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Three-Year Energy Efficiency Plan Update 

Workshop #2 Summary 

Commercial & Industrial and Low-Income Sectors Workshop for the Massachusetts 

Energy Efficiency Advisory Council 

Held virtually on August 27, 2026 | Four-hour workshop 

Meeting Overview 

On August 27, 2026, the Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) convened the second 

planning workshop for the 2028-2030 Three-Year Electric and Gas Energy Efficiency Plan. The workshop focused 

on proposals for the Commercial & Industrial and Low-Income sectors. The proposals were informed by 

Workshop 1, pre-workshop meetings, public listening sessions, and additional stakeholder engagement. 

The workshop was intended to gather directional feedback on consultant straw proposals, identify areas of 

support or concern, and surface priorities, modifications, missing proposals, and information needs. It was not 

intended to establish final Council positions or decisions. 

Agenda & Process 

Jo Ann Bodemer conducted roll call and opened the meeting. Sharon Vardatira and Sonia Bouvier facilitated the 

workshop. Gretchen Calcagni reviewed the purpose and iterative planning process. Adrian Caesar presented the 

four C&I focus areas: general sector improvements, electrification, equity, and multifamily and mixed use. Margie 

Lynch presented the two Low-Income focus areas: making the sector budget go as far as possible and improving 

consistency in service delivery. 

For each focus area, the Consultant Team framed the proposals, after which Council members first asked 

clarifying questions and then discussed support, concerns, priorities, and missing ideas. The final discussion 

gathered feedback on the briefing materials and future workshop design. 

Roll call: The following people were recorded as present during or shortly after roll call: Elizabeth Mahony, Greg 

Abbe, Brian Beote, Paul Johnson, Meg Lusardi, Steven Miller, Kyle Murray, Bob Rio, Sean Davenport (for Will 

Rose), Mary Wambui, Emily Audet (for Alexis Washburn), Sharon Weber, Brooks Winner, Martijn Fleuren, Sarah 

LaSalle (for J.W. Hackett), Cindy Carroll, Briana Kane (for Margaret Song), Kate Peters, Amy Vavak, Kimberly 

Dragoo, Jillian Winterkorn, Grace Umaña , and Doug Quattrochi. 
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About these notes: This document is a detailed synthesis based on the completed verbatim 
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. Substantive 
clarifying questions and factual responses are separated from participant comments. Facilitation 
mechanics and other non-substantive exchanges are omitted. The summaries do not imply 
consensus or a formal Council decision. 

Discussion Themes and Tensions 

• C&I proposals generally received more support when they continued or refined existing work and when costs, 
expected impacts, and customer benefits were clear. 

• Microbusiness participation, hands-on assistance, sector-specific outreach, and transparent local data were 
recurring C&I equity priorities. Participants also recognized the large savings available from major customers. 

• Multifamily and mixed-use buildings were described as a long-standing cross-sector problem requiring clearer 
eligibility, streamlined approvals, better data, and coordination across C&I, residential, and income-eligible 
funding streams. 

• In the Low-Income sector, household caps were widely questioned, but no single answer emerged on 
measure limits, incentive-spending targets, heat-pump prioritization, windows, geotargeting, or other cost 
controls. 

• Weatherization was repeatedly described as foundational, while participants differed on whether heat-pump 
deployment should be moderated to preserve envelope funding or maximized alongside weatherization for 
customers likely to benefit. 

• Participants strongly supported better low-income customer communication and statewide data management, 
while distinguishing equivalent program design from the uneven delivery customers may experience across 
providers, locations, and building types. 

Focus Area 1: General C&I Sector Improvements 
DISCUSSION 1 

Consultant Team Straw Proposals 

The proposals below were presented for Council discussion. Inclusion does not indicate Council approval. 

1. Expand and improve data analytics tools. Use and provide customers with automated tools for analyzing 
large volumes of utility data to identify opportunities and track performance, verify outcomes, and report to 
the Council. 

2. Conduct research to increase understanding of customer and technical assistance provider data needs, and 
to identify products and services available in the market to meet those needs. 

3. Procure access to data analytics tools, provide customer and TA engineer training and access. Use a 
continuous improvement approach to test and learn whether the delivered data analytics products and 
services meet the targeted needs and are being used. Adapt approaches to close gaps. 

4. On an annual basis report to the Council: data tools implemented for PA, vendor, or customer use; 
customers reached; outcome-based findings (test and learn from results); costs of efforts related to data-tool 
development. 

