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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A. The Green Communities Act

An Act Rel ative to Green Communities, Cha
Communi ti es ‘*Avastsignedinto ldwfr July 2, 2008. A bold piece of legislation
designed to promote enhanced energy efficieticpughout the Commonwealth, the Green
Communities Act requires gas and electric distribution companies and municipal aggregators
(together AProgram Administratorso or APAsO0)
Aprovide for t hwilabeecoewy eficiencycand denfand aeluction resources
that are cost effectiveée.l. o5 §H®)E). éhxqgnmectisnivithe t h a
these energy efficiency plans, the Green Communities Act established a new advisory body, the
Energy Efficiency Advisory Councilthefi Counci | 0) , consisting of e |
diverse backgrounds and expertiaenonvoting member from the heating oil industry, a xion
voting member from the energy efficiency businemsgd a norvoting memberfrom each
Program Administrator. Pursuant to the Act, the electric and gas Program Administrators,
respectively, are required to provide a statewide electric efficiency investment plan and a
statewide natural gas ef fi)onoebeforgApril30; 208d.ment p
The Act further specifies the contents of those plans, which are to be prepared by the Program
Administrators in coordination with the Councild.,§ 21(b)(1}(2). In meeting that statutory
deadline, the Massachusettsectric Program Administrators worked collaboratively to prepare a
Plan that represented the collective efforts and objectives of the Program Administ@iors.

April 30, 2009, the electric Program Administrators, by unanimous consent, submittedfar Plan

the Council s review and approval

! A Glossary of defined terms is included as Appendix A.

1



Since April, the Program Administrators have been engaged in a collaborative process
with the Council and | dssvell@oother inferested stakehdldir€ o n s u |
further develop and refine thstatewide plansin accordance with the Act, the Program
Administrators are required to fiklheir respective PApecific threeyear plars, At oget her
the Council 6s approval or comments and a stat
.. .on or before Octodr 31 0 G. L. c In preéddring this Plan] thede)ectric Program
Administratorsworked with the Council, the Consultants, and interested stakeholders, with the
collective intent of delivering a plan that satisfies fully the dedes of the Green Communities

Act.?

Althoughthis Plan responds to the directivestod Green Communities Act, the Program
Administrators arealso cognizant of the role that the statewide electric and gas efficiency
investment plans occupy in the Commoaal t hés broader, hi storical
environmental statutory scheme.With a series of bold legislative enactments, the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts has signaled its commitment to ensuring that the
Commonwealth is a worldwide leader in dieyeng the green economy. On @ust 13, 2008,
shortly afterthe enactment of the Green Communities Act, Governor Deval Patrick signed the
GlobalWar mi ng Sol ut i oand theAareen JObS GtV STAOQWSA mandates the
gradual reduction of greenhougea s emi ssi ons (AGHGO) i n the Co
schedule of emissions goals designed to spur innovation and promote research and development
in the area of clean energy. Enacted concurrently, the Green Jobs Act provides a robust funding
source br the green technology industry, facilitating economic development and job growth in

the clean energy sector. Taken together, these legislative enactments reflect the

Concurrently today, the Massachusetts gas Program Administrators are also submitting an updated
statewide natural gas energy efficienqdsn.



Commonweal thds commit ment to climate pndotect.i
renewable energy. The Program Administrators welcome the opportunity to design and
implement innovative energy efficiency programs that not only advance the objectives of the
Green Communities Act, but also promote the parallel goals of decreasing & @somoting

job creation in the clean energy sector.

B. D.P.U. 0850-A

Although the Program Administrators have a vestablished and very successful history
in developing and implementing energy efficiency programs that are nationally recognézed, th
Department of Public Utilitiestie A Depar t ment o) recogni zed that
expanded existing energy efficiency requirements and, in particular, the standards imposed upon
electric and gas distribution companies and other Program AdmiaistraResponding to these
new directives, the Department opened an investigation in 2008 into itexlsting Energy
Efficiency Guidelines in an effort to clarify those guidelines in light of the Act and to provide
more detailed guidance to the Programnfnistrators in preparing the thrgear, statewide
pl ans required pursuant to t he AdidtedcombDentsi ng t
from theProgram Administrators, governmental bodies, and other intdretikeholders. The

resulting Qder, Investigation by the Department of Public Utilities on its own Mation into

Updating its Energy Efficiency Guidelines Consistent with An Act Relative to Green

Communities D.P.U. 0850-A (March 16, 2009 ( A D. P:50A0)0,8 was a compr e
clarification of the criteria to be applied in demonstrating-effeictiveness and the process by

which threeyear energy efficiency plans should be prepared and reviewed.



The Program Administrators have benefited from the guidance of the Department, not
only in its Order in D.P.U. 0&0-A, but also by means of the numerous and very productive
D.P.U. 0850 Working Group sessions convened by the Department and moderated by the
Department and the Department of Energy Resoutbesi(DOE RO ) . The for mat
filing, including the organization of the Plaall statistical tablesand the bill impact review
mode| reflect the productive and collaborative process that occurred in the context of the D.P.U.

08-50 Working Group.

C. D.P.U. 0850-B

Building upon the wrking groupsessions and report3gpartment supplemented its-08

50-A Order through the issuance of its Orderestigation by the Department of Public Utilities

on its own Motion into Updating its Energy Efficiency Guidelines Consistent with An Act

Reldive to Green Communitie®.P.U. 0850-B (September 262009)( A D. P-5(:B.0 )0. 8 The

08-50-B Order includes further directives clarifying how the electric Program Administrators are
to conduct and present their bill impact analysis and evaluation, ariagitand verification
measures.The Program Administrators haveviewed the 0&0-B Order and are attempting to

ensure that the Rapecific plans to be filed on October 30, 2009 comply with its directives.

D. The Council Process to Date

The Program Anhinistrators are nomoting members of the Council and have
participated collaboratively in the Council meetings that have occurred since its inceftien.
Program Administrators have benefited greatly from the thoughtful input provided by the
Councilaml i ts Consultants, including the detail ed
2009 Resolution Concerning Its Priorities to Guide the Development, Implementation and

Evaluation of the PA Efficiency Planist he A Pri ori ti es RRerisriids ut i o n @



Resolution is frequently referenced within this Plan. Additionally, the Program Administrators
appreciate the degree to which the Council has worked collaboratively with the Program
Administrators to ensure that the Plan complies fully wittheaf the specific mandates of the

Green Communities Act.

Incorporating comments provided by the Council and its Consultants, as well as
responding to comments from interested stakeholders, the Program Administrators filed a revised
statewide plan for @uncil review on July 16, 2009By a resolution approved on July 28, 2009,
the Council recognized the progress made by the Program Administrators in developing energy
efficiency plans that muld meet the mandates of the Green Communities Act. The resoluti
(fiJ2a8TResol utiond) |l auded the Aunprecedented coc¢
and acknowledged that the July plans represen
plans, o addressing and responadstong Theaupdany Co
Resolution noted, however, that work remained to improve and further develop certain aspects of

the plans in anticipation of the filing of the final statewide plans.

Todayods filing, w h i c filings padleadn &gt 30aanddJulyel®,h a n c e s
2009, responds to the comments and contributions of the CouheiConsultantsthe various
working groups,and other interested partiesnd is being submitted as part of the iterative
processcontemplated bythe Green Communities Act Specifically, the Act pnades that

following the submission of the April 30 plan, the Program Administrators will:

provide any additional information requested by the Council that is relevant to the
consideration of the [P]lan. The Council shadlview the [P]lan and any
additional information and shall submit its approval or comments to the electric
and natural gas distribution companies and municipal aggregators not later than 3
months after submission of the [P]lan. The electric and naturatligagution



companies and municipal aggregators may make any changes or revisions to
reflect the input of the Council.

G.L. c. 25, 8 21(c). Consistent with this statutory framework, the electric Program
Administrators have participated in an extensive agorous series of meetings and discussions
with the Council and its Consultants since the April 30 filing. In addition-tedakly Council
meetings and at least weekly conferences with the Consultants, the Program Administrators have
benefited from tB work and thoughtful input of a number of specialized working groups.
Notably, the D.P.U. 080 Working Group sessions have afforded an extremely productive
opportunity for the Program Administrators to collaborate with the DeparinienDOER
CouncilMembers and members of the publicevaluating and addressing the bill impacts of the
energy efficiency programs proposed by the Program Administrators. A variety of additional
working groups have been created, allowing the Program Administrators te iueuwmsive
attention on specific issues of concern, such as Combined Heat and RoweEo)(and mult

family issues. The Program Administrators have been especially cognizant of the concerns
articulated by the Council in its JuBB" Resolutio® as wellas concerns raised by interested
stakeholders through the public comment pratessd the Program Administrators believe that
todayodos filing incorporates those comsandrns ar
statutory prescriptions of the Greenmaunities Act. The Program Administrators thank the
Council memberghe Consultantsand other interested partifes their extensive efforts to date,

and believe that the Plan hasbéted, and will continue to benefit, from ttasllaborative and

iterative procesgontemplated by the Act



E. Next Steps

Following the submittal of this Plan, the Council will prepare one or more resolutions
indicating support for the Plan as a whole or in part, and discussing remaining concerns, if any,
with certain elents of the Plan.

Pur suant The eldcticeandAnatural gasidistribution companies and municipal
aggregators shall submit their respective pl a
and a statement of any unresolved issues, to thetdepd every 3 years on or before October
31. The department shall consider the plans and shall provide an opportunity for interested
parties to be heard in a public hearing. G. L. ¢(1). TRebDeparkmer Wwil{ teh have a
90-day period to issel its decision on the respective Bpecific plans. 1d., 821(d)(2). In
particular, the Department is to ensure that suchspimtify andcapturefi a | | energy eff
and demand reduction resources that are cost effective or less expensive tharosuppin d t h e
Depart ment may @dapprove, modi fy and approve,
pl anodo based uldoThe Depagmemt ésvaiscealarged with approving a fully
reconciling funding mechanisnand, in the case of municipal aggators,fia fully reconciling
funding mechanism that requires coordination between the distribution company and the
municipal aggregator to ensure that program costs are collected, allocated and distributed in a
cost effective, f dd EacheohtdePreym Admmibtiaters willdbafiingr . 0
a PAspecific planon October 30 that is consistent with, and flows out of, the statewide Plan
submitted today.

Once their thregrear plans are up and running in 2010, the Program Administratibrs wi

be required to provide quarterly reports to the Council, and the Council will be required to



provide an annual report to the Departme@.L. c. 25, § 22(d}. The Department is also
required to determine the effectiveness of each Program Adminiétretorp | an on an ann
Id., 8 21(d)(2). In order to help facilitate this review process, the Program Administrators,
working collaboratively with the Department and the Council, will develop model quarterly and
annual reporting templates for use hg Program Administrators.

In sum, the Program Administrators have developed uptdatedPlan based upon an
unprecedented mulparty collaborative process and, as contemplated in the Green Communities

Act, plan to continue such collaborative processuphout the thregear term of the Plan.

