term opportunity in C&I than in residential behavioral
programs, noting that batteries can provide broad value while residential behavioral programs may
be harder to scale.

¢ Bob Rio: Cautioned that electrification does not automatically make energy cheaper and that heat
pumps can add cooling load. Favored keeping weatherization central, electrifying delivered-fuel and
electric-resistance customers where appropriate, and avoiding promises of bill savings that cannot
be guaranteed.
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e Meg Lusardi: Placed efficiency first. Described customers who installed heat pumps but continued
heating with gas because they were not told the system could heat the home or did not trust it
during cold weather. Called for better education, sizing, and follow-through and noted positive
nonprofit experiences with Connected Solutions.

e Emily Audet: Did not consider Mass Save the right place for greater emphasis on active residential
demand management when participation is opt-in and incentives are low. Saw more opportunity for
active demand management in C&l.

e Sean Davenport: Emphasized efficiency as important for affordability and supported electrification
for delivered-fuel customers. Identified enrollment and readiness, rather than simply a larger
incentive, as the main demand-management issue.

Tradeoff 3: Customer Incentives vs. Customer Supports vs.
Administration

DISCUSSION 3

Primary question: Given where the portfolio is today, should it place relatively more emphasis on
direct customer incentives or on supports that make participation possible? Where can administration
be simplified without undermining accountability, quality, or learning?

Discussion Summary

Themes raised: Participants did not treat incentives, targeted customer supports, and
administration as interchangeable. Navigation, trusted partnerships, language access, technical
assistance, and handholding were repeatedly described as important for underserved customers,
nonprofits, and small C&l, while greater cost transparency was broadly requested.

Differences and tensions: Some participants leaned toward directing a greater share of the budget
to incentives or rebates, while others emphasized preserving or increasing targeted supports.
Proposals included reducing market-rate residential incentives, lowering delivery or processing
costs, using automation, or retaining market-rate activity as a comparatively efficient source of
savings that helps support harder-to-reach customers.

Context and qualifications: More funding for incentives did not necessarily mean higher incentive
levels; it could mean making the same or right-sized incentives available to more customers.
Participants also distinguished high-value customer supports from general operational overhead and
cautioned that reducing support without evidence could lower participation, project depth, quality, or
completed work.

Questions raised: Participants asked what evidence exists on customers' responsiveness to
incentive changes; what different supports cost and produce; whether turnkey and fixed-price
models control costs; and which administrative processes could be simplified without weakening
accountability, quality, or customer protection.

Comments by Speaker

e Grace Umaiia: Called customer support essential. Said Community First partnerships and one-on-
one help have made a difference but identified a continued need for more language access and
fewer handoffs. Emphasized that customers may want an incentive and still be unable to complete
the process without trusted support.
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e Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Recognized the desire to direct more incentives to customers
while stressing that deeper service requires customer support. Favored careful review of non-
incentive costs and of which programs could be adjusted while preserving the support needed for
equitable delivery.

e Sharon Weber: Favored preserving handholding, turnkey, and quarterbacking models. Noted that
Mass Save's data systems were recently rebuilt and opposed paying for another revamp without a
clear need. Suggested considering savings such as limiting the HEAT Loan for higher-income
customers and asked which parts of the support stack cost the most and what cutting them would
actually save.

e Martijn Fleuren: Distinguished assessments, operational overhead, and targeted supports such as
language access and workforce development because they serve different purposes. Suggested
automation could reduce back-end processing costs. Clarified that a larger incentive budget does
not necessarily mean higher incentives; it could mean serving more customers with the same or
right-sized incentive.

e Kyle Murray: Noted that the programs are under significant scrutiny and that showing a high share of
funds going directly to customers can help. Urged consideration of how a larger non-incentive share
would be understood.

e Brooks Winner: Emphasized that supports matter, especially for underserved communities, while
calling for closer examination of what the category includes. Described assessments, outreach, and
Community First partnerships as valuable and relatively inexpensive and asked whether turnkey
models control costs before they are expanded broadly.

e Mary Wambui: Called for careful communication of budget figures so the public does not mistake the
broader 12 percent category for what the PAs make. Also urged examination of contractor
incentives in income-eligible work and more granular installation-cost and contractor-payout data.
Cautioned that fixed pricing alone does not remove the incentive to maximize project costs.

e Meg Lusardi: Opposed reducing handholding for nonprofits and small C&l. Distinguished those
organizations from large C&l customers with account managers and emphasized their need for
trusted intermediaries to navigate the program.

e Greg Abbe: Leaned toward incentives at a high level but said there was not enough information to
know what would happen if support were reduced. Asked whether participation or project
comprehensiveness would fall and called for understanding what each support produces before
removing it.

