
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Massachusetts’ 3-Year  

Energy Efficiency Plans:    
Creating Access for All? 

 

An Issue Brief from The Green Justice Coalition 

September 9, 2010 



 

Green Justice Coalition’s Community Mobilization Initiative  
 

The Green Justice Coalition is a statewide partnership of more than fifty community organizations, 

labor unions, environmental organizations and faith based alliances from across the Commonwealth 

united in support of a sustainable, equitable, and clean energy economy.  The Green Justice Coalition 

works to put lower-income communities and communities of color, which have been acutely 

overburdened by our unsustainable economy, at the forefront of the growing green, sustainable 

economy.   

 

The Green Justice Coalition (GJC) works to support the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) and 

to ensure that Massachusetts’s energy efficiency programs provide equal access to low-income 

communities and communities of color.  The GJC has mobilized hundreds of working class leaders to 

attend EEAC meetings and testify about barriers they had experienced in getting their homes 

retrofitted or getting quality jobs in home weatherization.  The GJC is also contributing to EEAC Multi-

Family, On-Bill Repayment and Equity Working Groups.  The Green Justice Coalition’s July 2009 Issue 

Brief, Living Up to the Challenge, offered innovative solutions to scaling up residential programs by 

addressing some of the major barriers for working class residents to access these programs and the 

jobs they create.    

The Community Mobilization Initiative model promotes: 

1. Partnership between utility companies, a union and 

contractor or worker coop, with a local organization that 

has a history of organizing and educating residents to work 

together to address significant community concerns; 

2. Implementation of neighborhood-scale bundled energy 

efficiency retrofits in a hard-to-reach neighborhood, 

targeting residents with incomes 60-120% of state median 

income; 

3. Promotion of energy efficiency, energy conservation and 

the installation of clean energy technologies in the 

designated neighborhood to reduce the designated community’s energy consumption, energy costs 

and greenhouse gas emissions;  

4. Support for sustainable, community-led development;  

5. Creation of green job opportunities for community residents, including new entrants into the 

workforce, long-term unemployed and underemployed residents, limited English speakers and 

displaced workers;  

6. Connection to energy efficiency job training opportunities for community residents, including on-

the-job training, safety training, and pathways into construction careers;  

7. Development of innovative community-mobilization outreach mechanisms to engage residents 

and small businesses in implementing energy efficiency building improvements and behaviors;  

8. Development of bundled neighborhood-scale contracting mechanisms to engage a responsible 

contractor and an adequately trained and compensated workforce to install energy efficiency building 

improvements; 

9. Financing via loans or grants to cover costs beyond what the utility rebates will pay. 

“These green jobs are not 
only a new industry; they are 
helping the environment and 
helping mankind” 

Wei Cheng, Trainee, Chinatown 

CMI weatherization training, 

Chinese Progressive 

Association, Boston 



 

Executive Summary 

In October 2009 the Energy Efficiency Advisory Council (EEAC) approved three-year Energy Efficiency 

Plans for Massachusetts.  The EEAC’s mandate came from the Green Communities Act, which directed 

the state to “provide for the acquisition of all available energy efficiency and demand reduction 

resources that are cost effective or less expensive than supply.”  The Global Warming Solutions Act 

also mandated goals for greenhouse gas reduction.  In developing the Plans, the EEAC discussed 

barriers to access that the Green Justice Coalition (GJC) had identified – barriers for low-income 

communities, communities of color, and workers.  The final Plans included the following elements 

addressing those barriers:  

1. A commitment to create an outside funding pool and on-bill financing mechanism to reduce 

upfront retrofit costs;  

2. An agreement by at least two utility companies (initially NSTAR and National Grid) to negotiate 

Community Mobilization Initiative pilot projects;  

3. An estimate that approximately 3900 jobs would be created through the energy efficiency 

measures installed through the Plans.  

The Green Justice Coalition worked with utility Program Administrators and other EEAC members to 

implement these agreements through working groups and community-based pilot programs.  The GJC 

expected to draw valuable lessons from the Community Mobilization Initiatives (CMIs), which could be 

applied to energy efficiency programs statewide.  Eleven months later, as the first Plan year nears its 

end, the first CMI pilot is only now starting and major equity issues remain unresolved.  Rather than 

reporting on what worked, the GJC has found more evidence that low- and moderate-income 

ratepayers and workers face significant barriers as they attempt to participate in the energy efficiency 

system. 

This report documents those barriers and offers recommendations for Mid-term Modifications 

in 2011 and 2012, as well as longer-term system or program changes.  Our recommendations: 

1) Restructure programs to serve low-moderate income ratepayers who represent over one-

quarter of all ratepayers, occupy some of the most energy-inefficient housing and face financial 

barriers to weatherizing their homes by: 

a. Dedicating at least as much money to these ratepayers as they pay into the system; 

b. Increasing rebates for low-moderate income residents; 

c. Adopting Community Mobilization outreach methods; 

d. Creating new incentives for tenants and landlords; 

e. Simplifying the documentation needed to participate. 
 

2)  Collect data on who is served in order to improve program efficiency, build public support, and 

ensure equitable distribution of program benefits as mandated in the GCA. 
 

3) Create good jobs and hire community residents by: 

a. Collecting data on jobs created and who is hired; 

b. Adopting targeted hiring goals; 

c. Changing the pricing structure for energy efficiency work;  

d. Including Responsible Employer language in all RFPs and contracts;  

e. Adapting cost-effectiveness standards to include non-energy benefits such as jobs,   community 

economic development, and the equity mandate. 
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Why Does Equity Matter?  

To comply with explicit language in the Green Communities Act, the utilities’ 3-Year Plans should 

provide for equitable access to programs and jobs.  Section 116(b)(3) of The Act requires that the 3-

Year Plans assure equitable distribution of program benefits:  

The plan shall include strategies to meet each of the goals and shall also address the following 

topics:  . . .   (3)  equitable distribution of program benefits to all customers and particularly low 

income customers to address the affordability and adverse impacts on low-income households of energy 

costs and demand mitigation strategies, and mitigation of such adverse impacts, such as by compensating 

adjustments to the low-income rate discount. 
 

The Green Communities Act’s ‘equitable distribution’ language should apply to both access to retrofit 

programs and to energy efficiency jobs created through these programs.  As detailed below, there is 

substantial evidence that the Massachusetts energy efficiency programs are failing the equity test on 

both counts.  Specifically, communities that utility-administered programs have historically 

considered to be ‘hard to reach’ are likely not to be receiving equitable program benefits.  These 

communities include many households earning too much to qualify for low-income programs but too 

little to be able to afford upfront costs and often have large numbers of non-English speaking 

residents.  Programs must adapt or be re-designed to equitably serve all communities, even those 

considered ‘hard to reach.’       

All ratepayers contribute to the energy 

efficiency programs through the Energy 

Conservation charge on electric bills and 

through a special energy efficiency surcharge that is rolled into the electric and gas rates.  And all 

ratepayers deserve to be assured that they will have equitable access to the programs and jobs they 

are helping to fund.  It is not enough to guarantee that all funds collected from residential ratepayers 

are being spent on residential energy efficiency, with no breakout by income segments (other than for 

those qualifying for low-income programs).  To maintain their support for funding energy efficiency 

programs, low-moderate income ratepayers want to know that their community is getting retrofit 

services at least in proportion to what they pay into the program: that dollars collected from 

Dorchester ratepayers are not being spent in Wellesley or Lawrence ratepayer dollars being spent in 

Andover.  
 