F. Overview of the Key Aspects of the Plan

1. Benefits

As indicated in the table below, the Program Administrators are seeking to inwesgse,
substantiallythe level of savings derived from energy efficienctiwttes, consistent with the
bold actions contemplated under the Abt.particular,this Plan calls focumulativesavings on
an overall statewigl basis 0f2,625,600 MWH over the thregear period. The rampp to
achieve these savings is graphicallystrated in the table below. As a direct result of these
savings, CQ@ emissions will be reduced by approximatedy759,374 short tons. This
achievement is comparable to the environmental benefits achieved by taking approximately
1,622,000carsoff the mad by annually sequestering carbon in a pine forest roughly the size of
38 percenbf the entire stateor by recycling3.0 million tons of waste instead of sending it to the

landfill.

3 The Plan contemplates that the Program Administrators will file quarterly and annual reports with both the

Council and the Department.
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2. CostEffectiveness

The Program Administrators hawedertakera preliminarystatewidelevel screening of
thecoste f f ecti veness of the i mplementation of thi
Cost( A T R Tedt) This testing indicateshat the plan is cost edtctive with a statewide
benefittost ratio( i B C® 8.97over the three years of the plan and is expected to produce net

economic benefits #3,712,173,481




Total Resource Cost Test, 2010-2012

Sector B/C Ratio Net Benefits Benefits Costs (1)

Residential 3.58 $1,104,120,727 $1,531,264,772 $427,144,045
Residential New Construction & Major
Renovation 1.98 28,492,771 57,645,930 29,153,159
Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 1.40 7.476.158 26.277.886 18,801,728
Multi-Family Retrofit 2.61 84,245,217 136,537,288 52,292,070
MassSAVE 5.73 825,687,921 1,000,269,778 174,581,856
O Power 4.73 17,484,402 22,174,990 4,690,587
ENERGY STAR Lighting 3.66 172,525,091 237,497,052 64,971,961
ENERGY STAR Appliances 2.05 26,036,670 50,861,849 24,825,180
Residential Education Program n/a n/a n/a 6,869,476
Workforce Development n/a n/a n/a 1,043,382
Heat Loan Program n/a n/a n/a 27,852,773
Deep Energy Retrofit n/a n/a n/a 5,959,341
Power Monitor Pilot n/a n/a n/a 124,534
Residential New Construction & Major
Renovation - Major Renovation statewide pilot nla nla nla 1.987.601
Residential New Construction Multi Family (4-
8 story) statewide pilot n/a n/a n/a 1,710,324
Residential New Construction Lighting Design
statewide pilot n/a n/a nla 360,128
Residential New Construction V3 Energy Star
Homes statewide pilot n/a n/a n/a 305,329
Heat Pump Water Heater Pilot n/a n/a n/a 68,402
Residential Technical Development n/a n/a n/a 59,331
Hot Roofs nla n/a n/a 26,565
Home Automation n/a nla n/a 49,738
Community Based Pilot n/a n/a n/a 986,830
Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a nla 4,624,901
EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 3,698,608
DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 1,738,895
Sponsorships & Subscriptions nla n/a n/a 361,347
Low Income 2.77 $251,444,162 $393,708,089 $142,263,927
Low-Income Residential New Construction 218 5115.231 9 446.904 4,331,673
Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 2.82 135,868,078 210,666,401 74,798,323
Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 2.92 114,175,767 173,594,784 59,419,017
Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 490 455
Low-Income Energy Affordability Network
Funding n/a n/a n/a 2,557,806
DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 666,653
Commercial & Industrial 321 $2,356,608,591 $3,423,863,082 $1,067,254,490
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 3.03 597.914.714 801.789.082 203,874,368
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation -
Government 6.27 11,562,546 13,756,214 2,193,668
C&l Large Retrofit 3.21 1,389,071,914 2,017,468,818 628,396,904
Large C&l Retrofit - Government 3.89 5.991.129 8,064,562 2,073,433
C&l Small Retrofit 2.76 356,968,946 559,428,573 202,459,627
C&l Small Retrofit - Government 2.49 13,987,479 23,355,833 9,368,355
Community Based Pilot n/a nla n/a 1,325,525
Statewide Marketing & Education nla n/a nla 4,164,370
EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 7,448,298
DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 3,539,214
Sponsorships & Subscriptions nla n/a n/a 2.410,730

GRAND TOTAL 3.27 $3,712,173,481 $5,348,835,943 $1,636,662,463
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3. Progress Toward @en Communities A&equirements and Goals

Consistent withthe Act, thisPlan seeks t@aptureall available coseffective energy
efficiency for the thregrear period beginning January 1, 20&ih the consideration of factors
and concerns noted at the Council, including, but not limited to, bill impacts, environmental
benefits, and the need for a seaable ramyup schedule In determining the level of savings to
achieve in order to satisfy this mandate, the Program Administrators considered and weighed
multiple factors, including:(1) the terms of the Ac(2) the directives of the Council, inclundy
the Council &8s PtheiJuyr28"Reselgion &ne theoRlesoltitibnooh October 6,
2009( t he AdResbém(36)onoch)e Depart men t56-A (in€udidge r i n
preliminarybill impact considerations); 4) t h e D egerimD.Pie 0850B85(5) e
Assessment of All Available Coéiffective Electric and Gas Savings: Energy Efficiency and
CHP adopted by the Council ®)ntheid awh gxpetiehce (nt h e
implementing nationallyecognized energyffeciency programs for over two decadeslhe
Program Administrators met collaboratively on a frequent basis to determine the appropriate
savings goals and budgets to propose in this Pldre Program Administrators also engaged in
a very productive andgorous series of discussions with the Council, cultmigain the October
6" Resolution which established approved statewide savings targets, performance incentives,
and after collaboration the Council and its Consultaptegram costs.The goals appved in
the October &' Resolution aréncorporatedn this statewide plan and represent an unprecedented
collaboration on the part of the Program Administrators, Council, and its Consultasts.
result of this iterative and collaborative process, aftdr considering the directives of the

Council, the Program Administrators have achieveduaprecedented statewide unanimous
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consensus with respect to the savings goals, proposed budget Bwtlsmplementation
strategies set forth herein.

Among otherareas of emphasis, the Plan seeks to maximize the usage of competitive
procurement processes. The Plan also seeks to support the development of an enhanced energy
services delivery infrastructure in Massachusetts. An important ancillary benefit efftris
will be job creation throughout the Commonwealth in the energy efficiency services sector.
Indeed, the Program Administrators estimate tBat00 jobs will be created in the
Commonwealth over the next three years, as a result of the implemeoftatenPlan. The job
creation benefit has been an important focus of the Council and of the Program Administrators.

Another unique aspect of the Plan is the level of coordination and integration of effort
among the Program Administrators, as well as whth lowrincome program delivery network.

The Plan seeks to enhance program designs in order to provide a seamless experience for
customers seeking services from both gas and eleBragram Administrators Such
coordination by the Program Administragoshould allow for the achievement of deeper and
broader levels of savings at customer homes and facilities, all in a moreffestive manner.

In turn, these increased savings levels, over time, will help the Program Administrators reduce
their costs b providing service and provide economic and environmental benefits to all
customers

4, Program Budgets

The summary table below sets forth the ramppof energy efficiency expenditures
contemplated for the implementation of this PlanAs indicated belw, the Program
Administrators are proposing a phased ramppo theannual2012 statewide expenditure level

of $548,018,332which represents 341 percentincrease of past annual (2008) expenditures on
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energy efficiency.Total threeyear expenditures argroposed to b&1,273,517,051 This ramp

up is necessary in order to ensure that a trained delivery infrastructure is in place so that high
quality services are provided to customeihe rampup also will help provide smoother bill

impacts with respedb implementation of the PlanVhile the expenditures on energy efficiency

under the Plan are significant and will result in certain increased elements of customer bills, the

net present economic value of thenefis to be achieved under the Plai$3,712,173,481 The

magnitude of theséenefis helps demonstrate thalue of the increased energy efficiency
expenditures called for in the Plalhe Program Administratorso s

impacts is highligted inSection Il.Eof the Plan

Total Electric Budgets 2008-2012
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5. Highlights of Program Design Strategies

The Plan sets forth detailed strategies doordinated program implementation in the
residential, lowincome and commercial and industrial i C &dedioys. The detailed plans in
the program description con of the Plan represent the results of collaboration and cooperation
among the Program Administrators (both gas and electric), Council merobesinterested
parties andthe nsultants. Notably, the proposed lowome programs werdeveloped in
collaboration with the lowncome weatherization and fuel assistance program netvaoik
build upon the current successful collaborative approach to program delivery to this important
customer sector.The program designs reflecomprehensivestrategiesthat provide for: 1)
greater consistency in offerings throughout the state; 2) an enhanced customer experience,
including seamless delivery strategies that integrate gas and electric efjoats;expanded,
diverse, and weltrained workforce#) the deivery of stateof-the-art new technologiesand 5) a
new model for addressing leilmcomecustomerdiving in multi-family dwellings regardless of

their rate class or whether they rent or own their home

6. Evaluation and Monitoring

Recognizing that thencreased savings and expenditures proposed under the Plan need to
be subject to rigorous evaluation and monitaritigg Program Administrators have proposed
comprehensive and transparent approach to evaluation and monitorifge Program
Administrators seek to undertakevaluation and monitoring activities a transparent and
carefully constructed manner consisted with
Eval uati on, Measurement and Verification (AEM

the Program Administrators, working with the Coun¢d, measure sangs resulting from
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programsgenhancehe quality of program delivery, and ensure that the programs are effectively
addressing various barriersThis Plan also sets forth specific initiareas for study and
evaluation using a Aresearch areaso approach
into core areas of attentiore.g, residential new constetion, residential retrofit and low

income).
7. Cost Recovery anderformarce Incentives

Cost recovery, including the recovery of
incentives (or through implementation of a Departragyroved decoupled rate structure), is a
critical element of the Plan. hE Plan sets forth proposals cost recoveryhat seek to utilize
existing recovery mechanisms that have worked well in the field for many years and that are well
understood by most customer$he Plan seeks to ensure that, prior to the collection of funds
from customers, the Programdministrators have fully accessed other potential available
sources of funding, such as funds available fritve Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative
(ARGGI 0), the Forward Otheraourcesncludvagautkidetfunding F C Mo )
The Plan allars the Program Administrators the opportunity to recover their costs and be made
economically whole for aggressively pursuing safucing energy efficiency effortas well as
to earn a reasonable retuassociated witlthis investment based upon thactual performance
and achievement In this regard, based on the Octobél Resolution, the Program
Administrators have set savings targets that pe¥a an incentive pool of $17.5 million in
2010, $22.0million in 2011, and 25.5million in 2012, fora totalthreeyear incentive pool of
$65.0 million. Program Administrators can earn higher incentivesexgeeding performance
targets, but thamount of the statewide incentive pool is capgel25% of the incentive amount

related to the achievement tdrget savings levels for each Program Administrato201Q
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Future discussions will determinehether there will be a cap in incentivies 2011 and 2012
and if so, the appropriate ldvelncentive targets will ballocated among the individual Pragn
Administrators according to thaiespectivearget savings goaks opposed to the levels of their

budgets

8. Mid-Term Revisions

Consistent with the De-p0aArthenPtampravides ddjeativer i n
standards that enable the Progradministrators to retaifiexibility to make ongoing revisions
and enhancemengdter the adoption ahe Plan in order to reflect-mefield conditions,more
accurate information on costs and savings of prograew)nological advancedinancing
opporunities,and stateof-the-art new technologiesin particular, in the event that targets for
outside funding are not achieved by certain dates as set forth in this Plan, the Program
Administrators are permitted reasonable flexibility to modify savingdsgaad budgets by
specific stipulated dates in order to reflect the actual outside funding levels achiegssheral,
the Program Administrators will retain the flexibility to adjust spending aitl G subtract
program measures; however, Program Adstratorswill not add a new program or terminate
an existing program or changepeogram budget by more than twenty percefthout prior

approval by the Department, with the opportunity for full participation by the Council