¢ Paul Johnson: Asked how sensitive participation is to different incentive levels and what it costs to
reach underserved customers. Supported increased navigation and handholding for hard-to-reach
customers and small C&l, financed in part by testing lower market-rate residential incentives.
Suggested that a cap might control heat-pump costs better than standardized pricing.

e James Collins: Clarified that income-eligible heat-pump and pre-weatherization programs already
use fixed-price elements and that the income-eligible delivery model is turnkey.

e Jo Ann Bodemer: Clarified that the 4.7 percent administration-and-data figure is not PA profit; it
reflects the cost of running the programs, including required data and support functions.

e Margie Lynch: Reported that research shows some sensitivity to heat-pump incentives but does not
identify one specific incentive level. Noted that when weatherization incentives increased to 100
percent during COVID, conversion rose from roughly 50 percent to roughly 70 percent. Identified the
Community First Partners budget as roughly $6 million and the 2025-2027 residential conservation
services budget, which includes home energy assessments, as approximately $121 million.

e Bob Rio: Supported allowing market-rate customers to choose a basic or premium system while
limiting the program contribution so it does not pay more for a premium choice. Favored right-sizing

EEAC Workshop #1 Cross-Cutting Issues | July 24, 2026 7



the rebate and letting customers decide rather than standardizing prices across hundreds of
contractors.

Tradeoff 4: Simplicity vs. Specificity of Outcomes

DISCUSSION 4

Primary question: Should future program design place relatively greater emphasis on simplicity or on
achieving specific outcomes? For whom should the program be simple, and which outcomes require
explicit protection?

Discussion Summary

Themes raised: A widely expressed preference was to make the customer pathway easier to
understand and to reduce unnecessary complexity for customers and contractors. Several
participants cited targeted geographic or customer-group offers as examples of specificity producing
a simple, clear message.

Differences and tensions: Participants did not agree that simplicity should operate the same way
for every sector or audience. Residential customers were often described as needing a simple
pathway, while deeper C&I projects may require more tailored analysis and support. One participant
warned that simplicity can conceal unequal access and leave vulnerable customers behind.

Context and qualifications: Simplicity for customers can shift complexity to contractors and
Program Administrators. Legislative, DPU, data, and public-funds accountability requirements may
also require back-end detail. Several comments treated simplicity and specificity as compatible when
a clear baseline is paired with transparent, targeted variations and equity guardrails.

Questions raised: Participants asked which requirements can be streamlined, how consistent offers
should be across PA territories, when targeted variations are necessary, and whether the third-party
call center and a broader navigator or 'quarterback’ model provide sufficient value.

Comments by Speaker

e Gretchen Calcagni: Explained that simplicity depends on perspective—customer, contractor, or
Program Administrator. Said simpler programs are generally less expensive to administer but may
require giving up some targeted outcomes or tailoring.

o Kate Peters: Explained that programs became complex in response to efforts to achieve specific
outcomes. Used heat pumps to illustrate the different pathways for whole-home and partial systems,
technologies, and income groups. Said simplification requires deciding which distinctions can be
given up.

e Sharon Weber: Did not consider simplicity necessary for C&l when deep savings are being pursued
and the customer has a quarterback. Treated residential customers differently, warning that
households may be lost if they cannot identify their path on the Mass Save website within five
minutes. Said there is no single answer for every customer segment.

¢ Bob Rio: Called for deciding the intended outcome before choosing simplicity or specificity. Pointed
to the many heat-pump pathways alongside reports that some customers continue using gas or do
not use heat pumps for heating. Said unclear outcomes make program layers difficult to justify and
navigate.