5. Conduct research to increase understanding of customer education needs and priorities at all levels (from 
account managers to vendor/customer interactions to online content to more traditional marketing materials). 

6. Use a continuous improvement approach to test and learn whether the delivered education products and 
services meet targeted needs, and adapt approaches to close gaps. 

7. On an annual basis report to the Council: research on characterization of customer populations contacted, 
participating populations, and relevant findings; education enhancements resulting from research; customers 
reached; outcome-based findings (test and learn from research results); costs of education-related efforts. 

8. Include education on utility rates and alternative rate structures in other educational materials for customers. 

9. Differentiate incentives for lighting controls to provide higher incentives for advanced controls strategies (i.e., 
luminaire-level/networked lighting controls) that deliver the highest savings. 

Primary questions: Does the Council support the Consultants' straw proposals? Why or why 
not? Are there missing proposals that the Council should consider and refine into 
recommendations for the 2028-2030 Plan? 
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Discussion Summary 

Themes raised: Councilors focused on whether the proposed analytics, research, education, and continuous-

improvement activities would produce enough customer value to justify their cost. Several participants supported 

better information, but stressed that customers may also need help interpreting and acting on it. 

Differences and tensions: Participants differed on whether advanced analytics would primarily benefit large 

customers that already have internal expertise or could be designed to help small and medium C&I customers. 

Some favored allowing utilities to develop tools organically before expanding Council direction; others opposed 

much of the proposed spending and wanted resources redirected to small-business services. 

Context and qualifications: The proposals ranged from relatively modest changes, such as differentiating 

lighting-control incentives, to potentially larger research and data initiatives. C&I programs are funded by C&I 

customers within each PA territory, and individual offerings may use incentive caps and other cost controls. 

Questions raised: Participants requested information on the cost, effort, and expected impact of each proposal; 

the support small businesses would need to use new data; and Mass Save funding for the Markley data center 

and its implications for future data-center participation. 

Clarifications and Factual Responses 

• Greg Abbe: What would the proposed analytics tools accomplish, and how would they fit into Mass Save? 
Adrian Caesar described load profiling, scenario analysis, alarms, tailored energy-saving guidance, and both 
PA-facing and customer-facing uses. The intention is to expand and standardize tools as interval data 
becomes more widely available. 

• Mary Wambui: How are C&I programs funded, and is support for large facilities such as data centers an 
appropriate use of limited funds? Kate Peters explained that C&I programs are funded by C&I customers 
within each PA territory. Sector budgets are set through the planning process, while individual programs may 
use incentive caps and other cost controls. The specific data-center question remained open. 

Comments by Speaker 

• Sharon Weber: Asked for each proposal to be ranked by expected effort, cost, and impact. Distinguished 
low-cost extensions of current work from potentially large research or administrative undertakings and 
cautioned against overworking programs that already function well. 

• Meg Lusardi: Agreed that costs need to be understood. Said data can be useful but many customers, 
including some large ones, need assistance interpreting it and deciding what action to take. 

• Steven Miller: Supported thoughtful continuous improvement but warned that frequent program changes can 
confuse customers. Favored deliberate changes that are clearly communicated and integrated into normal 
program processes. 

• Mary Wambui: Opposed directing substantial non-incentive funding toward administrative research and 
advanced tracking for large accounts that may already have internal analytics capacity. Requested stronger 
accountability for how funds are used. 

• Emily Audet: Raised an equity concern that smaller customers may lack the capacity to use the information 
from customer-facing analytics 

• Greg Abbe: Suggested first observing what utilities develop through the smart-meter rollout, then reviewing 
what works. Also urged careful attention to the balance between research spending and customer incentives. 

• Kate Peters: Clarified that C&I programs are funded by C&I customers within each PA territory. Explained 
that sector budgets are established through the planning process and that individual programs may use 
incentive caps and other cost controls. 

• Paul Johnson: Opposed substantial analytics spending for large companies that already understand their 
energy use. Preferred directing resources toward small-business efficiency projects, heat pumps, and hands-
on navigation. 

• Doug Quattrochi: Asked the Council to examine Mass Save support for the Markley data center and 
determine whether the spending reduced harm or whether data centers should be excluded in the future. 