9. Economic Development addb Growth

An important element of the Plan is the economic impact of energy efficiency on the
Commonwealth and its citizens, including the job creation and retention benefits of energy
efficiency programs. The Program Administrators have taken economhiola growth impacts

into account as they have developed the Plan, and anticipate, based on the budgets, savings
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goals, and programs detailed herein, the creatio®l@05job years (corresponding @100

jobs), and approximately28000,000,00n GrossState Product. One way that energy efficiency
affects consumers and businesses is by reducing energy costs, thereby allowing the money saved
to be spent elsewhere, thus stimulating the economy. Additionally, energy efficiency programs
create a wide vaety of jobs, many of thentied to local communities The Program
Administrators are committed to job training for emerging clean energy industries, as well as
sustainable funding of energy efficiency programs in order to maintain a consistent work force

The following chart illustrates estimatg¢aob growthrelated to the Plan over its thrgear term

2010 2011 2012
Jobs Created 651 1,085 1,364
10. Summary

In sum, the Plan represents anprecedented collaboratiommong all the Program
Administrators m Massachusetts, both gas and elecaiscyell as diverse interested partiesgl
fully complies with the bold initiatives required under the Green Communities AChe
Program Administrimrs thank the Council, itsdbsultans, and other interested pargants in
the plan development process for all their efforts, analgsis suggestions to dat&€he Program
Administrators look forward to working cooperatively with the Council and other interested
parties in reviewinghis Plan and ensuring that Masbkasetts customers are provided with
programsthat aremarked by excellence and innovation, and that produce economic and

environmental benefits throughout Massachusetts
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Il. THE THREE -YEAR PLAN

A. Core Benefits: Energy & Demand Savings, Greenhouse Gas Retdions, Net
Economic Benefitsand Progress Towards Green Communities Act
Requirementsand Goals

1. Energy and Demand Savings

The savings goals and program budgets set forth in this Plan are presented on an
aggregate, statewidaogramlevel basiswithin three major customer sectaesidential,low-
income and C&Il). In thePA-specfic filings, eatch Program Administrator is settirfgrth its
own recommended savings and budget levels for the-yle@eperiod commencing January 1,
2010, consistent with theverall goals and budgets developed in the statewide Plan review
process. The Program Administrators note that this phased poocegbeswith the Act, which
first requires thedevelopment of joint statewide plan by all Program Administrators in April
2009 followedin October 200®y individual PAspecific plans, aftathe Council has concluded
its reviewof the statewide plansSeeG.L. c. 25, 8§ 21(bR1(d).

I n devel oping todayés proposed statewide ¢
was tasked with submitting to the full group of Program Administrators its opaatedPA-
specific proposed savings goals and budgets for the-ylemaeperiod. These proposals were
subject toa review process that allowed for adjustments to be made by ratjrdn
Administrators based not only on peer review, but also ppthe presentations made at the
Council meetings by th€onsultand, (b) Council discussions regarding the savings goals and
budgets advanced by the Program Administrators in their 8priind July 16 filingsand (c)
di scussions and negoti at i.oThe savings doalstamdeudgetsu n c i |
presented on a statewide basis by the Program Administrators today represent the results of that
iterative process. The aggregateasings goals and budgets presented individually by the
Program Admirstrators in their individualPA-specific filings are generally targeted orand
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flow out of the overall goals developed in the statewide Plan review procé@se following
table summazes, on a peprogram basis, by year and in total, the annual savings goals

proposed by the Program Administrators in this Plan

YEAR PROGRAM T wn | from 2008, | from 2006
Baseline 1-2008 TOTAL 392,010
Baseline 2-2009 TOTAL 528,275 35%

Residential (total) 152,491
Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 2,734
Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 2,172
Multi-Family Retrofit 14,350
MassSAVE 28,587
O Power 26,000
ENERGSTAR Lighting 66,385
ENERGY STAR Appliances 12,263
Low Income (total) 21,788
LowIncome Residential New Construction 429
2010 LowIncome 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 9,108
LowIncome Muti Family Retrofit 12,251
Commercial & Industrial (total) 449,568
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 96,806
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation -
Government 1,452
C&l Large Retrofit 283,817
Large C&Il Retrofit - Government 966
C&I Small Retrofit 63,365
C&I Small Retrofit - Government 3,161
GRAND TOTAL 623,847 59% 18%
Residential (total) 206,062
Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 3,219
Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 2,846
2011 Multi-Family Retrofit 18,992
MassSAVE 38,216
O Power 52,000
ENERGY STAR Lighting 74,337

4 The Act provides that Program Administrators are not required to make all changes or revisions

recommended bthe Council in filing their October PApecific plansSeeG.L. c. 25, § 21(c(d)(1).
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ENERGY STAR Appliances 16,453
Low Income (total) 28,950
LowIncome Residential New Construction 508
LowIncome 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 11,410
LowIncomeMulti Family Retrofit 17,032
Commercial & Industrial (total) 660,367
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 127,363
C&l New Construction and Major Renovation -
Government 1,902
C&I Large Retrofit 426,502
Large C&Il Retrofit - Government 1,271
C&I Small Retrofit 99,229
C&I Small Retrofit - Government 4,101
GRAND TOTAL 895,379 128% 69%
Residential (total) 261,385
Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 3,814
Residential Cooling & Hidag Equipment 3,788
Multi-Family Retrofit 23,488
MassSAVE 45,801
O Power 74,520
ENERGY STAR Lighting 90,775
ENERGY STAR Appliances 19,199
Low Income (total) 35,485
LowIncome Residential New Construction 693
2012 LowIncome 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 15,338
LowIncomeMulti Family Retrofit 19,454
Commercial & Industrial (total) 809,505
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 143,653
C&l New Construction and Major Renovation -
Government 2,682
C&l Large Retrofit 515,491
Large C&Il Retrofit - Government 1,801
C&l Small Retrofit 140,153
C&I Small Retrofit - Government 5,725
GRAND TOTAL 1,106,375 182% 109%
Residential (total) 619,939
Residential New Construction & Major Renovation 9,767
THREE YEAR Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 8,805
TOTAL: 2010-2012 | 1. iti-Family Retrofit 56,830
MassSAVE 112,603
O Power 152,520
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ENERGY STAR Lighting 231,497
ENERGY STAR Appliances 47,915
Low Income (total) 86,222
LowIncome Residential New Construction 1,629
LowIncome 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 35,856
LowIncome MultiFamily Retrofit 48,737
Commercial & Industrial (total) 1,919,439
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 367,822
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation -
Government 6,037
C&l Large Retrofit 1,225,810
Large C&Il Retrofit - Government 4,038
C&I Small Retrofit 302,747
C&l Small Retrofit - Government 12,986
GRAND TOTAL 2,625,600
2. Environmental Benefits

In addition to economic benefits, efficiency resources bring significant environmental
benefits that reduce air pollution and improve air qualitylassachusettand in the region. The
efficiency progams and initiativesncluded inthis Plan are aimed at reducing the amount of
electricity and natural gas required to rurh e C o mmo ecam@myl. tBi feducing the
amount of energy consumed in all sectors of the economy, important air and water besefits
delivered. Decreasing energy consumption results in lessndefoa energy from fossil fuel
powered plants and natural gas pipelines. By reducing plant operation time, emissions of air
pollutants and greenhouse gases can be reduced.

Generating eledcity from nonrenewable fossil fuelse(g, coal, oil, natural gas)
produces nitrogen and sulfur oxides wo of the six Acriteria pol/l
Air Act and identified as air quality indicators by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
( A E P ANithogen oxides are precursors to ozone, a primary component of summer smog.

Nitrogen and sulfur oxides in particulate form reduce visibiitg associated with public health
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problems such as asthyrendare linked to acid rain. Curbing tla@nount of energy needed to
run power plants reduces the amount of nitrogen and sulfur oxide pollution emitted into the
atmosphere.

In addition to providing cleaner air and water for MassachysétsPlan will provide
climate benefits byaeducing energgonsumptiod both the natural gas needed to heat homes,
schoolsand businesseand the fuels needed to run power plamy. participating in thdRGGil,
Massachusetthas capped power plant emissions of carbon dioxide, the most prevalent
greenhouse gadmportantly, Massachusetts has committed to reinvesting at |leqsr8@ntof
the proceeds from the auction of RGGI allowances back into energy efficiency programs, which
will save consumers hundreds of millions of dollarSeeG.L. c. 258 19(a). In adlition,
Massachusetts has adopted the GWE®Aich calls for economywide reductions inGHGs
starting in 2020, making it ever more critical to achieve climate benefits through energy
efficiency, and other efforts (such as enhancements in the transpostatton).

Collectively, the programs contained in this Plan are expected to prtwiedeyear
cumulativeannual savings &,625,600MWH and lifetime savings d30,884,096MWH. Based
on the regi onds emissions aateethege difeticme MYgsavengswill avoid
9,759,00Cshort tons of CQ 2,300shorttons of SQ, and 1,100shorttons of NOx In addition,
these programs will provide naglectric benefits such as reductions in fuel oil and water use.

Under climate cap and trade prograsueh asthe RGGI, the GWSA, and a potential
federal program, investment in energy efficiency is recognized as the most effective cost
containment and consumer protection tool. Indeed, the Program Administrators expect that a
significant portion of the teey e ar Pl ands f undiprogeedw of theale oo me f r

RGGI allowances. Investing cap and trade proceeds in energy efficiency lowers energy
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consumpion, which reduces GH&and the demand for allowances. The result is a lower price
for carbon Howances and lower overall cost of the cap and trade program
3. Net Benefits and Cost Effectiveness Summary with Summary Table

The Program Administrators have projected the expected benefits and costs associated
with this statewide Plan consistenith ther e qui r ement s o Orderih B.P.Departr
0850A. Inthis O der , Aithe Department reaffirms that
appropriate test for evaluation of the eeffectiveness of ratepay&unded energy efficiency
programs. O

To canduct theTRC test, Program Administrators routinely update tHsenefit/cost
screening models to reflect new assumptions relating to program costs and benefits, the discount
rate, the general rate of inflatioand avoided costs.To this end, the Progma Administrators
contracted wittBynapse Energy Economitsprovide an updated avoidedst study, which was
completed o August 21, 2009.In generalthe benefit categories in the TRC tastlude the
value of energy savings, gas and electric systeneflbtgnand other measurable benefits (for
example, participant resource benefits, participantresource benefitsand benefits du¢o
measurable market effects).

Costs included in the TRC test include all Program Administrator costs and program
partidpant costs. Program Administrator costs include program implementation expenses,
evaluation costs, proposed performance incentives, and the tabtylidbr performance
incentives’ Program participant costs includtial costs incurred bgustomersas a result of
their participation in the program.

