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Massachusetts Residential Contractors Industry Group

Massachusetts Residential Contractors Industry Group (MCIG)

Representing Massachusetts Home Performance and Installation Contractors

June 12, 2026

Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC)

c/o Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources (DOER)
100 Cambridge Street, Suite 1020

Boston, MA 02114

Via Email: MA-EEAC@mass.gov

Re: MCIG Written Comments on EEAC 2028-2030 Energy Efficiency Planning Priorities

Dear Members of the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council:

The Massachusetts Residential Contractors Industry Group (MCIG) respectfully submits these
written comments in response to the Council’s request for public feedback on its draft 2028—
2030 Energy Efficiency Plan planning priorities.

MCIG represents over 150 home performance and independent installation contractors across the
Commonwealth who are the primary delivery mechanism for the Mass Save weatherization and
energy efficiency programs. Our members perform the on-the-ground work that makes Mass
Save’s results possible, directly helping make it the nation’s top-ranked program for fifteen
consecutive years. We write with a unified voice to share our assessment of the Council’s four
guiding principles and the ideas under consideration for the next three-year plan.

We note that our comments are informed not only by MCIG’s June 2026 contractor industry
survey, of which we asked over 150 contractors, but also by the recommendations that our
members have raised repeatedly and consistently in public forums, most recently in the June 11,
2026 RFQ Follow-Up call with program administrators. The sentiment our members have
expressed is pointed and deserves to be heard clearly: contractors are being pushed to the
breaking point, and the 2028-2030 plan represents a critical opportunity to restore the long-term
viability and sustainability of the industry by adjusting the program plan.
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I. Priorities We Support

A. Move the Market-Rate Program Toward a Rebate-Based Model

MCIG strongly supports the Council’s consideration of a market-based rebate model in the
residential sector in lieu of expanding the program-controlled Turnkey delivery model to the full
market-rate segment. In our June 2026 survey, 93% of contractors agreed or strongly agreed that
a more market-based rebate model would be better than expanding Turnkey. Our members want
the flexibility to serve their customers, source competitive materials, and build lasting client
relationships. This is exactly what a rebate-based structure enables.

The Council’s own planning priorities acknowledge the cost burden of the current Turnkey
model, noting the need to “cut program elements that are good ideas but drive increased costs,
e.g., Turnkey.” We agree. A rebate-first approach for market-rate customers reduces
administrative overhead, restores contractor autonomy, and allows the market to correct for
inefficiencies more effectively than top-down management ever can. As one of our members put
it directly:

“The program is too bulky at the top level, and there is no reason for it. Let it be
a market program. You will have less manipulation, because the market will
correct for any issues. Should there be contractor problems, customers will
simply not go to that contractor anymore.”

We urge the Council to explicitly reject any proposal to expand Turnkey across the full market-
rate program and to instead adopt a rebate-only or rebate-first structure as the default delivery
model for market-rate residential customers.

B. Increase Focus and Funding on Weatherization and Building Shell Air Sealing

MCIG strongly supports the Council’s proposal to increase focus and align funding on cost-
savings measures such as weatherization and air sealing of the building shell. These measures
represent the highest-value, most cost-effective investments Mass Save can make. They reduce
energy burden immediately, lower utility costs for all ratepayers, and lay the necessary
foundation for any future electrification or decarbonization work.

Our survey confirms that 100% of contractors believe weatherization and insulation incentives
are critical to driving customer demand and participation. These incentives are not a luxury, they
are the engine of the program. Incentivized weatherization keeps customers engaged, reduces
heat loss and energy expenditure, and is one of the few program elements that consistently
delivers measurable, verifiable results across every income tier.

We urge the Council to prioritize weatherization and air sealing funding in the 2028-2030 plan
and to resist any proposals to cut or cap incentives for these foundational measures.

C. Shift More Budget Toward Direct Incentives and Away from Administrative Overhead
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MCIG strongly supports efforts to increase the proportion of the Mass Save budget flowing to
direct customer incentives and contractor work, rather than to administrative overhead including
call centers, quality control, marketing, and Lead Vendor management fees. In our survey, 100%
of contractors agreed or strongly agreed with this position. It is also endorsed in the Council’s
own draft planning priorities.

The current overhead structure is not just inefficient, it is actively harming program integrity.
Lead Vendors consume substantial resources while inserting an additional administrative layer
between Program Administrators and the contractors who do the work. Our members have
expressed deep frustration with this dynamic:

“Lead vendors are taking advantage of this program. They benefit from the
problems that they cause, and they actively misinform home owners. They re the
reason why the Mass Save is in this mess. They’ll blame it on the contractors, but
really, it’s them creating problems that don’t exist so they can pretend to solve
these problems.”

“The more problems ABCD, Abode, and Rise cause for contractors, the less
confidence PAs have for contractors and the more they rely on these lead
vendors. This is a disgrace.”