• Brooks Winner: Said analytics and interval data could help small and medium buildings comply with 
requirements such as BERDO. Supported careful cost control while recognizing that useful measurement can 
help customers act. 
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Focus Area 2: C&I Electrification 
DISCUSSION 2 

Consultant Team Straw Proposals 

The proposals below were presented for Council discussion. Inclusion does not indicate Council approval. 

1. Continue to provide comprehensive technical assistance to help customers plan for electrification over 
multiple years. 

2. Plan for growth in C&I electrification activity to reflect growing market assessment. 

3. Collect data on market conditions, measure performance, and customer outcomes to better inform program 
requirements and design. Create a market transformation initiative around C&I electrification to better track 
indicators and assess market progress. 

4. Use customer-specific inputs when calculating anticipated impacts of electrification where possible. 

5. Monitor developments on heat-pump rates for C&I customers and integrate them into program design if 
approved. 

6. Where appropriate, align decarbonization strategy with the MassCEC Building Performance Exchange to 
help customers reduce load, recover wasted energy, and electrify their buildings over time. 

Primary questions: Does the Council support the Consultants' straw proposals? Why or why 
not? Are there missing proposals that the Council should consider and refine into 
recommendations for the 2028-2030 Plan? 

Discussion Summary 

Themes raised: Participants broadly supported continuing the current C&I electrification trajectory, including 

comprehensive technical assistance and customer-specific analysis. Clear communication of costs and outcomes 

was repeatedly emphasized. 

Differences and tensions: There was little disagreement about continuing electrification, but participants 

questioned what information is already being collected and how much additional research is needed. They also 

asked how electrification planning should account for load growth, affordability, and potential rate design. 

Context and qualifications: Existing market studies largely cover residential-size heat-pump equipment, leaving 

a data gap for larger commercial systems. The proposals also referenced the MassCEC Building Performance 

Exchange and possible C&I heat-pump rates. 

Questions raised: Participants asked whether a C&I heat-pump rate is pending before the DPU; what the 

MassCEC Building Performance Exchange does; what larger-equipment data are missing; and how load growth 

and customer affordability will be reflected in future recommendations. 

Clarifications and Factual Responses 

• Bob Rio: Is a C&I heat-pump rate currently before the DPU? No answer was available during the workshop; 
the question was noted. 

• Paul Johnson: Is the program already collecting the information described in the proposals? Griffith Keating 
explained that current heat-pump market work focuses largely on residential-size equipment—approximately 
five tons and below—and does not provide comparable information for larger commercial equipment. 

• Paul Johnson: What is the MassCEC Building Performance Exchange? It was described as a customer-
facing resource on long-term decarbonization strategy, but a fuller explanation was deferred. 

Comments by Speaker 

• Sharon Weber: Strongly supported continuing comprehensive technical assistance and using customer-
specific inputs. Said the current C&I electrification trajectory is producing results and should continue. 

• Meg Lusardi: Supported continued technical assistance and requested data on how many customers use it 
and proceed with projects. Emphasized transparent communication about electrification costs. 

• Kyle Murray: Supported the proposals and the overall direction of continued C&I electrification. 

• Sean Davenport: Said C&I electrification has been progressing well and supported continuing the current 
approach. 

• Griffith Keating: Clarified that current heat-pump market work focuses largely on residential-size equipment 
and does not provide comparable information for larger commercial systems. 

• Paul Johnson: Asked what information is already being collected and requested a clearer explanation of the 
MassCEC Building Performance Exchange. 
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• Brooks Winner: Agreed that the current approach is showing encouraging results and should continue. 

• Mary Wambui: Asked how C&I electrification planning will account for load growth and customer affordability 
as the proposals become more specific. 

• Doug Quattrochi: Requested that follow-up explanations be provided to the full Council and the public rather 
than only to the councilor who raised the question. 

• Brian Beote: Expressed general support for electrification measures across the programs. 

Focus Area 3: Equity in the C&I Sector 
DISCUSSION 3 

Consultant Team Straw Proposals 

The proposals below were presented for Council discussion. Inclusion does not indicate Council approval. 

1. Track and report five-year cumulative location participation rates by ZIP code for microbusinesses and small 
businesses. 

2. Track and report account participation, and participation rates if possible, for renters over time to determine 
whether there is parity between renter and non-renter participation. 

3. Track and report the number of Small Business Turnkey projects that receive enhanced incentives. 

4. Continue the Embedded Evaluation on the Small Business Turnkey core initiative to determine whether 
current approaches for serving renters and property owners are sufficient and, if not, research and implement 
mechanisms to improve participation by C&I renters and property owners. 