The benefit/cost screening model uses all of this data to calculate the present value of the

program benefits and costs, and then calculates ratios of thess walproduce BCRs for the

° Performancericentives are not applicable to the Cape Light Compleiase see D.P.U. (®-A at 51.
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TRC test. The pesent value of costs and benefits is calculated over the expected duration of the
useful life of the measures installufoughthe program.
The table belowsummarizes the expected benefits, costs, and BCR for the portfolio of

programs the Program Admitigtors propose to implement over the thyear period. For

more detailed information see tabirsSection I1.D below

Total Resource Cost Test, 2010-2012

Sector B/C Ratio Net Benefits Benefits Costs (1)
Residential 3.58 $1,104,120,727 $1,531,264,772 $427,144,045
Residential New Construction & Major
Renovation 1.98 28,492,771 57,645,930 29,153,159
Residential Cooling & Heating Equipment 1.40 7.476.158 26.277.886 18,801,728
Multi-Family Retrofit 2.61 84,245,217 136,537,288 52,292,070
MassSAVE 5.73 825,687,921 1,000,269,778 174,581,856
O Power 4.73 17,484,402 22,174,990 4,690,587
ENERGY STAR Lighting 3.66 172,525,091 237,497,052 64,971,961
ENERGY STAR Appliances 2.05 26,036,670 50,861,849 24,825,180
Residential Education Program n/a nla n/a 6,869,476
Workforce Development n/a n/a n/a 1,043,382
Heat Loan Program n/a n/a n/a 27,852,773
Deep Energy Retrofit n/a n/a n/a 5,959,341
Power Monitor Pilot nla n/a n/a 124,534
Residential New Construction & Major
Renovation - Major Renovation statewide pilot n/a n/a n/a 1,987,601
Residential New Construction Multi Family (4-
8 story) statewide pilot n/a n/a n/a 1,710,324
Residential New Construction Lighting Design
statewide pilot n/a nla n/a 360,128
Residential New Construction V3 Energy Star
Homes statewide pilot n/a n/a n/a 305,329
Heat Pump Water Heater Pilot n/a n/a n/a 68,402
Residential Technical Development n/a n/a n/a 59,331
Hot Roofs n/a n/a n/a 26,565
Home Automation n/a n/a nla 49,738
Community Based Pilot n/a n/a n/a 986,830
Statewide Marketing & Education n/a n/a n/a 4.624.901
EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 3,698,608
DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 1,738,895
Sponsorships & Subscriptions n/a n/a n/a 361,347
Low Income 2.77 $251,444,162 $393,708,089 $142,263,927
Low-Income Residential New Construction 2.18 5115231 9.446.904 4,331,673
Low-Income 1 to 4 Family Retrofit 2.82 135,868,078 210,666,401 74,798,323
Low-Income Multi Family Retrofit 2.92 114,175,767 173,594,784 59,419,017
Statewide Marketing & Education n/a nla n/a 490 455
Low-Income Energy Affordability Network
Funding n/a n/a n/a 2,557,806
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DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 666,653
Commercial & Industrial 3.21 $2,356,608,591 $3,423,863,082 $1,067,254,490
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation 3.93 597.914.714 801.789.082 203.874.368
C&I New Construction and Major Renovation -
Government 6.27 11,562,546 13,756,214 2,193,668
Ca&l Large Retrofit 3.21 1,389,071,914 2,017,468,818 628,396,904
Large C&Il Retrofit - Government 389 5991 129 8 064.562 2073.433
C&l Small Retrofit 2.76 356,968,946 559,428,573 202,459,627
C&l Small Retrofit - Government 2.49 13,987,479 23,355,833 9,368,355
Community Based Pilot n/a n/a n/a 1325525
Statewide Marketing & Education nla nla nla 4,164,370
EEAC Consultants n/a n/a n/a 7,448,298
DOER Assessment n/a n/a n/a 3,539,214
Sponsorships & Subscriptions n/a n/a n/a 2.410,730
GRAND TOTAL 3.27 $3,712,173,481 $5,348,835,943 $1,636,662,463

4.

Progress Towards een Communities A&equirements and Goals
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technological advances and market changes. That said, thaRrAgministrators respectfully
submit that this Plan, which calls for an increase, by 2012, in annual saviayjaasit triple
2008 levels and increased expenditures on energy efficiency progfaimsost 4.5 time2008
expenditures, falls squarely withthe appropriate range of bold effort contemplated under the
Green Communities Actln developing this proposal and assessing the issue of the acquisition
of all available coseffective energy efficiency under the Act, the Program Administrators
referredto six primary sources, which are outlined below.

First, the Program Administrators referred to thandatesof the Green Comuomities
Act, in particular G.L. c.25, 8 25(b) which specifiesthat the Plans should provide for a
fisustainedand integrated stewide energy efficency ef f ort . p The PrEgmmhasi s
Administratorsinterprett he use of t he t easnndicatnglétandesrebyo i n
the General Court that the energy efficiency efforts being undertaken pursuant to the Plan
constitute steps in a mulyear, sustainedeffort rather than a sheterm, and likely highly
leveraged, effort to obtain all available cestective energy efficiency in a three or even a six
year period.

Second, the Program Administrators referredatoyd car ef ul l'y revi ewec
Priorities Resolutionand subsequently engaged in numerous discussions with the Council and
its Consultants, which resulted in the negotiated targets and savings goals set forth in the October
6" Resolution. T o d s filirly seeks to be expressly consistent with the OctoBaReolution
with respect to savings goals.

Third, the Program Administratorsals r ef err ed t orderm®P.D.Op ar t mer
50-A. The Department notexh D.P.U. 0850-A that, consistentvith the Green Communities

Act, the consideration of rate impacts of energy efficiency prograost be factored into the
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development othe Plans. More specifically, in D.P.U. @&-A, the Department stated that the
Green Communities Act requires thedaetment to:

Aconsider the effect of rate increases on
when reviewing proposals for increased funding of energy efficiency activities.

G.L. c. 25, 8§ 19(a).The assessment of rate impacts from the energy efficiency

programs will be important to the Department, and we expect that it will be of

importance to many of the Massachusetts energy efficiency stakeholders.
Therefore, consistent wi t h the Act, and
traditional review of any change irates, charges and tariffs subject to our

jurisdiction, we will require Program Administrators to include in their tyess

energy efficiency plans a comprehensive and-detlumented assessment of rate

impacts and average bill impacts associated withir energy efficiency
activities. . . The Department does not e
single standard that can be used to determine whether a particular rate or average

bill impact associated with a particular energy efficiency plan te@eable.

Instead, we expect Program Administrators to present a comprehensive estimate

of how energy efficiency programs are |ik
average bills, and describe why the estimated impacts are appropriate in light of

the expeted benefits of the energy efficiency programs.

D.P.U. 0850-A at 5657 (quotations in text).As set forth inSection Il.E,of the Plan, the
Program Administrators have analyzatliing impacts in proposing thiBlan and believe that the

Plan appropriatglbalances the need for bold action, with the need to avoid rate continuity issues
and the possible negative effects that bill impact concerns could have on the overall success of
the Plan.

Fourth, Program Administrators referred to the Assessipiesentd a t the Coun
meeting on June 23, 2009.The Assessment is included in Appendix FThe Program
Administrators submit that the Assessment helps them and the Council address the requirements
of the Act, and that it is appropriate for inclusion in thianPat this time as an initial
presentation, subject to the qualifications and discussion befswnoted above, the Program

Administratorssubmitt h a t use of t énergyteficiemeynithe Aca(aslogpbsede 0
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to fAachi evabl emandates consigecatior wft bill aahdorate impacts of energy
efficiency programs in the developmenttbfeeyearPlars, and believe that a consideration of
bill impacts must be factored into the establishment of the savings goals for the Plan.
Importantly, tle Council Resolution of July 14, 2009 expressly recognizes the need to consider
bill impacts in establishing savings goals for the Pi&aeAppendix F. While the Assessment is
a useful tool and guidepost, it was not developed in order to addresspaititsywith specificity.
Additionall vy, savings goals of fAabouto three
are at the very high, aggressive end of the spectrum of reasonableness foteanmoagalysis
(i.e. tenryear period). The Programdfinistrators note that for the upcoming thyear period,
savings forecasts must also reflect additional steonh factors, such as contractor infrastructure
constraints, the current economic downturn, and equipment availability. (Commendably, the
Assessment expressly recognizes the need for a4gmip the savings levels set forth therein,
and avoids fixing an exact numeric standard,
forth its three percent estimate.) The goals outlined in thesssnt are also at the aggressive
end of the spectrum, in part because they do not reflect several other issues that negatively affect
savings. Such considerations include:

e The history of successful energy efficiency activity in Massachusetts, which,

while commendable, also makes increased energy efficiency more difficult than
in other statesited in the Assessment

e Current economic trends, which include decreased retail activity, decreased
residential new construction permits (down approximatelypéeat from 2007
to 2008) and business skidawns or ramglowns, all of which decrease available
savings opportunities;

e The impact of smulus funding o new energy efficiency efforts, which will
make it more difficult for Program Administrators toergerate sangs
independently; and
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e The Assess m@enhtd 0.5 pergestmnuab $avings from CHRwvhich
figures appear high based on activities undertaken to date by the Program
Administrators.

The Program Administrators note that achieving exact precisioanyn assessment of all

available energy effiency is not coseffective,and thusn their comments on the Assessment

they recommend the adoption obeademrange of resultgtwo percent to three percent savings)

thanareset forth in the Assessmenthdt said, the Assessment has served as a valuable tool for

the Program Administrators and all Council members, and the Program Administrators

appreciate the efforts of all Council members and the Consultants in developing the Assessment
Fifth, in devebping their target savings for the Plans, the Program Administrators

referred to, among others, the following primary studies and asabjdechnical potentialthe

NEEP 2005 study of #AEconomically Achievabl e E

the AMassachusetts Residenti al Appliance Satu

Corporation; ANat ur al Gas Energy Efficiency F

Inc., and Summit Blue Consulting, April 2009; and the Federal Energy &egul

Commi ssionds April 3, 2009 AEl ectric Mar ket O

and Gdhbebesstudies have helped the Program Administrators identify and determine cost

effecive achievable savings level§hese studies are referedda the Bibliography attached as

Appendi x C and ar e avaiwwardeeacogt hdeidebsnici ¢ 6s

Sixth, the Program Administrators reviewed and discussed their own experience in
implementing ationally-recognizedcenergy efficiency progranwsverthe pastwo decades. The

Program Administrators met collaboratively on a frequent and intense tbadetermine the

6 As noted in Section II.H, the Programs Administrators recemd that a detailed technical potential study

be performed during the course of the initial thyear Plan and that an updated assessment of all available
energy efficiency be prepared in connection with the next-4yeaeplan to take effect in 201& the next
assessment, the Program Administrators would seakdeess the issues described in this Pdad focus

on more Massachusetpecific data, which should become more fully developed over the next several
years.

29


http://www.ma-eeac.org/

appropriate savings goals armidgets to propose in this Plan, and carefully consdle
comments and feedback on the initial April 30 Pamd subsequent July 16 Plawithout
limiting the foregoing, each Program Administrator was required to make projections for its
individual service areaand was given the opportunitto commenton oter Program

Ad mi ni sprojeaidn® and sbatewide projections.