“It can’t be that hard for a vast majority of contractors doing meaningful work in
the program to pull out a customer statement, or email, or call that shows easily
how much these vendors have no idea about construction, misinform the
customer, and then threaten the contractors to cover the cost. Do they not realize
that riling up the customer against the contractor is actually bad for the
program? Good for their jobs, but bad for the program optics. There’s so much
we can make public, but we actually want to protect Mass Save.”

We urge the Council to adopt a binding budget transparency and reallocation requirement for the
2028-2030 plan that reduces the share of program budget going to administrative and
operational overhead and increases the share reaching customers and the contractors who serve
them.

D. Reduce Focus on Full-Displacement Electrification, Especially from Gas

MCIG supports the Council’s proposal to reduce the focus on full-displacement electrification,
especially from natural gas. Our members regularly encounter situations where pushing full
electrification creates cost burdens for customers that undermine program participation and erode
trust in Mass Save. The Council’s own ideas acknowledge the need to “allow partial systems and
back-up systems” for heat pumps, recognizing that one size does not fit all.

We strongly endorse a measures-first, electrification-where-appropriate approach. The 2028—
2030 plan should heavily weight weatherization, building shell improvements, and conversions
from electric resistance and delivered fuels, where the case for electrification is clear and cost-
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effective, rather than mandating full gas displacement across the board. Contractors and
customers should have flexibility to right-size solutions.

E. Redirect Workforce Development Funding to On-the-Job Training Subsidies

MCIG supports redirecting workforce development spending away from institutional training
programs and toward direct on-the-job training subsidies for contractors. Eighty-six percent of
contractors report that it is very or somewhat difficult to hire and retain qualified field staff, a
problem that institutional training programs have failed to solve. Eighty-seven percent believe
that redirecting workforce development funds to on-the-job subsidies would meaningfully help
them hire and retain skilled workers.

Contractors learn by doing. The most effective workforce development in this industry happens
in the field alongside experienced crews, not in a classroom. We urge the Council to adopt the
on-the-job training subsidy model as the primary workforce development mechanism for the
2028-2030 plan.

F. Align Contractor Agreements with the Three-Year Plan Cycle, with Built-In Inflation
Adjustments

MCIG strongly supports aligning contractor pricing agreements and RFQ cycles with the three-
year plan cycle, so long as there are annual inflation adjustments built in. Eighty percent of our
members agreed or strongly agreed that weatherization pricing RFQs should occur every three
years rather than annually, with an annual inflation adjustment mechanism.

The current annual RFQ process is destabilizing to contractor businesses. It forces annual re-
bidding under competitive pressure, creates year-over-year pricing uncertainty, and, critically,
has consistently produced pricing that fails to keep pace with real-world cost increases. In our
survey, 100% of contractors reported that their costs rose much faster than program pricing over
the past three years, and 87% said current pricing does not adequately cover the cost of
delivering quality work.

The human consequence of this dynamic was articulated directly by our members on the June 11
RFQ Follow-Up call:

“Year after year, we re asked to absorb cuts, accept unfair pricing, and carry the
burden of decisions made without meaningful input from those most affected. The
people making these decisions see us as a problem to manage rather than
partners in delivering essential services. Enough is enough.”

“Funding and incentives being cut will negatively impact contractors being able
to run a successful business with rising costs and lower program prices that are
not keeping up with inflation, labor and material price increases.”

We urge the Council to recommend that the 2028-2030 plan include multi-year contractor
pricing agreements locked to the three-year planning cycle, with CPI-indexed annual adjustments
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that automatically account for inflation in labor and materials without requiring contractors to re-
bid every year.

I1. Priorities We Oppose

A. Do Not Align Income-Eligible Weatherization Pricing to the Lower Market-Rate
Structure

MCIG strongly opposes any proposal to move Income-Eligible (IE) weatherization pricing away
from the federal Weatherization Assistance Program (WAP) price-setting framework toward the
lower market-rate pricing structure. This proposal would directly threaten the ability of
contractors to continue serving low-income customers. Sixty percent of our members agreed or
strongly agreed that reducing IE pricing toward market-rate levels would threaten their capacity
to serve income-eligible customers.

Income-eligible work carries higher administrative requirements, more complex job sites, and
greater compliance burdens than market-rate work. The WAP pricing structure exists precisely to
account for these differences. Flattening IE pricing to market-rate levels would cause many
contractors to exit the income-eligible segment entirely, reducing the program’s capacity to serve
the customers it is most meant to help. This outcome would be inequitable, counterproductive,
and contrary to the Council’s stated commitment to equitable distribution of program investment.

We urge the Council to reject proposals to move IE pricing off WAP. It is imperative that
income-eligible service delivery be financially viable for contractors.