5. Evaluate the Community First Partnerships to determine whether increased funding would enable CFPs to 
encourage more customer participation in Mass Save offerings. 

6. Evaluate the Community First Partnerships to identify opportunities to help them generate more small-
business leads or alternative strategies to engage small businesses within target communities. 

7. Increase funding for CFPs to increase the number of participating municipalities and enable more 
partnerships between municipalities and community-based organizations. 

Primary questions: Does the Council support the Consultants' straw proposals? Why or why 
not? Are there missing proposals that the Council should consider and refine into 
recommendations for the 2028-2030 Plan? 

Discussion Summary 

Themes raised: The proposals received broad support. Councilors emphasized stronger, more tailored 

assistance for microbusinesses through turnkey packages, account-management support, industry associations, 

case studies, and more granular participation data. 

Differences and tensions: Participants recognized a difficult balance between directing more resources to 

underserved small businesses and retaining the large gross savings available from major customers. They also 

differed on whether expansion of municipal energy manager grants should wait for a DPU determination or be 

advanced by the Council based on PA analysis. 

Context and qualifications: Microbusinesses represent most C&I accounts but have comparatively low 

participation. A rolling five-year participation rate was proposed because smaller businesses are less likely than 

large customers to participate repeatedly. 

Questions raised: Participants requested customer-segment free-ridership data, results from the municipal 

energy manager demonstration, and more specific options for targeted small-business packages, association 

partnerships, and geographically detailed reporting. 

Clarifications and Factual Responses 

• Greg Abbe: Does C&I free ridership differ by customer segment, particularly between large customers and 
microbusinesses? Adrian Caesar said the team would need to review the most recent C&I net-to-gross study 
and confirm whether it provides this differentiation. 

• Sharon Weber: Why use a rolling five-year participation rate rather than annual data? The cumulative 
measure is intended to reflect that small businesses are less likely than large customers to participate 
repeatedly and to avoid making annual participation appear artificially low. 

• Mary Wambui: How would municipal energy manager grants be deemed effective? The demonstration is 
expected to require PA reporting and DPU approval before becoming a statewide offering; the precise criteria 
were not available during the workshop. 
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Comments by Speaker 

• Meg Lusardi: Supported the proposals and called for continued small-business process improvements and 
more direct assistance to underserved C&I customers, potentially through partnerships modeled on 
Community First. 

• Sean Davenport: Recommended turnkey packages tailored to specific business sectors so microbusinesses 
can easily recognize and use relevant offerings. 

• Mary Wambui: Emphasized municipal energy manager grants as a way to help municipalities without 
specialized staff. Suggested pairing expansion with Designated Equity Communities and noted available 
private-sector evidence of effectiveness. 

• Brian Beote: Supported the proposals and stressed that microbusinesses need substantial hands-on and 
turnkey assistance. 

• Brooks Winner: Described granular residential participation data as valuable for directing outreach and 
requested comparable small-business data. Also recommended sector-specific case studies that lead with 
customer savings. 

• Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Wanted the Council to review PA results and decide whether to 
recommend expansion of municipal energy manager grants rather than waiting for the DPU. Suggested 
targeting the grants toward microbusinesses and geographic equity strategies. 

• Greg Abbe: Supported the proposals but highlighted the difficult balance between helping underserved small 
businesses and retaining the substantial gross savings available from large customers. 

• Sharon Weber: Supported the proposals for the reasons other participants described. 

• Paul Johnson: Called for account-management or quarterbacking support for small businesses and 
recommended outreach through restaurant, dry-cleaner, landlord, and other industry associations. 

• Kyle Murray: Supported the proposals and agreed that the Council should advance a recommendation on 
municipal energy managers rather than wait for the DPU to initiate the next step. 

• Bob Rio: Supported the proposals. 

Focus Area 4: Multifamily and Mixed-Use Buildings 
DISCUSSION 4 

Consultant Team Straw Proposals 

The proposals below were presented for Council discussion. Inclusion does not indicate Council approval. 

1. Develop a specific offering for mixed-use buildings that streamlines participation instead of requiring 
participation in both residential and commercial core initiatives. 

2. Direct multifamily affordable-housing projects through C&I pathways to prioritize low-income funding for 
participants who cannot finance improvements. 