The equity question is critical to the success of the 3-year plans in meeting the GCA, because, 

ultimately, the law’s mandate is to achieve ALL cost-effective savings, including savings in historically 

harder-to-reach communities.  If these larger barriers and equity questions are not addressed now, the 

programs will miss an opportunity to build a broad base of support for the programs, and 

Massachusetts will fail to meet critical emissions and climate goals.     

“If the government has this program, they 
need to make that program work for all of 
us.  They need to make these programs 
more accessible for people with lower 
income scales.”  
Hazel Dardano, Homeowner and community 

leader, Alliance to Develop Power, Springfield 
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One Year In: Progress to Celebrate yet Significant Barriers to 

Access Persist  

There is a lot to celebrate in this first year of Plan implementation.  In addition to moving three 

Community Mobilization Initiatives towards a 2010 launch, WMECO and other companies are piloting 

additional community-based initiatives.  Residential programs have grown significantly, with many 

companies installing more energy measures than they had projected.  New low-income and market-

rate multifamily programs promise to create access for tenants and landlords who live in larger 

buildings.  An outside financing and on-bill repayment proposal has been approved by the EEAC and 

moved forward for DPU scrutiny.  

 

The Equity Committee, first proposed by the GJC, has proven to be a place where important issues can 

be raised and aired, if not always resolved.  Contractors have organized to open up the residential 

auditing and installation markets.  A wide range of Evaluation, Monitoring and Verification studies 

have begun.  The GJC’s intensive participation in the Equity Committee, Community Mobilization 

Initiatives and several working groups has deepened our understanding of specific programs and the 

challenges they face.    

 

At the same time, there has been very slow progress in this first Plan year on the significant program 

and job access barriers highlighted during the 2009 Plan development period.  Getting the first CMI 

pilots off the ground has taken more than a year, resulting in a missed opportunity to engage many 

new participants, save many therms and kilowatts and dollars, and train and employ many local 

workers.  Instead of  being further along in testing the CMI model and having valuable lessons to share, 

the implementation process has revealed significant structural barriers built into the existing utility-

administered programs that still need to be addressed in order for these innovations to be successful.   

 

These barriers fall into four categories: 

 

A. Barriers to Access Facing Low-Moderate Income Residents 

B. Barriers to Access Facing Tenants in 1-4 Unit Buildings 

C. Lack of Accountability on Who Benefits and Who Pays 

D. Poor Job Access for Responsible Contractors & Local Workers 

 

A. Barriers to Access Facing Low-Moderate Income  

         Residents 
 

While the 0-60% of State Median Income (SMI) population is served by a dedicated low-income 

program, there is no program addressing the needs of  low-moderate income consumers--- residents 

who earn more than that, but still not enough to be able to afford the customer co-pay necessary for 

energy efficiency work to be done in their homes.1  With low-moderate income consumers 

representing more than one in every four Massachusetts households, there is a particular 

urgency in opening program access for this group.  In EEAC discussions, this group has also been 

                                                        
1 For example, in the Fall/Winter of 2009-2010, two-person households earning less than $38,087 and four-person households 
earning less than $56,011 qualified for low-income weatherization.    
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described as the ‘60%-120% of SMI group’ which includes the working poor and the lower middle 

class.      

 

There are compelling reasons why the utility programs should prioritize and target efforts to reach 

and serve this group.  The GJC’s low-moderate income constituents are eager to be part of the green 

solution—even to defend the program costs to ratepayers.  But they are also aware that they have not 

been getting benefits even commensurate with what they pay in energy efficiency charges.  They are 

certainly not getting benefits equal to the need in their communities—which face higher than average 

energy burdens--or to the potential for energy savings in their communities, where old, drafty homes 

present many energy savings opportunities.  The question now is: will low-moderate income residents 

get a chance to participate in energy efficiency programs; or will utility providers continue with 

program models that fail to address the very real barriers to access these ratepayers face?  

 

Low-Moderate Income Residential Contributions: Adding it Up 
 

Households earning less than 60% of State Median Income (SMI) 

qualify for fully-subsidized low-income programs.  But we also 

know that many Massachusetts households earning above this 

60% level cannot afford the upfront costs to participate in the 

residential programs as presently configured. 

 

For the past year the EEAC and its working groups have used 60-

120% of SMI to define this group. Evidence from several sources 

supports this working definition, making 60-120% of State Median Income a justifiable range for 

targeting Massachusetts households that face income barriers to participating in the current 

programs.2  This is a large group of households that contributes a significant amount of the ratepayer 

dollars that fund the residential energy efficiency programs. 
 

• Large Ratepayer Segment: There are almost 700,000 Massachusetts households who are in 

the 60-120% SMI group, or the low-moderate income group.  They represent more than one in 

every four households (27%).  These households make up 39% of all residential ratepayers who 

fall above low-income program eligibility.    
 

• Making a $135 million Investment: This low-moderate income group of ratepayers 

contributes to the energy efficiency funds at the same rate as higher income customers, and to the 

extent that they are not able to participate in the program, they are in effect subsidizing other 

residential segments, particularly higher income households that can more easily afford the 

upfront program costs.  
 

                                                        
2 Renew Boston, Cambridge Energy Alliance, and the Community Mobilization Initiatives are all using a 60-120% range to target 
enhanced rebates and incentives. GJC research on residential energy burdens shows that households earning below 120% of SMI 
are likely to have too little disposable income to be able to afford upfront program costs. And the Massachusetts Economic 
Independence (EI) Index, created by the Crittendon Women’s Union, says that families only begin to have discretionary income 
for non-essential expenditures including energy efficiency investments when their household incomes go above the EI Index, 
which falls in the 60-120% income range for almost all family types. For more information on the EI Index, see 
http://www.liveworkthrive.org/reports.php.  
 

700,000 low-moderate income 
residential consumers will invest 
$135 million in energy efficiency 
programs over the 3 year Plan--
but many cannot access the 
programs.  
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o Massachusetts residential ratepayers will pay for approximately 90% of the energy efficiency 

program costs this year—more than $140 million.3   As a result, the 60-120% SMI group is 

investing just under $38 million this year in energy efficiency.   

o Over the course of the 3 Plan years (2010-2012), this group will pay more than $135 million for 

residential energy efficiency programs.   

 

• Experiencing Bigger Bill Impacts:  Program Administrators acknowledge that those 

ratepayers who do not participate in energy efficiency programs will experience very 

different bill impacts than those who do.  While all utility customers are paying for energy 

efficiency programs through conservation charges and energy efficiency surcharges on their bills, 

those customers who participate in the programs will end up paying less because the efficiencies 

they realize will lower their energy use from previous levels.  Non-participants, however, will end 

up with greater ‘bill impacts’—paying more on their bills due to program costs—than program 

participants.  For example, evidence introduced at the DPU plan hearings estimated that by Year 3 

(2012), gas non-participants will be paying an estimated 4-5% more on their bills due to the 

efficiency charges, while those who have been able to participate will be paying up to 22% less 

because of the energy efficiency measures they installed.   
 