As a result of this iterative and ongoing process, and after consideration of all these
factors, and, in particular, the Octobef” &Resolution,the Program Administrators, acting by
unaninous consensus, are submitting thpxlatedPlan. In the following sectianthe Program
Administrators provide a more detailed discussionceftain issues regarding assessing all
available, coseffective energy efficiency

ii. Further Discussion ofthe Pocga m Admi ni stratorso A
Activities andof Key Barriers and Challenges

For purposes of this statewide Plan, the Program Administrats also assesséthe
estimated lifetimecost reliability and magnitudeof all available energy efficiency aneémand
reduction resources that areeest f ect i ve or | ess @Gk p82l&h)(e t ha
(emphasis added) In particular, the Program Administrators have specifically set forth the
estimatedcostsassociated with thavailableenergy efficency proposed for the PlaBeeSection
II.D. Based upon many years of experience and study, the Program Administrators have also
assessed theliability of energy efficiency resources and note that energy efficiency resources
have proven to produce petent savings and be reliable over the extended life of installed
measures; indeed, energy efficiency has been a notably reliable part of the services that Program
Administrators have provided over many yearBhe Program Administrators have similarly
provided an assessment of thegnitudeof the benefits and costs associated with obtaining

these resourcesSeeSection II.D Without limiting future assessment activities, the Program
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Administrators recommend that a comprehensive technical potentiglstugerformed during
the period 20142012 that targets both electric and gas end uSash a technical potential study

will be a useful tool in future assessments under the Act

iil. Key FactorsChallenges and Market Barriers

This Massachusetts statewiddar® aggressively advances energy efficiency in the
Commonwealth and positionMassachusettsas the national leader in energy efficiency
investmes. The Green Communities Aaquires that electric and natural gas resource needs
shall first be met througall available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are
cost effective or less expensive than suppin this subsection of the Plan, the Program
Administrators discuss certain key factors, challenges and market barriers that haee fator
their assessment of the achievable level of energy efficiency set forth in the Plan.

e Electric and natural gas resource needs shall first be met through all
available energy efficiency and demand reduction resources that are cost
effective or les expensive than supply.

A The Program Administrators recognize that energy efficiency
investments are the fastest way to address growing energy demands.
Efficiency programs can be scaled and implemented in a short period
of time, often in one to threeeqrs. Energy efficiency programs and
demand reduction programs reduce demand for en#igseby also
reducing GHGs In addition to emission reductions and energy
savings, demandide management also brings benefits of lower water
use and reduced envinmental damage from fossil fuel extraction.

The programs and initiatives contained in this Plan outline bold action

and are intended to serve as the first resource by which to meet overall
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energy demand. The Program Administrators developed this Plan
leveraging knowledge and expertise they have gained over the past
two decades delivering nationallgcognized energy efficiency
programs that have provided energy consumers with significant
savings.
e The acquisition plan for all available costeffective energy efficiency
recognizes the significant barriers that must be overcome in order to achieve
the aggressive goals outlined in the plan.
A The significant ramyup of energy efficiency savings outlined in this
Plan provides a strong foundationo rapidly provde the
Commonwealth and its residents (including businesses and low
income customers) with all realistically achievable energy effigienc
This Plan, which strives to obtaaill realisti@lly achievable energy
efficiency, is also grounded in an undersiagdf market barriers and
deliberately strives t@ddresssignificant market barrierand policy
concerns
e Market Barriers
To be successful in energy efficiency, the programs must bridge the four
major market barriers aiwarenessavailability, accessibity, and d@fordability.
These barriers affect custmesasaressabdthedopt i
ability of Program Administrators to achieve and obtain savind$is Plan
outlines many initiatives that Program Administrators feel are critichtidging
these four majomarket barriers.

A Awarenessis a barrier that historicallwasnot confronted on a grand
scale, given capped budgetmarketing, and outreach. hiE Plan
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recognizeshat enhancegublic educationmarketing and outreach
including communitybased measures,will be needed to achieve
deeper and broader penetration. Deeper penetration refers to the
promotion of additional costffective technologies and strategies to
capture comprehensive, whdeilding savings among the tradiial

base of expected program participants. This deeper penetratio
requi res r ai avarengss gnd untlerstandipgaohthe saue
of investing in additional measures that create increased savings per
participant.  In addition to expanding marketi and incentive
strategies, this Plan incorporates other strategies to overcome
awareness barriers, with the goal of dramatically increasing the level
of participation among eligible customerss., making participation
broader Broader penetration canclude outreach tdraditionally
hardto-reach customer groups)cluding economically marginalized
communities angroups where English is not the first language.

Avalilability is a barrier when manufacturers either do not produce or
do not effectively rarket significant quantities of energy efficiency
products. Availability may be constrained alsolinyited workforce

or delivery mechanisms.The challenge for manufacturinig the
energy efficiency sector is to respomat onlytot he Commonweal t
efficiency increases, but also to increases across the nation. This
challenge is compounded by tlarrenteconomic crisiswhich has
hinderedmanufacturing from making additional investmenksom a
workforce perspective, Program Administrators recognitet t
additional workforce must be trained and deployed to effectively
deliver the programsThis is not an insignificant barrier.

Accessibilityi s anot her mar ket barrier whi
access to the product. To mitigate this barrier, gRim
Administrators must connect with ma&lream market actorsuch as
distribution retailers, to help ensure that products are displayed and
stocked in sufficient quantity. The program descriptions set forth in

this Plan provide for work with key narket actors, and include
campaigns fotraining and marketingas well agproposedcommunity
mobilization outreach strategies.

Affordability is a market barrier resulting from the initial cost of
energy efficiency solutions. With the current economic @mvirent,
Program Administrators are concerned that affordability is a major
barrier and one that is more difficult to predict as customer buying
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patterns have changed dramatically with the advent of more limited
credit. The Plansttemptto mitigate this arrier through the use of
incentives and loan mechanisnas well as through the use of-biti

and other broadly accessible financing mechanisms.

e Policy Concerns
In addition to markebatrriers, it is important to also understand the policy
concernsthat need to be addressed to secure all achievable energy efficiency.
Theseinclude economic, sustainability, and regulatory concerns.

A Economicobst acles are particularly rel
The Program Administrat odous value c ogn i
but also understand that it is important to consider the rate impacts of
the rampup of these programs. Given the societal sensitivity to the
cost of the programs, this Plan discusses the associated preliminary
expected bill impacts of programmplementation.Detailed bill impact
analyses for each Program Administratoe being prowed in the
PA-specific Fansand will alsocontain the information required by the
Depar t mesirt DORsU. @850d\ and D.P.U. 0&0-B.

A Sustanability of the programs is an important consideratfon the
Plan Many advocates, including the Program Administrators, stress
that in achieving all available energy efficiency, the annual efforts
mustalso strive tdoe sustainable for the long terrthis sustainality
is vital to supporthe health of the economgnd the growth of the
workforce and infrastructure needed to ensure the Hemgn benefits
of these efforts

A Regulatory Concerns include the support of strong regulatory
frameworks that complementthe ® gr am Ad mi n4dusof r at or ¢
programs These frameworks create a healthy regulatory infrastructure
by which Program Administrators can confidently advance programs
knowing that there is clarity in the regulatory rules and process and the
opportunity to align shareholder objectives with public policy
objectives. The Program Administrators will look to the Council, the
DOER, the Department, and other interested stakeholders for a
continuation of their strong record of clear guidance and consistent
policy making.
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¢ Assessing technical potential
As noted above,he Program Administrators usedultiple resourcego
build a robust understanding of the potential for all availableeffsttive energy
efficiency and demanceduction resources. These resesrcinclude the
Assessment, thmaterials and data amassed by @wnsultantsthe NEEP 2005
study of AEconomically A c bntia¢ wna el e Ene

Engl atnhdeo , 2009 AMassachusetts Residenti a

conducted by Opiniolbynamics Cop or at i on, ANatur al Gas
Potenti al in Massachusettso by GDS Assc
April 20009, and the Federal Energy Reg

AEl ectric Mar ket Over vi ewce StadlardE and r g y |
G o a | SeeAgpendix C and the \&bsite.

These studies all are grounded in the definition of technical potential as
Aithe complete penetration of all measur
deemed technically feasibleom an enmeering perspective. Theethnical
Potential does not necessarily take into account-eftettiveness, budget
constraints, or whether homeowners or businesses are willing to undertake energy
saving actions or investmeris.

Economically Achievable EneygEfficiency Potential isdefined as that
portion of the échnicalpotential that is coseffective (either from a customer,

societa) or total resources perspectivelhis threeyear Plan aggressively targets

Economically Achievable Eneyg=fficiency Potential in New England, May 2005; prepared by Optimal
Energy, Inc. for Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership, Inc.
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all costeffective energyefficiency resourcg but the Plan is also grounded by
realistic constraints t@achievableprogram implementation such as market and
policy barriers.Such barri ers | e a dbtainingalltavailable Pl an 0
or realistically achievable potentied a manner that lmiws for a sustained effort
and that does not create unacceptable gbort bill impacts
Realistically achievabl e potenti al
program implementation, including financial, political, and regulatory barriers
that are likelyto limit the amount of savings that might be achieved through
energy efficiency and® ldieersfars, decognizesppatn s e p
the market and policy barriers.After almost two decades of successfully
implementing energy efficiency progns, the Program Administrators have an
in-depth understanding of these barriers and were able to integrate their
knowledge of both market and poliogoncernswith the various technical
potential studies used to inform this Plarhe program incentive degi, delivery
models, and support infrastructure developed by the Program Administrators and
discussed irsectionll.F of this Plan are grounded incareful review of different
types of potential
5. Demand Respongssues
The Program Administrators are wlor ng t o i ncorporate Deman:
measures in all offerings, as appropriate, over the term of this Plan. A number of these resources
are detailed in the program descriptions found in Section Il.F below. In addition, as technical

assessment stwel are undertaken for customers, the studies will also address how to make the

Assessment of Achievable Potential from Energy Efficiency and Demand Response Programs in the U.S.
(2010-2030), Januar2009; Electric Power Research Institute.
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proposed energy efficiency measures demand responsive through load automation techniques
(e.g, recommending specific load management algorithms within any energy management
software for lighting, Heating Ventilation, and ABondi ti oni ng (AHVACO) , a
applications). In addition, the studies would identify other options available for customers to
manage their loads in the event that the customer takes advantamelgfpricing options from

energy suppliers, or participates ingoing ISONew En gl aNnEdo )( fiplrSo@ r a ms T
the FCM. In short, enabling an energy efficiency measure to be demand responsive will be less
expensive if it is done at the time theeasure is installed versus having to retrofit gon@gram

energy management software in the future

6. Competitive Procurement

Historically, the Program Administrators have utilized the competitive procurement
procesgo retaincontractors and vendots performactivities includingbut not limited to: audit
delivery; quality control; monitoring and evaluatiomarketing and website design. The
Program Administrators are committed to utilizing competitive procurement practices to the
fullest extentthroughout the implementation of this PlanTherefore, consistent with past
practice, the Program Administrators anticipate that they will issue Requests for Proposals
(ARFPsO0) t 0 e n g a g-partyt venglorsa@povide penergy effeientysaes, d
will consider the input and direction of the Council and its Consultants with respect to the
retention of necessary consultants, and, where necessary, will work collaboratively to ensure that
energy efficiency services have been procured in a manaieminimizes cost to the ratepayers,
while maximizing the associated benefits of that investment. The Program Administrators
recognize, however, that there are firms who may be qualified to perform some, but not all of the

tasks generally included ihé contracts for program delivery services. To further the job growth
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and retention goals of the Act, the Program Administrators will workexpand the pool of
qualified program vendorgo promote the entry of new market actors into subcontractor, roles
and make transparernhe subcontractor bidding process and the selection criteria used to
evaluate proposals One area ofspecial focus will be increasinthe number of qualified
weatherization contractors, through expanded training opportunities.