3. Explore energy-aligned leases, triple-net leases, and other mechanisms to overcome the tenant-landlord 
incentive split. 

4. Develop specific multifamily and mixed-use building evaluation studies to identify barriers to participation, key 
strategies for overcoming those barriers, and what a streamlined, dedicated offering would feature. 

Primary questions: Does the Council support the Consultants' straw proposals? Why or why 
not? Are there missing proposals that the Council should consider and refine into 
recommendations for the 2028-2030 Plan? 

Discussion Summary 

Themes raised: Participants generally supported action on multifamily and mixed-use barriers but stressed that 

the proposals were not yet specific enough to solve long-standing problems with eligibility, metering, multiple 

approvals, split incentives, and coordination across programs. 

Differences and tensions: Several participants favored a comprehensive pathway spanning C&I, residential, 

and income-eligible programs. Others cautioned that shifting affordable multifamily projects into C&I could blur 

funding and service responsibilities. The meaning of for-profit affordable housing also required care. 

Context and qualifications: A fourth proposal concerning possible C&I pathways for certain affordable 

multifamily projects appeared in the briefing document but not on the presentation slide. Participants also asked 

for a clear distinction between mixed-use and mixed-income buildings. 
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Questions raised: Participants requested results from landlord-outreach evaluations and focus groups; 

clarification of mixed-use versus mixed-income terminology; information on contractor models for different 

multifamily buildings; and more specific options for a streamlined cross-sector offering. 

Clarifications and Factual Responses 

• Meg Lusardi, Sharon Weber, and Greg Abbe: Was the briefing proposal about directing some affordable 
multifamily projects through C&I pathways still under consideration? The consultant team confirmed that it 
remained on the list, although it had been omitted from the slide. The intent was to explore flexibility for certain 
for-profit affordable-housing structures when low-income budgets are constrained, not to move all such 
projects into C&I. 

• Greg Abbe: What role could the Council have in energy-aligned or triple-net lease provisions? Doug 
Quattrochi said Mass Save participation agreements or riders could potentially include energy-alignment 
provisions, subject to program and regulatory design. 

• Paul Johnson: What are the non-incentive costs associated with a dedicated offering? Adrian Caesar 
explained that these include administrative costs, such as the time and expense required to procure and 
manage third-party services. 

Comments by Speaker 

• Mary Wambui: Called a dedicated mixed-use or mixed-income protocol long overdue. Said the proposals 
should be developed with the affordable multifamily group and address multiple agency approvals, 
inaccessible service data, opaque applications, and misunderstanding of for-profit affordable housing. 

• Brooks Winner: Supported the proposals but said the problem has persisted with little progress. Requested a 
clear, streamlined offering and information from the landlord-outreach evaluation and related focus groups. 

• Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Urged the Council to consider multifamily buildings across C&I, 
residential, and income-eligible programs together and requested more specific recommendations for moving 
a dedicated offering forward. 

• Greg Abbe: Supported the proposals shown and the additional proposal in the briefing. Suggested that 
experience allocating electrification costs and benefits across funding sources may provide a useful 
precedent. 

• Paul Johnson: Asked which contractors serve different multifamily building types and suggested encouraging 
residential insulation contractors to serve larger buildings where appropriate. 

• Sharon Weber: Supported the proposals and emphasized preventing customers from becoming stuck 
because mixed-use forms or pathways are confusing. 

• Amy Vavak: Requested a clear distinction between mixed-use and mixed-income buildings in future 
recommendations. 

• Brian Beote: Was generally supportive but expressed serious reservations about directing affordable 
multifamily projects into C&I in a way that could blur funding streams or service responsibilities. 

Focus Area 5: Making the Low-Income Budget Go as Far as 

Possible 
DISCUSSION 5 

Consultant Team Straw Proposals 

The proposals below were presented for Council discussion. Inclusion does not indicate Council approval. 

1. Maintain the same overall program as is provided in the current Term, with the same general measure focus, 
depth of service, and delivery mechanism, with a primary emphasis on weatherization.  

2. Work with the Equity Working Group to assess the strategy of implementing spending caps, including 
identifying any potential adverse impacts. 

3. Reduce non-incentive costs to target incentive spend of 82% of the total sector Term budget, with a 
particular focus on cost reduction opportunities from program overhead and administration, quality 
assurance, and data management. 