Overall, low-moderate income ratepayers cannot afford the cost  

of participating in the current energy efficiency programs, so most 

of them have no real choice about whether or not to participate.  

This large group is boxed into being ‘non-participant ratepayers,’ 

whose inefficient homes keep them using more energy and paying 

higher bills, while ratepayers who can afford program costs become 

participants, and are afforded the opportunity to lower their bills by 

installing efficiency measures.  Low-moderate income ratepayers 

are effectively forced to pay higher utility bills in order to fund 

programs in which they cannot afford to participate.     
 

• Missing Opportunities for Big Energy Savings:  Energy efficiency programs could realize 

substantial—likely higher than average—energy savings rates in homes of low-moderate income 

ratepayers.  Their homes are generally older and in worse repair than the home of higher-income 

ratepayers, and data show that they consume more energy per square foot.4  The chart below 

shows that households in the 60-120% of SMI group use almost as many BTUs per square foot as 

very low income (LIHEAP eligible) households, and almost 30% more BTUs per square foot than 

higher income homes.   

                                                        
 
4 Per square foot, low-income homes have a higher consumption (29,000 end-use kBTUs per sq. ft) and higher potential (9 end-use 
kBTUs per sq. ft) than other homes (25 end-use KBTUs per sq. ft and 7 end-use kBTUs per sq. ft respectively)McKinsey & 
Company, July 2009, p. 39 

 

. . . low-moderate income 
ratepayers are effectively 
forced to pay higher 
utility bills in order to fund 
programs in which they 
cannot afford to 
participate.     
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MA Yearly Household Energy Usage 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source:  2000 Census and 2001 RECS via the report Income, Energy Efficiency and Emissions: The Critical 

Relationship.  Washington D.C: The Energy Consortium, February 2008.  *The average household size for the Northeast 

region was used, because this information was not supplied at the state level in this report. 

 

 

Group 

Number of 

Households 

Percentage of 

Total MA 

Energy Use 

Usage Per 

Household in 

BTUs 

Average Square 

Footage Per 

Household* 

BTU Use Per 

Square Foot 

State Wide 2,452,599 100.00% 115,272,003 2,236 51,553 

LIHEAP Eligible 

Households 739,096 26.01% 99,489,106 1,617 61,527 

60 to 120% 693,046 24.78% 101,094,300 1,663 60,790 

>120% 1,020,457 49.21% 136,332,055 2,898 47,043 

 “My home is very old (built in 1910) so I need the 
insulation in my home“…two years ago my energy bills 
were as high as $9,000. We had one boiler for all three 
units but I got a loan to get new boilers installed for 
each unit…now my bills are much lower, but it is still 
around $1400.   …in our communities, where the 
homes are older, everything needs to be done, but our 
communities don’t know what these programs are.  
There is a big lack of information.”  

Tamba Jony, Small landlord and community leader,  

Boston Workers Alliance, Boston 

 

 On-Bill Finance: Limited Without New Incentives & Targeted Outreach 
 

The proposed on-bill financing mechanism has many positive elements and should be a 

powerful tool for expanding program participation among higher income customers.  

However, a financing mechanism alone will not significantly increase access to energy 

efficiency programs for low-moderate income residents unless accompanied by other 

program changes.  Many in this income group cannot afford to take on additional debt or 

even to risk higher overall energy payments.  Some lenders also have credit standards that 

would prohibit many low-moderate ratepayers from participating in these programs.  

Without restructuring the program incentives, the on-bill model would not significantly 

expand program access low-moderate income ratepayers.   
 

Further, to generate higher participation among low-moderate income ratepayers, including 

immigrant communities and other groups traditionally considered to be ‘hard to reach,’ 

enhanced incentives must be paired with targeted, community-driven outreach.  Traditional 

mass marketing and conventional community-based marketing programs have failed to 

reach and engage the large numbers of Massachusetts residents needed to achieve the levels 

of energy efficiency implementation that Massachusetts requires.1   A different approach is 

needed: one that looks to low-moderate income communities as significant resources and 

partners in efficiency rather than problem markets.    
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B. Barriers to Access for Tenants in 1-4 Unit Buildings 
 

Many low-moderate ratepayers face another set of barriers to access to energy efficiency program as 

members of another underserved group:  tenants.   The low-moderate income group makes up 

one-third (33%) of all non-low-income homeowners, but 61% of all non-low-income renters.  

Fewer than one in five renters is high income (> 120% of SMI).  
 

MA Households at 60-120% 

of State Median Income 

# of all Households % of all 

Households 

% of all Households 

>120% SMI 

Homeowners  427,369 17% 25% 

Renters 242,141 10% 14% 

TOTAL 669,510 27% 39% 

 

In our cities, where the proportion of renters to homeowners is almost double the state average, low-

moderate income tenants make up an even higher percentage of households.5 
 

In addition to the financial barriers to participating in energy efficiency programs, most households 

living in rental units face an additional barrier known as the ‘split incentive.’  Most tenants pay their 

own utility bills, and the opportunity to lower those bills by installing energy efficiency measures can 

be a powerful incentive; yet, most installations require landlord permission.  Because they are not 

paying unit utilities, landlords often do not see energy efficiency as a short-term investment priority; 

while tenants have no guarantee that they will live in their units long enough to recoup their retrofit 

investment.  The ‘split incentive’ barrier remains significant enough that the EEAC’s On Bill Repayment 

Work Group has concluded that on-bill financing would not serve the majority of the rental market.6   

 

The 3-Year Plans launched new low-income and 

market-rate income programs to serve some rental 

units in multi-family buildings with more than 5 

units.  Yet, Massachusetts also has almost 500,000 

units of rental housing in 1-4 unit buildings; and 

most of them “are more than 50 years old and have 

had very few energy efficiency measures installed.”7   

A 2007 study estimated that while LIHEAP has installed energy efficiency measures in a significant 

number of 1-4 unit buildings, “the actual number of rental units served by Mass Save over the past 15 

years is probably closer to 12,940,” or fewer than 1,000 units a year statewide.  There is a particular 

need for additional services to 2-3 unit buildings in the Boston metro area and Worcester, Essex and 

Bristol Counties.   

                                                        
5  2008 Census (ACS) data shows the following total percentage of renteres in Massachusetts’ large cities is: Boston: 67%; 
Lawrence: 64%; New Bedford: 56%; Springfield and Lowell, each 49%.   
6 See the report of the On Bill Repayment Work Group’s Rental Report, issued 8/30/2010.  Also the report from Nexxus Market 

Research Inc,, Mass Save Market Progress and Evaluation Report, Cambridge, July 2007, p 24 and p. 41, which found that 

“nearly all of the [1-4 unit building] tenants pay their electricity and heating bills,” and “the few landlords who have had 

any units assessed by the program most often (48%) report that their tenants contacted Mass SAVE to provide services.” 
7 From MassSAVE Action Plan for Rental Housing, July 20, 2010 Draft, referencing MassSAVE: Results of the Landlord Survey, 
NMR, 2007. 

 “My bills were so high!  I often felt I would 
pay so much on my heating, it was almost 
like paying a second rent.”  