7. Gas aml Electric Program Integration and Coordination; Seamless
Delivery

i. Background/General Overview

In this section of the Plan, which is commonrbfuth the statewide electric Plan and the
statewide gs Plan, the Program Administrators describe the approaoht=mplated under the
Pl ans to provide seamless program delivery fr
of program integration, collaboratipand coordination. In preparing this section, the Program
Administrators primarily referred to fibe sources: (1) the Green Communities Acf2) the
Council 0s Priori@®i)eseaRés oPlruotgiroanm Aadnndi-field st r at c
experience. In compiling this section of the Plan, the Program Administrators also took note of
presentatons@ém t he Consultants to the Council, i nd
meetings, and input from various parties program desigrworking groups and internal
discussions. Based upon this review, the Program Administrators propose the following
methalology to integrate and coordinate gas and electric program offerings in an enhanced
manner, with the ultimate (and related) goals of simplifying participation for customers and
increasing energy savings in a ceffective manner.The Program Administrats note that they
will continue to work through the various issues associated with program integration in a
collaborative fashion with the Council and its Consultants throughout theyibaegeriod
referenced in the Plan
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a) TheAct

The core provisionsf the Act that relate to program integration are set forth below. The
Act is explicit that gas programs are to be administered by the gas Program Administrators and
electric programs are to be administered by electric Program Administrators. In pgriicth

respect to electric programs, the Act provides:

The programs shall be administered by the electric distribution companies and by
municipal aggregatorswith energy plans certified by the Department under
Subsection (b) of Section 164 of Chapter.164

. . . In authorizing such programs, the Department shall ensure that they are
delivered in a costffective manner capturing all available efficiency
opportunities, minimizing administrative costs to the fullest extent practicable and
utilizing competitve procurement processes to the fullest extent practicable.

G.L. c. 25, § 19(a) (emphasis added).

Similarly, with respect to gas programs, the Act provides:

The Department may approve and fund gas energy efficiency programs proposed
by gas distribution copanies including, but not limited to, demand side
management programs. Energy efficiency activities eligible for funding under
this section shall include combined heat and power and geothermal heating and
cooling projects. Funding may be supplementedulgs authorized by Section

21. The programs shall be administered by the gas distribution compdnies
authorizing such programs, the Department shall ensure that they are delivered in
a costeffective manner capturing all available efficiency oppottes)
minimizing administrative costs to the fullest extent practicable and utilizing
competitive procurement processes to the fullest extent practicable.

G.L. c. 25, § 19(a) (emphasis added).
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The Act goes further with respect to integration and cootidimaand specifically
provides:

The Council shall, as part of the approval process by the Department, seek to

maximize net economic benefits through energy efficiency and load management

resources and to achieve energy, capacity, climate and environngeais!
througha sustained and integrated statewide energy efficiency .effort

The Council shall, as part of its review of plans, examine opportumitieffer

joint programsproviding similar efficiency measures that save more than 1 fuel
resourceor to coordinate programgdargeted at saving more than one fuel
resource. Any costs for joint programs shall be allocated equitably among the
efficiency programs.

G.L. c. 25, 8§ 22(b) (emphasis added).

This statutory backgroundstablisheghe clear intentiorof the General Courfor the
Plansto build upon the expertise developed by the Program Administratioes statutory
language makes clear alsbat the gas and electric Program Administrators altenately
resmnsible for the implementatioaf gas and lectric programsrespectivelyunder the Act.
The Counci l is tasked with seeking to achiev
efficiency efforto and ensuring that opportur
progr amsox amienddu.l | yTree Program Administrators

build upon, and are consistent with, this explicit statutory guidance
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b) The Council s Priorities Resol

In its Priorities Resolution adopted on March 24, the Council provided medi@ the
Program Administrators in terms of its goals regarding program integration and seamless

delivery. Most specifically, in Section 2 of its Priorities Resolution, the Council stated:

In order to plan for the successful-gaing attainment of theasings goals
derived from the Geen Communities Act, the PAare expected to develop
strategies to provide comprehensive treatment and to acquire deep savings in
customer facilities.The Council also expects the PAs to develop and implement a
comprehensi outreach, communication, and marketing strategy to inform and
encourage program participatiorand to support the development of the
infrastructure necessary to provide these efficiency services.

Priorities Resolution, Section 2 (emphasis added).

In Secion 22 of its Priorities Resolution, the Council further stated that:

The PAs shall strive to maximize seamless delivery to the customer, without
duplication or complexity, regardl ess of
utility typeby:

e Simplifying the number of programs in which a property can participate
and instead develop comprehensive shpglimt programs that take a
whole building approach to energy savings, while seamlessly integrating
electric and gas efficiency measures into one program

¢ Streamlining program administration so
out only one application that encompasses gas and electric programs and
is blind to a propertydéds rate class or

e Developing consistency and coordination across setgitiories so that
entities with multiple locations across the Commonwealth receive program
services (gas, electric and some renewable) in a manner that reduces
administrative burdens.

¢ Implementing intewtility, inter-fuel type, and interate class fuding
mechanisms which enable single point programs for properties that are
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served by two PAs, properties that have multiple rate class meters, and/or
properties that are participating in whddeilding approach programs.

e Including a shared chapter in theag and electric plans that describes
how programs specifically integrate gas and electric initiatives to
maximize overall utility savings

SeePriorities Resolution, Sectior2Zemphasis added).

The Program Administrators have sought to be responsithes®e priorities in their
proposals, noting that a number of these goals will be approacteghasecdffort that will
necessarily take time to succeed fully. Where the Program Administrators have points of
amplification with respect to certain of tleespecific goals of the Council, they are set forth
below. Further, the Program Administrators have established target dates for certain core

integration milestones, which are noted in Section Il.A.7.iv below
c) The Experience of the Program Administrators

Gas and electric Program Administrators have historically engaged in coordinated and
integrated activities to serve common customers. In the C&l sector, such activities, while
productive, have been less formal amalve beerapproached on an individuabgis, typically
involving extensive efforts to serve large customers in a coordinated fashion. These efforts have
resulted in some notable successes throughout the Commonivealfthe Program
Administrators seek to build on these successes and the lésaorexd in these projects as they
move to a more standardized approach to integration and coordination. In the residential sector,
the Program Administrators, working cooperatively with the DOER, have fully coordinated and

integrated several activitiemost notably in the development and operation ofRésidential

Examples of successful joint gas and electric projects include, without limitation, the Hampden County

Sheriffés Office Project, t he,andtheMedfieldSchoals\Rroject.c e Sani
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Conservation Services (ARCSOD ambrel paogr @ameu
new conguction program and statewide lamcome program arawardwinning approacésto
statewideconsistency and market development of whole building performance in both the new
construction and retrofit markets. The Program Administrators are seeking to leverage on this
experience and create higher quality and more comprehensive approachesogpareiding a

seamless experience from the customer s persp

ii. Benefits of Enhanced Integration and Coordination

The core potential benefits of increased integration and coordination of gas and electric

programs include:

. Enhancedcustomer serviceincluding fuetblind recommendations and
priorities for energy savings and simplified application processes.

. Simplified consistent messaging to customers and other market actors.

. Economies and efficiency in program delivery.

. Capturing more comprehensigavings at participating facilities.

. Improved coseffectiveness analysis that ensures all energy and non

energy benefits are identified and accounted for.
. Improved BCRghat reflect benefits of both gas and electric measures.
By ensuring that customeunderstand all of the options for energy efficiency available
to them through both gas and electric program offerings, the Program Administrators believe that
customers will be encouraged to implement a more comprehensive package of measures, thereby
maxmizing energy savings. Once the programs are fully implemented, customers and the
practitioners designing buildings will have knowledge of, and access to, the wide array of

program offerings accessible to them through one convenient systems selec®®s pro
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iii. Specific Approaches and Actions Regarding Gas and Electric
Program Integration and Coordination

In order to achieve enhanced program integration and coordination, the Program
Administrators propose the following approaches and activithsnoted above, these efforts
will be refined and further developeds the Program Administrators continue their
implementation planning for the programs included in the Plan. The Program Administrators

will be including updates on their integration effartgheir progress reporting

a) Definitions and Terminology for Integration Efforts

Both the Green Communities Act and the Col
Ai ntegrationd and fAcoordinationo wi thireewlat any
common understanding of these terms, the Program Administrators have developed the
following working definitions. Integration refers totaking previously separatentities and
blending themnto a unified wholei(e., the multi-family program oférsboth gas and electric
measures, and within each fuel, measures thahateate traditionally considereddr e si dent i a
and those that are considered AC&IO. 8 e all
distinction, coordinationdenotes organizingvo or more separate entities so that they align to
achieve a common goal. For example, the Progkdministrators will integraténeir marketing
efforts to prevent customer confusion, but wiko coordinat@egional variations to maximize
their effeciveness. Throughout the Plan, the Program Administrators use both of these

paradigms, as appropriate, to deliver a seamless experience for program patrticipants

b)  Specific Building Blocks for Integration Applications

While the strategies for achievingtégration may vary between programs, the Program

Administrators will utilize a common set of building blocks that apply to multipleused and
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fuel sources to address integration/coordination issues, as well as applying consistent prescriptive
applicatons where appropriate, regardless of technology. In so doing, the Program
Administrators will develop a consistent incentive structure and desigp percentage of
incrementalcost), so that they may offeustomes a package of measures for gas aretteic
energy efficiency opportunitie3.he success of the Program Administrators in addressing this
strategic goal (with the coll aborative assi st
of many working group meetings) is perhaps best demaoedtby the integrated gas and electric
program designs, adopted with the unanimous consendllofjas and electric Pgoam
Administrators in both this Plan and the plan being filed simultaneously today by the gas
Program Administrators.
Additionally, the Program Administrators continue ttevelop a single set of program
rules for application regardless of fuel typeg technical assistance -pay offer, TRC cost
effectiveness guidelines, payback limits, eligibility). Further, electric Program Adraboist
will include the savings associated with those measures that save oil in the screening for cost
effectiveness in accor dan%escreening duiddifree Depart me
The Program Administrators intend to develop a common customeriengee that can
be monitored, measurednd enhanced over time, aras suchwill develop this integration
experiencebasedon a single set of common assumptions for prescriptive meaasudeproject
screening, thereby allowing both electric and gas nmieasio be evaluated consistently. The
Program Administrators note, however, that differences will remain with respect to transmission
and distribution (AT&DOo) -smedfic linelesdes, giedmw thoasé vy c 0 s
cost catgoriesare ungue to gas and electridVVith respect to efforts or initiatives that are -end

use or measure specifie.§, Cool Choice and certain outreach efforts to trade allies and
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manufacturers), there will appropriately be some gas and electric differenceghiziend uses
associated with the meassr Fowever, where possible, the Program Administrators are
committed to integrating these initiatives.