4. Set specific low-income measure goals for weatherization and heat pumps in the Designated Equity 
Communities. 

5. Heat pumps: 

a. Continue to support electrification, prioritizing heat pump installations for space and water heating in this 

order: electric resistance, propane/oil, and gas. The PAs will develop and provide stakeholders clear 

protocols for heat pump installations for existing gas customers. 
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b. Assess delivery costs of heat pumps and implement strategies to bring pricing in line with general market 

pricing of heat pumps. 

c. Test and implement (if successful) other innovative heat pump technologies (e.g., saddle-style heat 

pumps) and delivery methods (e.g., DOER lending library, target areas with failing or problematic gas 

infrastructure). 

Primary questions: Does the Council support the Consultants' straw proposals? Why or why 
not? Does the Council support restricting measures or total services per household in order to 
serve more customers? Which, if either, and why? Should heat pumps be equally available to all 
low-income customers regardless of existing fuel, or should certain customer types be prioritized 
by existing fuel? 

Discussion Summary 

Themes raised: Participants largely opposed an arbitrary per-household spending cap and repeatedly described 

weatherization as foundational. Many supported prioritizing customers using costly delivered fuels without 

categorically excluding all gas customers. 

Differences and tensions: Views differed on measure-level limits, the proposed incentive-spending target, the 

balance between heat-pump deployment and weatherization, and whether DEC goals or other geotargeting 

approaches would improve equity or redirect resources away from high-need customers elsewhere. Windows 

illustrated the difficulty of treating any measure as categorically expendable. 

Context and qualifications: The low-income program faces high demand, constrained budgets, delivery-

capacity limits, extensive QA/QC, health-and-safety barriers, and contractor-payment delays. Participants noted 

that all cost controls affect who can participate, even when they are not labeled as caps. 

Questions raised: Participants asked how the 82 percent incentive-spending target was developed; how LVI 

QA/QC compares with market-rate work; which administrative functions overlap; what is included in various 

measure-cost categories; and how to coordinate weatherization, heat pumps, delivered fuels, gas customers, 

DECs, and integrated energy planning. 

Clarifications and Factual Responses 

• Consultant framing: Could the low-income program simply receive a larger budget? Margie Lynch said 
current delivery capacity is already stretched and that a larger budget would increase customer bills unless 
funds were reduced elsewhere. 

• Briana Kane: Noted that one briefing stated erroneously that Cape Light Compact customers had been 
informed they would not receive services until the following year. Briana corrected that characterization and 
said that customers were not put on hold from receiving energy assessments or other such services. 

• Sean Davenport: How was the proposed 82% incentive-spending target developed? Margie said it was an 
informed approximation intended to increase the share above recent levels without making an extreme 
change. Feedback on the appropriate level was invited. 

• Sharon Weber: How many heat pumps are available through the lending-library concept? Jo Ann Bodemer 
said the program had not yet launched and was being developed through the New England Heat Pump 
Accelerator. Later comments indicated it was expected before the next plan term, potentially during the 
coming heating season. 

• Emily Audet: Did the briefing show an approximately 50% QA/QC pass rate for the LVI delivery model? 
Margie said the team had only recently begun examining the issue and that an evaluation was underway. 

• Grace Umaña: Why are heat pumps more expensive in the low-income program? Griffith Keating said the 
program applies stricter design and delivery standards than the open market, which can add cost, while 
acknowledging the need to seek savings. 

• Brooks Winner: How does the LVI failure rate compare with residential market-rate contractors, and what 
administrative functions may overlap? Comparable market-rate QA data were not available. Margie noted that 
low-income work receives much more QA/QC and identified possible overlap among statewide intake and 
low-income delivery functions as an area to examine. 

• Brian Beote: What functions are performed by the Statewide Client Solutions Center and LEAN delivery 
system? Brian described screening, prior-service checks, routing to CAP agencies, discount-rate coordination, 
and 100% QC before contractor reimbursement. He said these functions are broader than general call-center 
work and cautioned against assuming direct cost or QA comparisons with market-rate delivery. 
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Comments by Speaker 

• Sean Davenport: Said the Attorney General's Office does not support a per-household cap. Favored 
completing as much beneficial work as possible once the program is in a home, while allowing consideration 
of measure-specific limits. 

• Brooks Winner: Opposed household caps, supported reviewing measures with low savings per incentive 
dollar, and favored prioritizing heat pumps by existing fuel without categorically excluding low-income gas 
customers. Treated DEC goals as possible guideposts rather than mandatory limits. 