Ana Perdomo, Tenant and community leader, 
Neighbor to Neighbor, Lynn 
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PROPOSED SOLUTIONS to Barriers A and B:  
 

Redesign Programs and Dedicate Funding to Serve Low-Moderate Income 

Ratepayers, including 1-4 unit Tenants and Landlords   

 

1. Dedicate Funding to the 60-120% SMI Ratepayer Segment  
 

The residential programs  should dedicate an equitable and adequate share of their budget to reach 

and serve the nearly 700,000 households in the low-moderate income (60 - 120% of SMI) range.  We 

recommend that the residential programs put in place a process and total budget ranging from $47.4 

million to $68.4 million (starting in 2011), and that they redesign current residential programs and/or 

design new ones targeted to reach the 60-120% segment, with a particular emphasis on renters in 1-4 

unit buildings. 

 

o An equitable budget for serving this low-moderate income segment would be proportional 

to the percentage of all residential customers who fall into this group, which is currently 

39%.  As a result, an equitable budget for serving low-moderate income residential 

ratepayers would be $68.4 million ($45.4 mil from electric and $23 mil from gas).  This 

amount is probably slightly higher than the dollar amount that low-moderate income 

ratepayers contribute, since these households generally have smaller homes and often use 

less energy than high income customers.  However, low-moderate income homes probably 

have higher potential savings per square foot.  So if we based the budget on the potential 

savings to be realized by retrofitting their homes, the proposed budget would be even 

higher.  

 

o It would be possible to calculate equitable low-moderate income residential budgets for 

only those programs that are designed to reach existing 1-4 unit residential buildings.  This 

would include for electric programs, Mass Save, Residential Cooling and Heating Equipment, 

Energy Star Lighting, and Energy Star Appliances; and would include for gas programs, 

Mass Save, Residential Heating and Water Heating, and Weatherization.  The low-moderate 

income share of these program budgets is $47.4 mil ($29.8 mil electric and $17.5 mil gas). 

 

2.  Redesign Programs to Reach These Ratepayers   
 

The GJC’s Community Mobilization Initiative presented earlier is a prototype that includes all 

the program elements needed to reach these ratepayers.  The City of Boston’s ARRA-funded 

Renew Boston initiative includes some of them as well.  New and redesigned programs should 

include both enhanced incentives and community-driven outreach, as described below. 
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Enhanced incentives  
To create real access for low-moderate income customers who cannot currently afford to participate, 

programs must provide higher levels of incentives and rebates that reduce customer costs.8  Enhanced 

incentives are most critical for creating access to the more expensive measures that generate deeper 

energy savings, including weatherization, heating/cooling equipment, and large appliances.  Two ways 

that programs can fund higher incentives for low-moderate income customers without increasing 

overall program budgets or raising ratepayer costs are described below: 

 

Sliding Scale or Tiered Incentive levels:  Incentive levels could be 

reduced for the higher income (120+ SMI) segment to allow for 

increased funding for low-moderate income customers.  For example, 

by reducing the gas and electric weatherization incentives from 75% 

to 60% for high income ratepayers, the incentive level for low-

moderate income ratepayers could be increased to 100%.  There could 

also be more of a ‘slide,’ such as offering 100% incentive only to those 

in the 60-100% of SMI group, and 90% to the 100-120% SMI 

customers.    
 

Targeting Outside funding:  Outside funding and financing can be 

targeted to support the goal of increasing access.  For example, if 

federal HomeStar legislation passes, additional incentives will be 

available for homeowners, freeing up ratepayer funds that can be 

directed to low-moderate income customers . 
 

Similar enhanced incentives can be developed for heating/cooling 

equipment and appliances. For these programs with high measure costs, 100% incentive for 60-120% 

SMI segment is not likely to be feasible; however, programs could be developed that offer some level of 

enhanced grants or rebates.9 

 

Community-driven outreach 
To carry out larger-scale community efficiency programs, it will be critical for residential programs to 

partner with local groups that have a history of successfully organizing large numbers of residents to 

address important concerns at a neighborhood scale.  Offering these groups the technical assistance 

and material support they will need to match their equally critical skills and relationships will 

generate effective community-driven strategies.   

 
“I’ve talked a lot with my neighbors about these green programs but they did not know anything about 
them.  We need to go out and talk with people, spread the word. People are interested but they don’t 

know how to access these programs. It is important to let people know that this will not only help them, 
but that it will also help their neighbors.” 

Tamba Jony, Community Leader and Small Landlord, Boston Workers Alliance 

 

                                                        
8 There is already precedent for enhanced incentives among the PAs. For example, Cape Light Compact offers a 100% 
weatherization incentive for those in the 60-80 segment. 
9 These could help participants choose the higher efficiency replacements. We realize that loans should be offered only for 
customers with good credit and the financial stability to afford a loan. 

“They need to make these 
programs more accessible 
for people with lower 

income scales.”   
Hazel Dardano, Community 

leader, Alliance to Develop 

Power, Springfield 
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The Community Mobilization Initiative outreach model offers one example of a community-driven 

approach.  While there are plans in place for CMIs to be tested in a variety of communities across the 

state, the pace has been far too slow to develop and institutionalize capacities needed to bring these 

programs to scale and realize the returns on investment.         

  

3.  Develop Specific Approaches to Reach and Serve Low-Moderate 

Income Tenants and Landlords in 1-4 unit Buildings 
 

The barriers to serving tenants and landlords are well established.  Offering an enhanced incentive (as 

the residential working group is considering and at least one program has tried) is an essential part of 

increasing participation among this group, particularly for the large number who are low-moderate 

income.  However, higher incentives must be accompanied by education and outreach targeted to both 

renters and landlords.  In most cases it is the tenant who pays a unit’s utility bills, making him or her 

the primary customer and the ratepayer paying into the energy efficiency program funds.  The tenant, 

then, has a strong self-interest in being able to participate in efficiency programs.  Program funds 

should be dedicated to enhance incentives, outreach and support for tenants, as well as landlords, in 1-

4 unit buildings.   

 

To the extent that landlords are receiving substantial ratepayer-funded incentives, they should be 

expected to enter into an agreement to hold rent steady for a specified period.  This requirement 

currently exists for the low-income program, where the landlords agree to maintain rent levels for one 

year in exchange for the ratepayer and taxpayer-funded subsidy they receive.   The rationale for this is 

that units where energy efficiency has been performed will likely be able to command a higher rent, 

which would put at risk the very tenants the programs intended to help.  This kind of rental agreement 

is not a long-term solution to making sure that efficiency does not destabilize tenants, but it is one 

condition that ratepayers and tenants should attach to landlord subsidies.   

 

Because a tenant alone may not be able to get the necessary landlord agreement to carry out a retrofit, 

additional support may be needed.  To make programs accessible to interested tenants, the programs 

may need to identify a liaison or intermediary between tenants and landlords.  The 5+ unit multifamily 

program created an ‘expeditor’ position to serve a somewhat similar role in that program.  Finally, the 

HEAT loan or similar program should be expanded with local banks, credit unions, and community 

finance institutions and made available to landlords who do not live in their buildings. 
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4.  Adopt Low-cost income verification and pre-qualification 
 

Pre-qualification and low-documentation methods offer a less expensive, more streamlined way to 

reach low-moderate income residents.  The level of income verification required for low-income 

eligibility is a potential barrier for low-moderate income customers, who may be unfamiliar with or 

resistant to the process.  Income verification also carries a considerable administrative cost.  A 

combination of geographic pre-qualification and low-documentation verification is desirable for 

programs targeted to low-moderate income residents.   
 