Each Program Administrator will be able to provide the data required for jointly
assessing the new integratextmdinated programs as they are implemented. In analyzing
upstream marketing and distribution strategies for a single integrated approach, the Program
Administrators will focus on inemased consistency and integratiovith trade allies,
manufacturers, mket actors and market channels, and will develop guidelines for allocating
program costs and savings among different fuel customers for joint programs where benefits
accrue to each energy system.

Lastly, the Program Administrators will work to developnsistent messaging to
customers regarding program offerings and the availability of measures for both gas and electric
measures.The Progam Administrators will workcollaborativelyto coordinate and implement
to the fullest extent possible an integrateord coordination strategy dog the initial threeyear
Plan periods

c) Enhanced Program Designs For Integration/Coordination

The Program Administrators, through various working group structures, have utilized the
building blocks desibed above to devep enhancedorogram designs which specifically
address the integration/coordination 1issues
Resolution. The integrated designs, collaboratively developed through a working group process
with the Coltans,carelsét SorthGro $estion II.F The Program Administrators
respectfully submit that thisvel of integrated effort, on a statewide basis that ipsupd by

each gas and electirogram Administrator, has not been surpassed in the United. States
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One unique example of integration techniques is found in the new, collaboratively
developed multfamily program (a key focus of many Council membe#s)the cornerstone of
the nulti-family integration model is the provision of faMu-Family Marketl nt egr at or ¢
function The main responsibility of thilulti-Family Market Integratowill be to manage a
project in a seamless manner for the customer. Given that one sizeotidésalt in this
market, the working @up developed a model that is scédadnd thus able to support projects
that run the gamut from simple to very complex. Thhaug the project lifecyclecustomes
will be able to turn to theéMulti-Family Market Integrator to facilitateesponses to their
inquiries, thus eliminating the ad for customers to directly contact multiple parties.

Currently, all program design teanmpéan to continue to work to ensure that: a) all
Program Administrators remain abreast of the key energy efficiency activities of other Program
Administrators; b) eergy efficiency implementation activities and efforts by all Program
Administrators are integrated and coordinated to the optimal extent; c) statewide marketing and
media campaigns are developed with easynderstand communications for all customerst an
d) best practices and integration/coordination efforts in other jurisdictions are reviewed and
discussed to maximize collaboration efforts and build on the experiences in other regions. In so
doing, the Program Administrators have committed to the aggaiocess of collaboration and
integration in a manner that will ultimately result in program offerings for customers that offer
as mucht dmpnehoppingod as is practically feasib

d) Specific Program Integration and Coordination Challenges

While the Program Administrators fully support the integration and coordination goals
set forth in both the Act and the Council ds F

the substantial timeequired toaccomplish these joint objective3he Progam Administrators
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note that completing the integration/coordination efforts is a time intensive process given the
number of programs involved, the existing variances between Program Administrator offerings
and number of program design elements (measmamtives, delivery mechanisms) that must
be addressed. In addition, the Program Administrators will reeesstie RFPs and review any
responsivebids for the services required to support the enhanced program designs associated
with the Plan. This too M/take time

Lastly, the Program Administrators are committed to performing due diligence with
respect to best practices both within and outside of Massachusetts. So doing will allow the
Program Administrators to maximize expected savings and williggonew information on
those measures that are seeing success in the marketplace. The Program Administrators will
continue to research best practices thhmug the thregrear period, and will review current
studies and findings before making the sulistarprogrammatic changes contempdbity both
the Act and t hesodtmnsnci | 6s Priority Re

e) Integrated Marketing Efforts

The Program Administrators have worked collaboratively with  DOER and other
interested parties to establish a comprehensive ated)rpublic outreach and education
marketing initiative. Section Il.rovides a more thorough discussion of the marketing and
education initiatives that have been developed to promote the program goals set forth in this
Plan

As discussee@lsewhere irthis Plan, a critical key component of integration and seamless
delivery is consistent messaging. The establishment of a statewide website (marketing portal)
and marketing approach to make customers aware of program offerings will minimize the

market condision that could result from competing advertising campaigns that may otherwise
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overlap in the mass media. The Program Administrators have initiated a process to develop and
operate a central wdllased site that allows customers to gain access to alhnelmformation,
applications and forms and expect that the site will be operational in 2010. Additionally,
individual Program Administrators (and, likely, the GasNetworks group on a collaborative basis
for gas Program Adinistrators) will coordinatecomplementary marketing initiatives to
reinforce and support the overall statewide marketing strategy as well as address unique local
conditions and/or sulnarkets in their service areas. These individual activities will be
undertaken in consultation witbther Program Administrators in ordés maintain good
communications, pronte the statewide efforts, amgtoid inconsistent messaging

f)  Other Core Principles

In developing integrated/coordinated grams,Program Administrators will emphasize
and adhez to ®veral core principles. Firdhe gas and electric Program Administrators commit
to coordinate and integrate their activities and pool their knowledge and expertise so that
customers enjoy a seamless proceSscondthe Program Administrators wiwork to ensure
that customers will be able to turn to their local gas or electric company or other Program
Administrator (for example, the Cape Light Compact) for the provision of energy efficiency
services. Third, Program Administrators will alsensue that lowincome customers will be able
to turn to their local lowincome weatherization and fuel assistance program network in addition
to their local Program Administrators for accurate andoagate information regarding energy

efficiency program opptunities and initiatives.

As integration and coordination efforts increase, it is important that customers (perhaps

most pointedly a large C&I customer) retain the ability to contact their dedicated account

representative for help in developing custoreid ser vi ces that best me e

49



Indeed, to ensure maximum customer uptake, multiple customer channels should be preserved,
including direct contact with the Program Administrator. Program Administrators have
established strong, lorigrm relationships with customers, and maintain a roboderstanding

of their business requirementghis provides a naturapportunity to promote programs in a
customized fashion that is meaningful to customers, particularly large custohferrogram
Administrators will leverage these important relationships in the delivery of energy efficiency
services, but will also ensure that regardless of the point of entry, customers will have available

to them aseamlesprogram offering without the need to ¢act multiple parties.

Further, Program Administrators will maintain the ability to provide direct and
responsive service to any customer (from a small residential customer to the largest industrial
customer) who reaches out to them for assistance.e$e tinstances, the Program Administrator
contacted will work with any other Program Administrator (or their vendor) serving the same
territory to encourage the customer to pursue additional efficiency opportunities. The Program
Administrators recognizehat some customers will only undertake a single or limited set of
measures at a given point in timeowever,a positive experience for that particular customer
will help to ensure their participation fature energy efficiency undertakings.

Program Adrmmistrators require the flexibility to continue to create innovative processes
and programs. Increased integration should in no way inhibit the innowetiof Program
Administrators, particulaty with respect to the development and implementation of pilot
programs. Program Administrators should be able to propose innovative pilot efforts that are not
fully coordinated or integrated with other statewide activities. Indeed, a key goal of such pilots
is that they yield data as to whether the approach esgbiarthe pilot should be implemedten

a larger, statewide scale.
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As Program Administrators successfully increase their integration efforts, they will need
to document the costs and savings associated with this integration, whether from amanual
automaed solutions, and will also need to quantify any increased efficiencies associated with
these efforts. Therefore, a full understanding of costs and benefits will enalgear®ro
Administrators to provide a more seamless experidrara the perspectives ofendors and

market actors, as well as customers

iv. Conclusion

The Program Administratotsave developed a coregnsistent set of statewide programs
and strategies that can be delivered to customers in an integrated fashion that ensures seamless
servie, regardless of whether the customer is served by a combined gas/electric utility,
municipal aggregator, by different gas and electric utilitis has facilities or projects in
multiple Program Administrator service areas. While there may be limited areinitiatives
where some diversity in approach will be appropriate based on unique service territory
characteristics, or will be useful supporting local economic and infrastructure development
objectives €.g, utilizing multiple, local/geographidgl dispersed service providers and
equipment suppliers) adeveloping a longer term approadhd, utilizing different incentive
structures for certain new programs in different areas for a finite time period to see if one of
several approaches has bestieccess), the Program Administrators anticipate that such variances
will be limited. The findings associated with these individual efforts will be documented and
circulated to all Program Administrators for discussion purposes, as well as provided in the
individual PA-specific filings.

Over the course of the next three years, the Program Asinaittrs expect to see

unpre@dentedconsistency in participation requirements, available core services and measures,
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conditions, exclusionsand limits, and inceinte amounts and/or calculations. To demonstrate
the Program Administratadd®ommitment to this goathe table belowprovides the anticipated
key milestones that the Program Administrators intend to work towards for the integration of

applicable programs

Target Milestone Date Measures Associated with Target

November 15, 2009 Review and Develop Screening and Diagno
Visit Criterion for Residential Retrofit Progra

December 31, 2009 Develop Scope of \bfk for the Program

Expeditor (to facilitate offeng a fully
integrated program) in theutti-family sector.

January 1, 2010 Integration of Marketing and Outreach Effo
and Delivery to Customer for C&l Log
Opportunity Progranand Large C&l Retrofit

programs

January 1, 2010 Establish Track Enhancentsenfor C&l Lost
Opportunity Programand Large C&l Retrofit
programs

January 1, 2011 Investigate and EvaluatFinancing Options fo

Large Cé& Retrofit Program

8. Progress Toward Other Massachusetts Policy Goals/Requirements

Although this Plan is direateprimarily at the mandates of the Green Communities Act,
the Program Administrators are cognizant of the role that the statewide electric and gas
efficiency investment pl ans occupy in the Cc
statutory scheme angblicy goals. As noted in the Executive Summary, on August 13, 2008,
shortly following the enactment of the Green Communities Act, Governor Patrick signed the

GWSA and the Green Jobs Act. Taken together, these legislative enactments reflect the
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Commonwa |l t hds commit ment to climate protection
renewable energy. The Program Administrators welcome the continued opportunity to design
and 1 mpl ement i nnovative programs that pr omo
energy efficiency, decreasing GHGs, and spurring job creation in the clean energy sector.