• Brian Beote: Said household caps conflict with a building-science approach and that low-income 
administration is already comparatively lean. Prioritized weatherization followed by carefully targeted 
electrification and stressed that windows may be essential to building performance. 

• Kyle Murray: Recommended aligning geotargeted gas conversions with integrated energy planning, including 
gas infrastructure condition and available electric capacity. 

• Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Saw geotargeting as a way to connect municipal energy managers, 
Community First, and infrastructure planning. Prioritized delivered-fuel customers, opposed household caps, 
and requested analysis of whether moderating heat-pump deployment would enable more weatherization. 

• Martijn Fleuren: Supported an incentive-spending target across sectors but questioned whether 82 percent is 
the correct level. Favored serving more homes and cautioned that every cost-control measure affects 
participation. Also raised contractor pricing and delayed reimbursement. 

• Sharon Weber: Supported the heat-pump lending library, opposed per-home caps, and favored prioritizing 
delivered-fuel customers without excluding all gas customers. Said measure limits require careful 
consideration. 

• Greg Abbe: Favored depth of service and opposed arbitrary household caps. Questioned whether targeting, 
segmentation, and multiple approvals add enough value to justify their administrative cost compared with a 
simpler path to comprehensive service. 

• Paul Johnson: Said weatherization funding should not suffer because of accelerated heat-pump deployment 
and warned that heat pumps without adequate weatherization can waste money and energy. 

• Emily Audet: Called for more strategic customer targeting and examination of how contractor incentives 
shape demand. Suggested reviewing the LVI model and whether CAP work could use less QA/QC. Opposed 
household caps and categorical fuel exclusions. 

• Doug Quattrochi: Warned that delivered-fuel customers and DEC residents may be different groups. Noted 
that many households using oil or wood pellets live outside DECs and should not be overlooked. 

• Grace Umaña : Generally supported the proposals but requested clearer definitions of custom, other, and 
accessory cost categories, including whether LEDs remain included. 

• Mary Wambui: Opposed reducing heat-pump goals for low-income customers using electric resistance or 
delivered fuels. Favored maximizing both weatherization and appropriate heat-pump deployment, including 
lower-cost approaches where feasible. 

• Meg Lusardi: Supported considering weatherization and electrification together and called for evaluation of 
inconsistent service delivery and opportunities to streamline approvals. 

Focus Area 6: Improving Consistency in Low-Income Service 

Delivery 
DISCUSSION 6 

Consultant Team Straw Proposals 

The proposals below were presented for Council discussion. Inclusion does not indicate Council approval. 

1. Establish and implement clear protocols for customer communications throughout the customer journey. 

2. Identify and improve differences in service delivery. 

3. Develop an electronic statewide system of program data management using prior evaluation 
recommendations as a guide to improve consistency and assessment of performance and cost efficiency. 

Primary questions: Does the Council support the Consultants' straw proposals? Why or why 
not? Should all low-income customers in the Commonwealth have generally equivalent services 
regardless of geography, Program Administrator, service provider, or building type, or are there 
circumstances that justify differences in service delivery? What are they? 
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Discussion Summary 

Themes raised: Participants strongly supported clearer customer communication, transparent service-delivery 

metrics, and a statewide electronic program-data system. Several said the data-system issue has remained 

unresolved for roughly a decade and should not carry into another plan cycle. 

Differences and tensions: Participants distinguished equivalent program design from equivalent delivery. 

Customers may qualify for the same measures while experiencing different communication, timelines, approvals, 

and outcomes. Views also differed on when additional attention to DECs or other high-need areas is an 

appropriate targeted strategy rather than unequal service. 

Context and qualifications: CAP agencies, PAs, building types, participation pathways, federal requirements, 

and barrier-mitigation needs can all affect the customer experience. Participants emphasized that consistent 

service requires both reliable data and clear written information throughout the customer journey. 

Questions raised: Participants requested an analytically appropriate comparison of low-income and market-rate 

costs; specific data elements, milestones, and accountability for the statewide system; clarification of CAP-area 

cost differences; and information on customer communications, advocate access to status updates, and QA 

improvements since earlier evaluations. 

Clarifications and Factual Responses 

• Sharon Weber: Do income-eligible customers receive the same range of heat-pump prices as market-rate 
customers? Margie Lynch explained that covered work is paid at 100% with no customer contribution when a 
household is served, but projects may not proceed when health-and-safety or other barrier costs are too high 
relative to the efficiency work. 