Geographic pre-qualification 
The programs should use census data to identify areas with high concentrations of households 

between 60 and 120% of State Median Income and overlay areas of high energy usage.  Areas that 

have both high concentrations of low-moderate income and high energy usage should be designated as 

automatically pre-qualified.  A similar method is now being implemented in Ohio by Columbia Gas. 

HUD’s Low Income Housing Tax Credit also uses a pre-qualification by census tract.   
 

Low-documentation 
In addition, for those areas that are not pre-qualified, low-cost methods to determine eligibility should 

be developed.  These include prequalifying people who participate in a range of existing federal and 

state subsidy programs (e.g. food stamps, childcare, earned income tax credit, MassHealth, etc.).  The 

EEAC should explore opportunities to reach recipients of state programs with the relevant state 

agencies. 
 

Results:  Because this proposal does not require a change in the overall Residential program budget, 

there will be no additional rate impacts.  Because the potential savings from serving low-moderate 

income households are likely to be even higher than average, program cost effectiveness also should 

not decrease and could even increase.  Finally, these approaches could easily be implemented in the 

community-driven outreach approach described above.   

Green Justice Coalition Tenant/Landlord Focus Groups Reinforce the Message:   
Tenants and Landlords in 1-4 Residential Units Need Focused Attention and  Strategies  
 
To date, the GJC has held focus groups with 30 landlords and tenants in 3 Massachusetts cities (Boston, Fall River, and 
Springfield). Preliminary Findings show that:  
 

• Both large and small landlords said they would not rely on or pay attention to information from trade associations.  Larger 
landlords feel that these are special interest groups representing very large property owners, while small landlords said that 
they also cannot afford to belong to these associations.   

• Small landlords emphasized that they rely on information that comes from a community source and should be available at 
places they frequent.  Large landlords in Chinatown asked that the program information and representatives be culturally 
sensitive.   

• Both large and small landlords stressed that for them to consider doing energy efficiency work, the process has to be simple, 
without a lot of paperwork.   

• Smaller landlords liked the idea of being able to get 100% financing in exchange for keeping rents low, while larger landlords 
were not interested.  If efficiency tax credits were to be offered as an incentive, these would need to be separate from the 
rental tax credit.   

• Tenants generally felt that their landlords should pay for energy efficiency installations.  Other overwhelming financial strains 
put energy efficiency investment out of reach. Some tenants expressed a fear of going to the landlord to ask him or her to do 
the work. 
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C.    Lack of Accountability for Who Benefits and Who Pays   
 
Massachusetts Energy Efficiency Program Benefits at a Glance10: 

Total customer savings: ........................................................................ $6 billion 

Total lifetime energy savings, GWh: ................................................ 30,000 gigawatt hours (GWh)  

Total lifetime energy savings, therms: ............................................ 897 million therms  

Total lifetime GHG reductions, tons: ................................................ 15 million tons  

Total local green jobs: ............................................................................. 4,000  

Total residential participants*: ........................................................... 1.9 million  

Total commercial and industrial participants: ............................ 45,000 (electric & gas combined)  
*A participant is someone who has taken advantage of a single program offering.  An individual can be counted as a 

participant more than once if s/he participates in more than one offering -- e.g., lighting, heating, & weatherization. 

 

In announcing the adoption of the 3-Year Plans, the Department of Energy Resources cited a long list 

of benefits that would result: $6 billion in customer savings, 30,000 saved gigawatt hours, almost 900 

million saved therms and 15 million tons of avoided emissions.11    
 

But the Plans did not answer one critical question:  Which 

ratepayers, in which communities, would benefit?   The 3-Year 

Plans included extensive data to show that funds collected from 

residential ratepayers are spent on residential rather than 

commercial programs, and that legally mandated amounts will be 

allocated to low-income programs.  However, apart from this, the 

programs have not reported data that would show which 

residential ratepayers are being served, broken out by income, 

community and demographic groups.  This is a significant 

limitation for ratepayers, who without this data cannot tell if their 

communities are being appropriately served by the programs that 

they are required to pay into.  This ultimately undermines the 

energy efficiency programs themselves, since it limits their ability 

to build a broad and diverse base of popular support.    
 

Program Administrators have repeatedly cited customer privacy 

concerns in their response to requests for data.  In fact, the kind of 

aggregate data needed to answer the ‘who benefits’ question 

would not compromise the privacy of individual customers.  And 

it is possible to answer this question in a fairly reliable way using 

the census and other datasets, without having to collect 

information directly from customers.      

 

The present standard of accountability is far too low for 

Massachusetts’ energy efficiency programs.  For example, in 

                                                        
10 Department of Energy Resources, Energy Efficiency in Massachusetts, Boston: 2010, p. 1 
11 They also attempted to tell us how many  households would participate in the programs and share these benefits, but the ‘old 
system’ approach to counting efficiency ‘measure by measure’ rather than by buildings or customers participating, produced the 
misleading number of 1.9 million.  (If that number were accurate, more than one out of four Massachusetts residents would get 
retrofits in the next 3 years, which we know is not true.) 

“The utility companies don’t tell us 
anything!  They are taking our 
money every month for an energy 
program that doesn’t serve our 
people.  We could be putting the 
money we save [as a community] in 
lower energy costs towards other 
important investments for our 
community like new siding for our 
buildings or new computers for our 
youth program.”  
 
Andrea Goldman, Board president, 

Greenfield Gardens Housing Co-Op 
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contrast, the banking industry’s Community Reinvestment Act requires banks to document how they 

are meeting the credit needs of all segments of their local communities, including low- and moderate-

income neighborhoods.  The statistical information is not available to show if the energy efficiency 

equivalent of ‘redlining’ is happening in Massachusetts; but the (partial) data GJC has analyzed show 

that it may well be.   

 

A 2007-2009 zip code-level analysis conducted on Mass Save program data obtained for Western 

Massachusetts and the City of Boston, showed a strong correlation between program participation, 

income and home ownership.  There was much higher Mass Save participation in these regions, for 

these three years, among residents living in higher-income zip codes and zip codes with more 

homeowners.  This suggests that more precise data should be collected and analyzed by the residential 

energy efficiency programs for the whole Mass Save program to identify any inequitable patterns, 

which the programs should develop appropriate targeted programs to correct.          

 

By any reasonable definition, Mass Save is a public program.  It exists only because of public policy 

mandates that created its energy efficiency funding mechanisms, including the systems benefit charge 

and energy efficiency surcharges.  Its lack of transparency and accountability is of tremendous concern 

for the general public and only hampers efforts to achieve Massachusetts’s climate, energy, and equity 

goals. 

 

 

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS:   
 

Program Administrators should undertake the following initiatives to construct a statewide program 

database that can provide reliable feedback on service to various customer groups, including 

traditionally hard-to-reach communities. 
 