B. Funding Sourceg®

The Program Administrators project that there will be approxim&®l$36,673,564n
fundsavailable statewide tsupportenergy efficiency efirts during the thregear period. This
section of the Plan includéise followingtables which provide detailed information on the sources
of funding the Program Administrators currently expect will be available to support their proposed

programs

e Summay Table
e Supporting Tables for each funding source listed in the Summary Table:

System Benefit Charge Funds

FCM Proceeds

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Proceeds
Other Funding Sources

Carryover

Energy Efficiency Reconciliation Factor

As shown inthe summary table belowin addition to the estimated proceeds from the
System Benefit C hamd R§:6|, the filuBd@ @or) the péricdv2010 to 2012
includes carryover, andor some of the Program Administratpfsnds collected through an
Energy Effic ency Reconci | ia)iThe®SBC findingd aalculatedicBnSisdntly
with G.L. c. 25, 819(g which statesi The depart ment shall require

mills per kilowatthour for all consumers, except those served by a munigoygbaing plant, to

10 Please refer to accompanying Excel Workbook, with cliogsges.
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fund energy efficiency programs including, but not limited to, demand side management

progr ams

0

Consi

stent Wi

t h t

he

Act

) a

electric energy efficiency programs will be spent on compreternsw-income residential

DemandSi d e

RGGI funding is based on proceeds the Program Administrators expect to receive during the

Ma n a g e mand e¢ducétibnDp®ytan)s. G.L. c. 25, § 1¥CM and

threeyear period The calculation of the EERF is fadr describd in Section |, Cost Recovery,

of this Plan
1. Summary Table
Allocation of Funding Sources, 2010
Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL
Residential $35,630,885 $3,304,070 $15,606,218 $351,053 $1,840,183 $67,085,930 $123,818,339
% of Residential 29% 3% 13% 0% 1% 54% 100%
Low Income $12,545,460 $1,173,418 $5,484,004 $91,351 | ($49,379,929) $2,169,482 ($27,916,214)
% of Low Income -45% -4% -20% 0% 177% -8% 100%
Commercial & Industrial $72,038,019 $6,860,009 $31,431,768 $15,794,297 $38,581,577 $42,166,492 $206,872,161
% of Commercial & Industrial 35% 3% 15% 8% 19% 20% 100%
TOTAL $120,214,363 $11,337,497 $52,521,990 $16,236,700 ($8,958,168)  $111,421,904 $302,774,286
% of Total 40% 4% 17% 5% -3% 37% 100%
Allocation of Funding Sources, 2011
Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL
Residential $36,002,199 $3,382,156 $15,867,579 $22,107,801 NA $57,092,744 $134,452,480
% of Residential 27% 3% 12% 16% NA 42% 100%
Low Income $12,675,486 ‘ $1,198,319 ‘ $5,579,278 ‘ $5,207,457 NA $674,139 $25,334,678
% of Low Income 50% 5% 22% 21% NA 3% 100%
Commercial & Industrial $72,804,042 ‘ $6,943,654 ‘ $31,969,796 ‘ $71,587,206 NA | $107,587,677 $290,892,376
% of Commercial & Industrial 25% 2% 11% 25% NA 37% 100%
TOTAL $121,481,727 $11,524,129 $53,416,653 $98,902,464 NA | $165,354,561 $450,679,534
% of Total 27% 3% 12% 22% NA 37% 100%
Allocation of Funding Sources, 2012
Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL
Residential $36,614,212 $3,590,950 $11,692,071 $44,173,680 NA $69,987,319 $166,058,233
% of Residential 22% 2% 7% 27% NA 42% 100%
Low Income $13,060,840 $1,285,060 $4,176,762 $10,358,192 NA $1,043,386 $29,924,239
% of Low Income 44% 4% 14% 35% NA 3% 100%
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Commercial & Industrial $75,597,308 $7,410,690 | $24,098,398 | $125,773,055 NA | $154,357,821 | $387,237,273
% of Commercial & Industrial 20% 2% 6% 32% NA 40% 100%
TOTAL $125,272,360 $12,286,700 $39,967,231 | $180,304,927 NA | $225,388,525 $583,219,744
% of Total 21% 2% 7% 31% NA 39% 100%
Allocation of Funding Sources, 2010-2012
Sector SBC (1) FCM (2) RGGI (3) Other (4) Carryover (5) EERF (6) TOTAL
Residential $108,247,296 $10,277,176 $43,165,869 $66,632,534 $1,840,183 | $194,165,993 | $424,329,051
% of Residential 26% 2% 10% 16% 0% 46% 100%
Low Income $38,281,786 $3,656,797 $15,240,043 | $15,656,999 | ($49,379,929) $3,887,007 $27,342,703
% of Low Income 140% 13% 56% 57% -181% 14% 100%
Commercial & Industrial $220,439,369 $21,214,353 $87,499,963 | $213,154,558 $38,581,577 | $304,111,990 $885,001,810
% of Commercial & Industrial 25% 2% 10% 24% 4% 34% 100%
TOTAL $366,968,450 $35,148,326 | $145,905,874 | $295,444,091 ($8,958,168) | $502,164,991 | $1,336,673,564
% of Total 27% 3% 11% 22% -1% 38% 100%
2. Supporting page/table for each funding source listed in Summary Table
i. System Benefit Charge Table/Info
SBC Funds, 2010
Energy % %
Sector kWh Sales Efficiency Collections Collections Allocation Allocation
Charge of Total of Total
Residential (1) 15,332,733,531 0.0025 $38,331,834 31.9% $35,630,885 29.6%
Low Income (2) 1,633,237,017 0.0025 $4,083,093 3.4% $12,545,460 10.4%
Commercial & Industrial
) 31,119,774,724 0.0025 $77,799,437 64.7% $72,038,019 59.9%
TOTAL 48,085,745,272 $120,214,363 100% | $120,214,363 100%
SBC Collections, 2011
Energy % %
Sector kWh Sales Efficiency Collections Collections Allocation Allocation
Charge of Total of Total
Residential (1) 15,471,249,162 0.0025 $38,678,123 31.8% $36,002,199 29.6%
Low Income (2) 1,709,015,500 0.0025 $4,272,539 3.5% $12,675,486 10.4%
Commercial & Industrial
3) 31,412,462,517 0.0025 $78,531,156 64.6% $72,804,042 59.9%
TOTAL 48,592,727,179 $121,481,818 100% | $121,481,727 100%
SBC Collections, 2012
Energy % %
Sector kWh Sales Efficiency Collections Collections Allocation Allocation
Charge of Total of Total
Residential (1) 15,717,772,846 0.0025 $39,294,432 32.4% $36,614,212 29.2%
Low Income (2) 1,815,292,365 0.0025 $4,538,231 2.4% $13,060,840 10.4%
Commercial & Industrial
?3) 32,584,829,040 0.0025 $81,462,073 65.2% $75,597,308 60.3%
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TOTAL 50,117,894,250 $125,294,736 100% | $125,272,360 100%
SBC Collections, 2010-2012
Energy % %
Sector kWh Sales Efficiency Collections Collections Allocation Allocation
Charge of Total of Total
Residential (1) 46,521,755,538 0.0025 | $116,304,389 31.7% | $108,247,296 29.5%
Low Income (2) 5,157,544,882 0.0025 | $12,893,862 3.5% | $38,281,786 10.4%
Commercial & Industrial
3) 95,117,066,281 0.0025 | $237,792,666 64.8% | $220,439,369 60.1%
TOTAL 146,796,366,702 $366,990,917 100% | $366,968,450 100%
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Forward Capacity Market Proceeds Table/Info

Forward Capacity Market Revenue, 2010

Nov. 2009 Dec. 2009 Jan. 2010 Feb. 2010
) FCM FCM FCM FCM
Portfolio Transition Transition Transition Transition
kw Price Revenue kw Price Revenue kw Price Revenue kw Price Revenue
192,043 $4.10 $787,378 242,297 $4.10 $993,419 246,024 $4.10 $1,008,699 | 252,739 $4.10 $1,036,231
Mar. 2010 Apr. 2010 May-10 June 2010 - Dec 2010 (1) TOTAL
Portiolio FCM FCM FCM FCM R0
Transition Transition Transition Clearing evenue
kW Price Revenue kW Price Revenue kw Price Revenue kw Price Revenue
252,213 $4.10 $1,034,073 190,244 $4.10 $780,001 190,698 $4.10 $781,863 235,289 $4.25 $7,006,439.15 | $11,647,307
Forward Capacity Market Revenue, 2011
Jan 2010 - May 2011 (1) June 2011 - Dec 2011 (1) TOTAL
) FCM FCM 2011
Portfolio Clearing Clearing Revenue
kw Price Revenue kw Price Revenue
213,641 $4.25 $4,544,146 341,542 $3.12 $7,456,884 | $12,001,030
Forward Capacity Market Revenue, 2012
Jan 2011 - May 2012 (1) June 2012 - Dec 2012 (1) TOTAL
2012
. FCM FCM
Portfolio Clearing Clearing Revenue
kW Price Revenue kw Price Revenue
281,566 $3.12 $4,391,026 469,671 $2.95 $9,698,704 | $14,089,730

57




Allocation of 2010-2012 FCM Revenue

2010 2011 2012 TOTAL
0,
% of Total 'I'/gtoafl % of Total % of Total
Sector FCM FCM FCM FCM FCM FCM FCM
FCM
Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue Revenue
) Revenue @ ©
2
Residential $3,304,070 29.1% $3,382,156 29.3% $3,590,950 29.2% | $10,277,176 29.2%
Low
Income $1,173,418 10.3% $1,198,319 10.4% $1,285,060 10.5% $3,656,797 10.4%
Commercial
& Industrial $6,860,009 60.5% $6,943,654 60.3% $7,410,690 60.3% | $21,214,353 60.4%
TOTAL $11,337,497 100.0% | $11,524,129 100.0% | $12,286,700 100.0% | $35,148,326 100.0%
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iii. Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Proceeds Table/Info

The Program Administrators have estimated the proceeds they expect to receive from theatmarticithe RGGI based on the following

assumptions:

A In 2010, the Program Administrators will receive revenues from all RGGI auctions held duringr2@0Q.1, the Program
Administrators will receive revenues from all RGGI auctions held in 2@&ki, smilarly, in 2012, the Program Administrators will
receive revenue from all auctions held in 2012.

A Eighty percent of the Massachusetts proceeds from RGGI auctions will be allocated to energy efficiency Program Administrators
consistent with the Legislateis directives in th&reen Communities Act that camdtrade pollution control programs including,
but not limited to, not less than 80 percent of amounts generated by the carbon dioxide allowance trading mechanigd establish
under the RGGI Memorandunfidnderstanding and the NOx Allowance Trading Program will be made available for energy
efficiency program expenditure§eeG.L. c. 25, § 19(a).

A Program Administrators will receive RGGI proceeds in proportion to the amount of funding required tefuadelgy efficiency
programs above the SBC and FCM.

Additional assumptions used by the Program Administrators with regard to the number of Massachusetts allowances s@driamddthe clearing
price of future auctions are provided in the tablewe

Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative Proceeds, 2010 (1)
Auction 1 (2) Auction 2 (2) Auction 3 (2) Auction 4 (2)
Auction Projections Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance Compliance TOTAL
Period 1 (3) Period 2 (3) Period 1 (3) Period 2 (3) Period 1 (3) Period 2 (3) Period 1 (3) Period 2 (3)

MA Proceeds (4)

MA Allowances Sold 6,578,405 328,921 6,578,405 328,921 6,578,405 328,921 6,578,405 328,921

Auction Clearing Price $2.38 $1.90 $2.39 $1.90 $2.41 $1.90 $2.42 $1.90

Total Proceeds to MA $15,656,604 $624,950 $15,722,388 $624,950 $15,853,956 $624,950 $15,919,740 $624,950 $65,652,488
Proceeds to MA EE Plan (4)

Percent of MA Funds to EE Plans (e.g.,
>=80%) 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80% 80%

Total $ to MA Energy Efficiency Plans $12,525,283 $499,960 $12,577,910 $499,960 $12,683,165 $499,960 $12,735,792 $499,960 $52,521,990
Allocation to PA

Total MA kWh (4)

PA kWh

% PA kWh of State 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

TOTAL $to PA $12,525,283 $499,960 $12,577,910 $499,960 $12,683,165 $499,960 $12,735,792 $499,960 $52,521,990
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