• Mary Wambui: Would the metrics and statewide system address differences among CAP agencies? The 
stated goal is to collect and analyze data that can identify significant geographic or provider differences and 
then support action. Kate Peters said PAs already consider geography, while Brian Beote said current 
reporting processes exist but can be improved. 

• Paul Johnson: What is the average cost of serving a low-income customer compared with a market-rate 
customer? No answer was available during the meeting. The consultant team said it could provide information 
later and cautioned that comparisons may need to be measure-specific because low-income service is 
comprehensive while market-rate participation is often à la carte. 

• Brian Beote: What explains the variation shown in the CAP-area cost and savings graph? Griffith Keating 
said differences in measure mix could be a factor. He believed barrier-mitigation costs were included but 
could not confirm that during the meeting. 

Comments by Speaker 

• Mary Wambui: Strongly supported the proposals and called the statewide electronic system overdue. Said 
uneven data capture creates equity and geographic blind spots and stressed that equivalent measures do not 
necessarily produce equivalent delivery across CAP agencies and funding combinations. 

• Martijn Fleuren: Supported the proposals and requested a specific list of needed data rather than another 
general call for more information. 

• Brooks Winner: Said the Council should not revisit the same data problem in another three years. Called for 
written customer-journey information, realistic timelines, and clear next steps. Saw DEC goals as one possible 
reason for focused geographic effort. 

• Meg Lusardi: Supported the proposals and emphasized that they should be prioritized so they do not 
continue to lag. Generally favored equivalent services statewide. 

• Greg Abbe: Supported all three proposals, especially the statewide data system. Said opaque rules based on 
building type, location, and approval pathway can slow service and increase administrative burden. 

• Brian Beote: Described work on leave-behind information and improved customer touchpoints. Said 
customers in need should receive services and that existing data and reporting processes can continue to 
improve. Also noted heat-pump review improvements since the cited study period. 

• Sharon Weber: Strongly supported the proposals and said the statewide system has been discussed for 
more than a decade. Argued that federal requirements affecting only part of the funding should not limit the 
entire Mass Save system. 

• Commissioner Elizabeth Mahony: Supported the statewide system and requested a timely PA explanation 
of progress. Distinguished common statewide measures from additional attention that may appropriately be 
directed to DECs or Community First participants. 

• Paul Johnson: Requested an explanation from the PAs for why the statewide electronic system still does not 
exist after years of Council requests. 
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• Grace Umaña : Asked that community-based advocates be allowed to obtain status updates for the residents 
they assist instead of requiring customers to make every follow-up call themselves. 

Closing Discussion: Briefing Materials and Future Workshops 

The closing discussion concerned briefing design and meeting preparation rather than the substance of the six 

focus areas. 

Preferred approach: Participants generally considered the briefing length, charts, and visual balance 

appropriate. They supported continuing to use the briefings as pre-reading so workshop time can focus on 

choices, implications, and areas of disagreement. 

Briefing design: Participants asked for more detail beneath high-level proposal language, even when 

presentation slides show only short headers. They also requested that acronyms be defined and that all active 

proposals appear consistently in both the briefing and the slides. 

Important cautions: Participants did not want the recommendation list constrained by an arbitrary number 

because topics vary in complexity and importance. They also suggested having appropriate PA or data subject-

matter experts available when concrete program-cost or data questions are likely to arise. 
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Appendix A: Named Participants and Speakers 

The following people were identified in the contemporaneous notes or transcript. This is a speaker-reference list, 

not a complete public-attendance record. 

Name Role in workshop notes 

Adrian Caesar EEAC Consultant Team 

Amy Vavak Program Administrator representative 

Bob Rio Council member/representative 

Briana Kane Council member/representative 

Brian Beote LEAN representative 

Brooks Winner Council member/representative 

Doug Quattrochi Council member/representative 

Elizabeth Mahony Commissioner / Council member 

Emily Audet Council member/representative 

Grace Umaña  Council member/representative 

Greg Abbe Council member/representative 

Griffith Keating EEAC Consultant Team 

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 

Sean Davenport Council member/representative 

Sharon Vardatira Facilitator 

Sharon Weber Council member/representative 

Sonia Bouvier Facilitator 

Steven Miller Council member/representative 
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