1. Collect Program Participation Data at the Census Block Level 
 

Going forward in 2011, residential programs should collect and provide program participation data 

aggregated by census block group in their quarterly and annual reports to the EEAC.  The data should 

include participants in Mass Save audits, as well as weatherization and heating/cooling system 

incentives and rebates, identifying whether the participant is a renter or owner.  Aggregating data at 

census block levels will protect customer privacy while allowing for analysis based on income, 

race/ethnicity, language, and other factors. 
 

2. Carry Out Participant Survey to capture missing 2010 data 

 

The residential programs regularly survey participants concerning program satisfaction and 

outcomes.  This survey should be enhanced to include participant socio-economic characteristics 

(income, race/ethnicity, education, language, renter/owner status).  Data would be reported only in 

the aggregate to protect customer privacy.     
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D. Poor Job Access for Responsible Contractors & Local 

Workers 
 

No Reporting on Job Creation Goals or Job Quality  
 

Among the projected benefits from the 3-year Plans are almost 4,000 ‘green jobs’ that are needed to 

carry out the Plan, along with a wider array of other kinds of jobs that will result from participants 

redirecting their energy savings dollars to other spending.  Job creation was not only a stated goal of 

the Green Communities Act, but it was one of the elements promoted as a benefit when the 

Massachusetts Legislature debated the Act in 2008.  Two years later, with a harsh economy and high 

unemployment, the number and quality of jobs being created loom even larger in policymakers’ and 

the public’s assessment of the energy efficiency programs’ success.  Unfortunately, ratepayers have no 

way of knowing whether or not the promised jobs are being created with their dollars, or whether 

their communities are getting an equitable share in these jobs, since the programs do not collect or 

report this information.     

 

In fact, the 3-Year Plan contains little information on how the programs will create jobs, what kinds of 

jobs they expect to create or how they will track job creation.  To date, the Program Administrators’ 

quarterly reports’ only reference to job creation is to report when a contractor training was held.   

 

While Community Mobilization Initiatives designed by the GJC include an 

essential jobs component, which will now be an integral part of the CMIs’ 

overall evaluation, other programs are not required to report on what 

types of jobs are being created.  There is no way of knowing whether the 

new jobs created in this industry will be high road jobs with adequate wage 

and benefit levels, to help workers move towards economic sustainability; 

or low-wage jobs with few benefits or career opportunities.  Policymakers 

and the public have a significant stake in ensuring that a high road industry 

emerges from the ramp up of energy efficiency programs, since low-wage 

jobs not only keep workers and their families in poverty, but also cost the state lost revenues 

(unemployment insurance and workers compensation as well as income taxes); and shift onto 

taxpayers the costs of subsidizing workers’ health care, housing, childcare and other essentials. 12  

Failure to Invest in Job Quality Threatens Energy Efficiency Quality  
 

To win the buy-in of homeowners, tenants and landlords, it is critically important that retrofit work is 

of the highest quality and results in high levels of energy savings.  Quality is also a key variable in the 

success of the on-bill financing and repayment system that will grow Massachusetts’s energy efficiency 

system.  Without consistent high quality audit and measure installation work that delivers predictable 

                                                        
12 Community Labor United and the Green Justice Coalition, Industry at the Crossroad: Energy Efficiency in Massachusetts, 
Boston: March 2010, pp. 16-17 calculated how subsidy costs add up when employers fail to pay family-sustaining wages and 
provide health care and other benefits. For a family of three supported by one full-time, year-round worker earning $11/hour (with 
2 children, 1 in childcare), the total public benefit costs (federal and state) are $2,399 – $2,649 per month depending on the 
children’s ages, or between $28,788 – $31,788 per year. . 

Policymakers and the 
public have a significant 
stake in ensuring that a 
high road industry 
emerges from the ramp up 
of energy efficiency 

programs. 
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savings, investors and consumers will not have the confidence they need to invest in the proposed on-

bill system. 

Residential energy efficiency work in Massachusetts has traditionally followed the low road model 

prevalent in the residential construction sector, relying on a part-time workforce and investing 

relatively little in developing worker skills or creating equitable pathways for worker recruitment and 

advancement.  In contrast, union contractors hire workers under a formal contract and pay into a 

training fund that supports building trades apprenticeship programs.  Employee-owned cooperatives 

also have aggressive training programs.  Because low road contractors often have no formal 

relationship with their workers, they have little incentive to invest in their skills.  As a result, training 

for residential construction is usually informal and piecemeal, without curriculum standards or 

industry-recognized certifications. 

Contracting Mechanisms Favor ‘Low Road’ Contractors 

The residential energy efficiency industry is structured so that most workers who install measures are 

not direct employees of the utility companies or energy efficiency programs, but instead are employed 

by businesses that enter into contracts with the companies.  Some workers are also employed by 

subcontractors of these contractors.  Nonetheless, the utility companies and regulators have the 

responsibility and the ability to require that energy efficiency contracts specify ‘high road’ wage and 

benefit standards with which all energy efficiency contractors and subcontractors must comply.  They 

have the responsibility to put into place safeguards that protect workers, communities, the industry, 

the Commonwealth and ultimately taxpayers and ratepayers from the significant social and fiscal costs 

attached to low road jobs.  If the companies and regulators fail to live up to these responsibilities, the 

Administration and the Legislature must act to protect the Commonwealth on these issues.   

 

Failing to invest in employee skills and to require responsible contracting language in bid documents 

will depress the quality of the work and undermine consumer and investor confidence in the 

programs.  Aside from the work done through CMIs, there  is no evidence that the 3-Year plans have 

introduced policies or contractor standards that would shift this industry to a high road  path, even 

though the mechanisms for doing this have a proven track record in Massachusetts and across the 

country. 13   

 

Bidding and Contract System Undermines Creation of a Stable, Skilled 

Workforce 

Continued efforts to ensure responsible contractors are involved with residential efficiency work in 

the CMI pilots have made the barriers to job quality and access even clearer.  Contracts based on flat 

by-measure prices make it very difficult to estimate the actual amount of labor involved in a job.  The 

existing residential energy efficiency contracting system reflects the industry’s low road history, and 

deters ‘responsible’ contractors who pay higher wages and invest in worker skills.  This is described 

by one CMI contractor who is trying to work in residential program while maintaining ‘high road’ 

standards:   

 

                                                        
13 See The Green Justice Coalition, An Industry at the Crossroads, op. cit., p. 18-24. 
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They [residential programs] got numbers from what I always call the cottage industry--small 
guys, paying cash, maybe getting 8 bucks an hour, if they’re lucky.  And [that’s how] they have 
developed prices.  And now we’re trying to do it as responsible employers, with health insurance 
and [things] like that… and they continue to work on the old numbers. We can never get to those 
numbers, [so] they are going to be hiring [contractors] not doing the right things. 

Alan Aulson, CEO, The Aulson Company, Chinatown CMI contractor 

 
The residential program’s house-by-house approach to marketing and contracting also undermines a 

more efficient, neighborhood-scale or larger approach to bidding work that would allow the programs 

to benefit from economies of scale and offset higher hourly wages.  A larger-scale ‘bundled’ system 

would also make it more feasible for responsible employers to enter this market.  Bundling retrofit 

work in a given neighborhood after audits have been completed would establish a clear scope of work, 

with prices reflecting this specific scope.   