B. Do Not Restrict the HEAT Loan Based on Income

MCIG strongly opposes proposals to add income-based restrictions to the HEAT Loan, including
income verification requirements, higher interest rates for higher earners, or reduced loan terms
for non-qualifying households. Ninety-three percent of contractors agreed or strongly agreed that
such restrictions would reduce customer demand and increase operational complexity for energy
efficiency projects.

The HEAT Loan is one of the most effective demand drivers in the Mass Save toolkit. Its
simplicity—universal eligibility, accessible terms—is precisely what makes it work. Adding
income verification layers, tiered rates, and eligibility complexity will deter participation from
exactly the middle-income customers the program is also trying to reach. It will also create
significant administrative burden for contractors, who will be forced to navigate eligibility
questions that are outside their expertise and beyond their control.

As one of our members put it:

“Program decision makers don’t understand how a small change on paper like,
rates based on income, create a huge impact in the field where contractors can no
longer provide accurate information on-site about potential costs to customers,
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resulting in increased administrative costs, increased time to serve, and reduced
program participation. More cost for less impact.”

We urge the Council to preserve the HEAT Loan in its current universal-access form and to
reject income-stratified restrictions as an unnecessary complication that would reduce program
utilization without a commensurate benefit to program efficiency or equity.

C. Do Not Further Centralize Program Procurement or Force Mandatory Material
Purchasing Through the Program

MCIG strongly opposes any proposal to expand centralized procurement or require contractors to
source materials through the program rather than through their own supplier relationships. One
hundred percent of our members agreed or strongly agreed that contractors should retain the
ability to source their own materials. Centralized procurement was also identified as a top-three
concern for the next three-year plan by 22% of respondents.

Contractors have established supplier relationships, volume discounts, and local logistics systems
built over years of operation. Forcing procurement through a program-controlled channel would
eliminate these efficiencies, increase costs, eliminate the benefits of market competition between
suppliers, reduce contractor flexibility, and add a new layer of administrative dependency on the
same Lead Vendors and Program Administrators whose management is already questionable. It
would also raise serious questions about competitive fairness.

We urge the Council to reject mandatory centralized procurement as a program requirement and
to preserve contractor autonomy in materials sourcing as a non-negotiable condition of a
functioning contractor marketplace.

ITI. A Broader Call for Accountability and Structural Reform

MCIG wishes to place on the record a broader concern that transcends any individual program
element: the process by which decisions are made in the Mass Save program has become
systematically unresponsive to contractor input, and the 2028—-2030 planning cycle must address
this structural failure.

Our members have participated in pre-RFQ meetings, public comment processes, survey
consultations, and direct conversations with Program Administrators, and they have seen little
evidence that their input materially influences outcomes. The frustration is not merely emotional;
it reflects a genuine accountability gap that undermines program quality:

“The public comment process for the RFQs has consistently proven ineffective
and appears to be little more than a formality. To date, there has been no
meaningful indication that the PAs or LVs have seriously considered or
incorporated stakeholder feedback.”

“For the vast majority of contractors, the PAs and LVs are alarmingly out of
touch with what it takes to create a successful program on the ground.”
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The Council’s own draft priorities include the idea of reforming the EEAC to have “actual
oversight/directive authority.” We support this direction. The advisory relationship between the
EEAC and the Program Administrators is insufficient when PAs consistently disregard
stakeholder input. The Council should use the 2028-2030 planning cycle to advocate for
structural reforms that give the EEAC and contractor representatives a more binding role in
program governance.

Contractors are not adversaries of the Mass Save program. We are its delivery system. We have
an intimate, irreplaceable understanding of what works in the field and what does not. The
program will not reach its energy efficiency and equity goals without a healthy, financially
viable contractor workforce. We ask the Council to treat contractor input not as a box to check,
but as essential operational intelligence.

IV. Conclusion

MCIG’s recommendations for the 2028—-2030 Energy Efficiency Plan are grounded in the day-
to-day realities of contractors who have delivered weatherization and energy efficiency services
across Massachusetts for years, in many cases for decades. We ask the Council to carry our
positions into the planning workshop process and to hold Program Administrators accountable to
the contractor community as it finalizes recommendations.

In summary, MCIG supports: a market-based rebate model for residential customers; increased
weatherization and building shell funding; rebalancing the budget toward direct incentives and
away from overhead; a measured approach to electrification; on-the-job workforce development
subsidies; and multi-year, inflation-adjusted contractor pricing agreements.

MCIG opposes: moving Income-Eligible pricing off WAP; adding income-based restrictions to
the HEAT Loan; and any mandatory centralized procurement requirement that strips contractors
of material sourcing autonomy.

We thank the Council for the opportunity to provide these comments and look forward to active
participation in the planning workshops ahead.

Respectfully submitted,

Massachusetts Residential Contractors Industry Group (MCIG)

On behalf of Massachusetts Home Performance and Installation Contractors