¢ Brooks Winner: Strongly favored simplicity. Cited a Mattapan billboard advertising 100 percent off
insulation as both simple and specific, and removal of income verification in designated equity
communities as another useful example. Explained that complexity discourages outreach when
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eligibility is unclear and suggested combining a simple statewide baseline with targeted offers for
underserved places or groups.

e Martijn Fleuren: Did not see simplicity and specificity as mutually exclusive. Favored more simplicity
and greater flexibility to direct resources across utility territories where demand exists. Said the back
end may remain complicated, but contractors need to tell customers during the first visit what they
qualify for and what it will cost; otherwise, customers fall out of the process.

e Emily Audet: Described complexity as a barrier, particularly for low-income, moderate-income, and
small-C&l customers. Supported reviewing existing pathways to identify ways to group and
streamline them for customers and contractors.

e Audrey Hettinger: Leaned toward simplicity. Described a home sale or purchase as both a busy time
and a strong opportunity for improvements, and said a clear offer would help keep buyers and
sellers from dropping out.

¢ Paul Johnson: Compared a one-day heat-pump installation with the two or three weeks it took to
determine how to participate in the program. Said simplicity should save money and make
participation easier. Supported making a quarterback or navigator available to everyone and
questioned whether the third-party statewide call center provides enough value or duplicates PA
call-center work.

¢ Jo Ann Bodemer: Noted that the statewide Mass Save Solution Center was scheduled for a
presentation at the next Council meeting, where questions about its cost, performance, and possible
duplication could be addressed.

e Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Leaned toward simplicity for customers while recognizing that it
may create more work for contractors and the PAs. Noted continuing DPU, legislative, tracking, and
public-funds accountability requirements and asked how those requirements could be met more
simply.

e Meg Lusardi: Noted that C&l customers with properties in different PA territories may receive
different incentives for the same measure. Called for greater baseline consistency and transparency
across customer portfolios.

e Mary Wambui: Warned that simplicity can become a trap when it assumes equal access, resources,
or digital literacy, noting that customers have been left behind under that assumption. Described
specificity as necessary to protect equity and targeted outcomes and called for balance rather than
an either-or choice.

Closing Discussion: Coordination and Structured Feedback

The facilitation team asked what features would allow Council members to express nuanced views in
a future poll or survey. This was a separate discussion about coordination and feedback methods,
not a fifth tradeoff. Several members said the workshop discussion should remain the primary record
and that any poll or survey should be supplemental.

Preferred approach: Participants generally favored collecting any structured feedback after the
workshop discussion, when members had heard the presentations and one another's perspectives.
A survey could help identify patterns or provide numerical information, but it should supplement
rather than outweigh the richer public discussion.

Survey design: The original tradeoff questions were described as too broad to capture views that
differed by customer group or sector. Suggestions included a more granular response scale;
separate questions for moderate-income and market-rate residential customers and for small and
large C&l customers; focused attention to hard-to-reach customers; and an opportunity for open-
ended comments with a reasonable character limit. At the same time, participants cautioned against
making the survey so detailed or open-ended that themes would be difficult to interpret.
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Important cautions: Participants noted that a survey may repeat some of what was already
expressed during the workshop and cannot preserve the full reasoning and qualifications raised in
discussion. One concern was that reducing the conversation to survey data could sanitize or
obscure equity issues that were visible in the deliberation. Participants also flagged Open Meeting
Law considerations: written opinions and deliberation may need to be made public, and substantive
Council deliberation should remain in an open forum.
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Appendix A: Named Participants and Speakers

The following people were identified in the contemporaneous facilitator notes or raw transcript. This
is a speaker-reference list, not a complete public attendance record.

Name Role in workshop notes

Adrian Caesar

EEAC Consultant Team

Audrey Hettinger

Council member/representative

Bob Rio

Council member/representative

Brooks Winner

Council member/representative

Elizabeth Mahony

Commissioner

Emily Audet

Council member/representative

Grace Umaia

Council member/representative

Greg Abbe

Council member/representative

Gretchen Calcagni

EEAC Consultant Team

Griffith Keating

EEAC Consultant Team

James Collins

Council member/representative

Jo Ann Bodemer

DOER

Kate Peters

Program Administrator representative

Kyle Murray

Council member/representative

Margie Lynch

EEAC Consultant Team

Martijn Fleuren

Council member/representative

Mary Wambui

Council member/representative

Meg Lusardi

Council member/representative

Paul Johnson

Council member/representative

Rachel Evans

DOER

Sean Davenport

Council member/representative

Sharon Weber Council member/representative
Sharon Vardatira Facilitator
Sonia Bouvier Facilitator
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