 

PROPOSED SOLUTIONS:   
 

1. Collect Data and Report on Jobs Created and Who Is Hired   
 

The Programs should collect and report data on the actual number and type of jobs created through 

the energy efficiency programs, and should include these in quarterly and annual program reports.  

Programs should collect and report aggregate data on who is working under energy efficiency 

contracts and subcontracts, including for all workers: their job classification; hourly wages, benefits, 

number of hours worked, as well as gender, ethnicity, city or town of residence, including zip code.   

 

2. Adopt Targeted Hiring Goals and Process   

The residential programs should be required to implement job and contract standards that include 

targeted hiring goals and a clear process for meeting these goals.  Targeted hiring requirements create 

a pathway to assure that residents from underrepresented communities and disadvantaged groups get 

access to an equitable share of the economic benefits these programs generate, as the GCA mandates.        

Across the country, targeted hire programs have developed effective mechanisms for opening up job 
opportunities that had previously been unavailable to many low-income workers. 14  The CMI pilots have 
developed a mechanism for doing targeted hiring that is being used in the Boston Chinatown, Chelsea, Lynn 
and Springfield CMI weatherization pilot programs.  In this model, the community-based organization that is 
doing program outreach also recruits qualified local workers, including those who speak languages other 
than English, to receive additional training and hiring to work in the program.  The contractor criteria 
currently being negotiated for the Green Jobs-Green New York weatherization program includes slightly 
different targeted hiring goals from the CMI pilots, but imposes requirements that contractors hire people 
local to the work and requires some of the local hires to come from targeted populations.15  

                                                        
14 Descriptions of similar programs in Green4All, Increasing Demand for Home Retrofits: Community-Based Outreach and 
Mobilization, California: 2010.    
15 From: Shared Principals on Green Jobs-Green New York Contracting Standards, http://www.nyserda.org/greenny.  
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Both Stacey and Shauday were trained by the New England Regional Council of Carpenters’ 

Weatherization Training Program.  Both are ex-offenders connected to the training through the 

Urban League. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 
 

“I haven’t been employed in 8 years. This is a new 
beginning for me. I’ve loved learning about going 
green and all the environmental process that is in 
weatherization.” 

 Stacey Borden-Holliday 

  

“I’m really grateful to be here.  I’ve learned so much 
and I’m really into this insulation work.  I know a lot 
of people who would be interested in this but just 
haven’t heard about it. ” 

Shauday Johnson 
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3. Change Pricing Structure & How Work is Scoped, Bundled and Bid 
 

One potential benefit of community-based outreach is the possibility of aggregating demand 

geographically.  Anchoring residential outreach work in partnerships with community-based 

organizations that have an established history with local constituents, as the CMI pilots do, will 

facilitate the recruitment of larger numbers of home- and building-owners in a specified neighborhood 

to participate in the program.  Renew Boston and many other stimulus-funded energy efficiency 

programs across the US have been testing this neighbor-hood scale, bundled approach.  
 

Bundling these projects together will help capture economies of scale and scheduling.  This will also 

allow residential programs to implement a more appropriate approach to pricing, as an alternative to 

the current unit pricing approach.  Bundling audit and installation work on a larger scale to create a 

closer proximity of work will reduce labor costs and provide a steady workforce.  Conducting audits 

prior to having the prices set for the work will assure that contractors are bidding on a known scope of 

retrofit work.  This will help increase the number of high road bidders, and will help the industry move 

into high road wages, benefits, skills and quality.  For example, a survey of construction contractors in 

New York City found that low road contractors were more than five times as likely to have a low 

performance rating as compared to other contractors.36 In the case of energy efficiency programs, 

contractor performance is critical to both achieving energy savings and proving success of the model.  

Low-performing contractors are likely to be pushed out and replaced by those that can deliver high-

quality work.    
 

This approach, which is already used by the low-income weatherization programs in Long Island, NY, 

allows contractors to competitively bid for bundles of jobs that have already been assessed.16 It was 

also used in Massachusetts for residential insulation and soundproofing work in neighborhoods near 

Logan airport.  This pricing approach could result in costs lower or at least on par with the current 

unit prices.  This will bring also energy efficiency bidding and pricing into line with the rest of the 

construction industry.   
 

New pricing structure, bundling and bidding procedures should be incorporated in all forthcoming 

Requests for Proposals, including the Mass Save lead vendor RFP.   
 

4. Include Responsible Employer Language in All RFPs and Contracts 
 

Responsible employer requirements, also known as ‘responsible contractor language,’ are proven 

tools for using the procurement process to improve job and work quality.  Responsible employer 

requirements should be included in residential energy efficiency programs at all levels, from RFPs 

for ‘lead’ contractors, down through agreements with installation contractors and subcontractors.  

Research on ‘responsible contracting’ shows giving preference to businesses that pay good wages 

and provide benefits creates both good jobs and higher quality, more reliable services.17   

Responsible contracting language typically includes in the RFP or contract a commitment to 

comply with all workplace laws, with specified fair wage and benefits levels, proper classification 

of workers, local and/or targeted hiring requirements, CORI laws, a comprehensive safety and 

                                                        
16 Community Development Programs of Long Island. 
17 Industry at the Crossroads op cit, p. 19.  
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health plan, and connection to registered apprenticeships or other training programs.   Responsible 

contractor language is being applied in the Community Mobilization Initiative (CMI) programs that 

the Green Justice Coalition and Massachusetts utility companies are piloting in Boston’s Chinatown 

and in a number of other Massachusetts cities.  The GJC is also working to help smaller women- and 

minority-owned firms, as well as community-owned firms and cooperatives, that are trying to scale 

up to enter the energy efficiency market, including assistance with fulfilling responsible contractor 

requirements.   

 

5. Count Jobs, Community Economic Development and Other Societal 

Impacts in Cost-Effectiveness Standards 
 

Massachusetts’s existing cost-effectiveness standards are working against the GCA mandates for 

energy efficiency programs to include job creation and community economic development goals, and 

working against the equitable distribution of program benefits.   The current Total Resource Cost 

(TRC) standard needs to be replaced with one that appropriately values these elements.    
 

A cost-effectiveness ‘test’ is the set of criteria that is used to assess whether or not a particular 

expenditure of ratepayer funds is worth the benefits it will provide.  State utility commissions such as 

the Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities use a number of different cost effectiveness tests that 

differ from one another in terms of what costs and benefits are taken into account and how they are 

counted.  The tests are applied to specific measures (light bulbs), programs (Mass Save), or sectors (all 

residential programs).  The cost-effectiveness standard that has been used in Massachusetts since 

1998, the Total Resource Cost test, does not include what are known as Non-Energy Benefits (NEBs): 

economic, environmental, and other societal benefits that make energy efficiency programs valuable to 

a broad range of constituencies. Non-energy benefits can include: 

 

 

• Direct economic benefits (money paid workers to install 

energy efficiency) 

• Indirect economic benefits (goods and services used to 

support the installation) 

• Induced economic benefits (how customers spend the 

money they save) 

• Reduced environmental emissions (air pollution, 

greenhouse gases) 

• Increased health and safety of home 

• Improved housing stock 

• Water and wastewater savings 

• Comfort, aesthetic, noise reduction, education, 

convenience benefits 

 

 

Although none of the five cost-effectiveness tests used in the U.S. 

count all of these factors, one called the Societal Cost Test (SCT) does 

a better job than the TRC at factoring in the all the energy efficiency 

programs’ costs and benefits, from the viewpoint of utilities, customers and society as a whole.  It is 

 
“This (weatherization training)  
has not only helped me develop 
new skills but it has prepared  
me to enter a new area of work  
within the construction field.” 

Wei Cheng  Trainee, Chinatown  

CMI weatherization training,  

Chinese Progressive Association 
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 “I see a double benefit for our 
communities: not only can we save 
money on our bills but we can 
educate people about why it is 
important to save energy.”  

Andrea Goldman, Board president, 

Greenfield Gardens Housing Co-Op 

 

identical to the TRC test, except that it counts as  ‘benefits’ outcomes such as jobs created, improved 

health, reduced health care costs, and improved comfort.  The SCT is used by Arizona, Maine, 

Minnesota, Vermont and Wisconsin, and as a secondary test 

by nine states. 18  Further, New York and other states have 

begun to allow selected societal benefits to be factored into 

the cost-effectiveness standards, although they have not fully 

shifted to an ‘SCT’ system.  As a leader in the building a clean 

energy economy, Massachusetts should include non-energy 

benefits—at a minimum, jobs and other community economic 

impacts—into any cost-effectiveness test used in programs 

across the state.   

 

 

Conclusion:   An Opportunity to Get On Course—Will 

Massachusetts Take It?    
 

This report has offered documentation of barriers in the current residential programs, along with 

recommendations for Mid-term Modifications in 2011 and 2012 and critical longer-term systems and 

program changes needed to address the barriers.  The chart below summarizes the barriers and 

proposed solutions. 

 

                                                        
18 National Action Plan for Energy Efficiency, Understanding Cost-Effectiveness of Energy Programs, Washington, D.C., 
November 2008, p. 1-2. 

Barrier  Proposed Solutions / Recommendations 
 

I.  PROGRAM ACCESS 

 

—Barriers to Access for Low-

Moderate Income Residents 

 

—Barriers to Access for 

Tenants in 1-4 unit buildings 

 

 

1—Dedicate funding to serve low-moderate income residents and tenants,     

proportional their contribution to the system. 

 

2—Redesign programs targeted to reach these ratepayers, with 

       *Enhanced incentives 

      * Community- mobilization outreach strategy 

      * Specific initiatives and new incentives to reach low- 

         moderate income tenants in 1-4 unit buildings  

      * Simplified documentation  

II.  LACK OF ACCOUNTABILITY 

& REPORTING FOR WHO 

BENEFITS / WHO PAYS 

 

Require programs to collect and report data on who is served by geography, 

income, ethnicity, renter/owner status.   

 

III.  POOR JOB QUALITY / 

ACCESS FOR RESPONSIBLE 

CONTRACTORS AND LOCAL 

WORKERS 

 

 

1—Carry out data collection and reporting on jobs created and on who is   

hired. 

2—Adopt and institutionalize targeted hiring goals.  

3—Change pricing structure for energy efficiency work. 

4—Include Responsible employer language in all RFPs and contracts 

5—Adapt cost-effectiveness standards to include non-energy benefits (jobs, 

community economic development) and equity mandates. 
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The Longer-Term Impact of Failing to Address Access 
 

For the past two years, the Green Justice Coalition has been building a base of support for energy 

efficiency and clean energy among working class people not usually counted as environmentalists: 

community groups from Chinatown, Roxbury, Chelsea, Fall River and Springfield; labor unions; 

congregations.  Hundreds of them have come from across the state to bring the EEAC a clear message: 

that they are ready and eager to participate in Massachusetts energy efficiency programs, as 

consumers, ratepayers, and workers.  Hundreds more have participated in local GJC-sponsored 

education and organizing events, learning to increase their homes’ efficiency and how to gain skills 

they need to work in this industry.   
 

The logic of energy efficiency makes sense to many working class people.  They live in some of the 

state’s draftiest homes, in communities, with the highest concentrations of asthma and other 

pollution-related diseases.  They are highly motivated to install efficiency measures to bring down 

their bills and to get more breathable air.  They are also motivated to invest in an industry like this one 

that has the potential to create jobs for community residents.    
 

At the same time, these low-moderate income ratepayers understand that they are in a bind: despite 

the large investment they are making in energy efficiency—$135 million over the three plan years is 

coming from this group--they cannot afford the co-payment costs to participate.  These ratepayers 

want assurance that their communities are getting retrofit services at least in proportion to what they 

pay into the program; that they are not subsidizing other communities that can more easily afford the 

upfront program costs.  Without adapting programs to create equitable access for these low-moderate 

income ratepayers as well as access to high road jobs for local residents, Massachusetts energy 

efficiency programs will fail to win the broad base of popular support that they need to justify 

continued costs to ratepayers.  Without building access and support, the programs will fail to meet 

Massachusetts’ critical emissions reduction goals. 

“This is a new way for us 
to push forward our economy, 

our communities and our country.” 

Ana Perdomo, Tenant and leader, 
Neighbor to Neighbor, Lynn 
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Community Labor United (CLU) was formed as a unique local collaboration that connects the 

strengths of community-based organizations with that of labor unions in order to protect and promote 

the interests of working class communities in the greater Boston area.  Through collaborative 

research, leadership development and organizing, CLU unites community organizations and unions in 

joint organizing campaigns where a common vision and plan of action are developed.  CLU has also 

convened the Green Justice Coalition, a growing partnership of more than fifty community 

organizations, labor unions, environmental organizations, and faith-based alliances from across the 

Commonwealth that have come together to build support for Massachusetts’ move towards an 

environmentally and economically sustainable green economy.  
 

CLU Board of Directors 
Chairman:  Richard Rogers, Secretary-Treasurer, Greater Boston Labor Council 

Treasurer:  Tom Callahan, Executive Director, MAHA 

Clerk:  Mimi Ramos, Executive Director, New England United for Justice 

Jim Brooks, Organizer, City Life/Vida Urbana 

Enid Eckstein, Vice-President, 1199 SEIU 

Tom Flynn, Political Director, NE Council of Carpenters 

Jovanna Garcia Sota, Organizer, Chelsea Collaborative 

John Laughlin, Political Director, IUPAT DC35 

Warren Pepicelli, Manager/Vice-President UNITE HERE 

Khalida Smalls, Organizing Director, ACE 

 

Green Justice Coalition Steering Committee:  Alternatives for Community & Environment (ACE), 

Alliance to Develop Power (ADP), Boston Climate Action Network (BCAN), Boston Workers’ Alliance (BWA), 

Chelsea Collaborative, Chinese Progressive Association, Clean Water Action, Coalition Against Poverty/Coalition 

for Social Justice (CAP/CSJ), Community Labor United (CLU), Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative (DSNI), 

Greater Four Corners Action Coalition, Laborers’ New England Regional Organizing Fund, Massachusetts Energy 
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