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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Since 2018, the Attorney General’s Office (“AGO”) has published reports on the competitive electric supply 
market in Massachusetts. This most recent March 2026 report (“2026 Update”), contains an analysis of the 
actual rates charged by suppliers to residential consumers for the July 2024 - June 2025 period.  Since the 
AGO began reporting on the market, individual residential customers who switched to competitive supply 
paid $738.7 million more than if they stayed on basic service, including net losses of $87.4 million in the 
most recent period studied (July 2024 - June 2025). 

TABLE ES-1	     

Additionally, this year’s report highlights two important and urgent issues:

1.	 Newly collected information substantiates that the competitive supply market affects the 
distribution rates paid by all ratepayers—even ratepayers who do not participate in the 
competitive supply market. 

2.	 Eliminating competitive suppliers that charge the highest rates will not cure the significant 
financial harm caused by the competitive supply market.

THE COMPETITIVE SUPPLY MARKET INCREASES BILLS FOR LOW-INCOME RATEPAYERS AND 
INCREASES PROGRAM COSTS FOR CRITICAL BILL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS 

Continued Impacts on Low-Income Consumers. The 2026 Update confirms the long-standing trend of 
competitive suppliers charging low-income consumers higher rates than non-low-income consumers. 
Specifically, for the July 2024 – June 2025 period, low-income customers consistently paid more than 
non-low-income customers for competitive supply products. The data demonstrates that competitive 
suppliers continue to profit at the expense of low-income residents who can ill-afford higher electricity 
costs. 

Total Net 
Consumer 

Loss 

July 2015 - 
June 2016

July 2016 - 
June 2017

July 2017 - 
June 2018

July 2018 - 
June 2019

July 2019 - 
June 2020

July 2020- 
June 2021

July 2021- 
June 2022

July 2022 - 
June 2023

July 2023 - 
June 2024

July 2024 - 
June 2025

Ten-Year 
Total Net 

Loss

$65.4 m $111.4 m $76.2 m $87.0 m $85.7 m $99.5 m $82.8 m -$30.4 m $73.7 m $87.4 m $738.7 m

NET CONSUMER LOSS FROM PARTICIPATION IN THE INDIVIDUAL RESIDENTIAL 
ELECTRIC SUPPLY MARKET COMPARED TO THE ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION 
COMPANY’S BASIC SERVICE
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FIGURE ES-1

Newly Acquired Data on Financial Harms to All Ratepayers. As all ratepayers continue to confront the 
challenge of unaffordable electric bills, for the first time this report’s analysis quantifies the impact of 
competitive electric supply rates on the total costs of bill payment assistance programs, specifically 
low-income discount rates and the arrearage management programs. 

Bill payment assistance programs are designed to help low-income ratepayers who are acutely affected by 
high utility bills.  For example, eligible customers receive relief via discounted rates and/or a reduction of 
past due balances, irrespective of whether the customers are enrolled in default basic service, municipal 
aggregation, or a third-party supplier for the supply portion of their bill.  The costs of bill assistance 
programs are socialized—meaning that all ratepayers fund the programs through charges on their utility 
bills.  The most effective way to reduce overall costs of bill assistance programs is to contain overall utility 
costs, including supply costs. However, the competitive supply market works in direct opposition to this 
goal, by charging customers more than basic service and charging low-income customers even more than 
non-low-income customers.1  As a result, competitive suppliers significantly drive up both overall utility 
costs and the overall cost of bill assistance programs—costs that are ultimately borne by all 
ratepayers.

The July 2024 – June 2025 data is clear: because competitive suppliers enrolled low-income customers at 
rates that were higher than basic service, all ratepayers paid $9.6 million more than necessary for bill 
assistance programs.  In other words, in the absence of the competitive supply market, ratepayers 
would have collectively saved $9.6 million between July 2024 and June 2025.  Since competitive 
suppliers disproportionately enroll low-income customers and enroll them at higher rates—as compared 
to both basic service rates and competitive supply rates provided to non-low-income customers—
suppliers unfairly profited from bill assistance programs designed to serve vulnerable customers. 

The data demonstrates that all ratepayers, even those who are not enrolled in a competitive supply 
product, suffer significant financial harm. 

LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW-INCOME CONSUMER AVERAGE ANNUAL LOSS 
(JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

1	 See Figure ES-1
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MEANINGFUL MARKET REFORM MUST INVOLVE WIDE-SPREAD CHANGES THAT IMPACT ALL 
SUPPLIERS

The 2026 Update further confirms an important finding from the AGO’s previous analyses: the problems 
with the competitive supply market will not be cured by removing the suppliers that are charging 
exorbitantly high rates. It is not uncommon for suppliers to blame a few “bad actors” for tainting the 
market.2  However, the undisputed data from the AGO’s annual reports demonstrates that removing 
suppliers that charge the highest rates from the market would only address a small percent of the total 
customer losses caused by the competitive supply market.

Suppliers charging more than 90 percent above the basic service rate account for only 4.71 percent of 
customer losses, while suppliers charging between 10 and 30 percent above the basic service rate account 
for 51.45 percent of customer losses.

As shown in Figure ES-2, the majority of the losses occur at moderately high competitive supply rates.  
Accordingly, targeting only the highest rates will not ensure adequate protection for customers.

FIGURE ES-2  DISTRIBUTION OF CUSTOMER LOSSES ACCORDING TO PREMIUM PAID
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2	 The Retail Energy Supply Association (RESA) has been critical of meaningful reform efforts, assert-
ing that a better approach would be to remove “bad actors” from the market.  See https://www.resausa.
org/resa-advocates-for-fair-and-competitive-marketplace-in-massachusetts-residential-retail-elec-
tric-choice/; https://commonwealthbeacon.org/opinion/it-makes-no-sense-to-eliminate-the-competi-
tive-electricity-market/

CONCLUSION

Overall, the individual residential electric supply market in Massachusetts causes harm to all consumers, 
particularly to low-income consumers.  As Massachusetts endured another winter of notably cold 
temperatures and unaffordable household costs, including utility costs, the AGO continues to support 
ongoing efforts by the Massachusetts House and Senate, as well as the Healey-Driscoll Administration, to 
find ways to meaningfully regulate the competitive electric supply industry.

The 2026 Update provides updated tables and figures demonstrating that the competitive electric supply 
market continues to harm not only the Commonwealth’s most vulnerable residents but also all electric 
ratepayers.  For more detail on the methods and analyses applied, and related context, please refer to the 
AGO’s earlier reports, which can be accessed at https://www.mass.gov/competitive-electric-supply.

https://www.resausa.org/resa-advocates-for-fair-and-competitive-marketplace-in-massachusetts-residential-retail-electric-choice/
https://www.resausa.org/resa-advocates-for-fair-and-competitive-marketplace-in-massachusetts-residential-retail-electric-choice/
https://www.resausa.org/resa-advocates-for-fair-and-competitive-marketplace-in-massachusetts-residential-retail-electric-choice/
https://www.resausa.org/resa-advocates-for-fair-and-competitive-marketplace-in-massachusetts-residential-retail-electric-choice/
https://www.mass.gov/competitive-electric-supply
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SECTION 1: 
Overall impact to CES customers, including 
participation rates, premiums paid, customer 
charges, and flat rate billing.
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OVERALL IMPACTS

TABLE 1.1 AVERAGE ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD LOSSES - ALL INCOMES - TEN YEAR 
COMPARISON

July 2015 - 
June 2016

July 2016 - 
June 2017

July 2017 - 
June 2018

July 2018 - 
June 2019

July 2019 - 
June 2020

July 2020- 
June 2021

July 2021- 
June 2022

July 2022 - 
June 2023

$155 $187 $190 $231 $202 -$80 $185 $197

July 2023 - 
June 2024

July 2024 - 
June 2025

$134 $226

Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10Year 1 Year 2

TABLE 1.2 AVERAGE ANNUAL NET CONSUMER LOSS BY INCOME CATEGORY

Average Net Consumer Loss per 
household

Average Net Consumer Loss per 
household - Low Income

Average Net Consumer Loss per 
household - Non-low Income

July 2021- 
June 2022

July 2022 - 
June 2023

July 2023 - 
June 2024

July 2024 - 
June 2025

$202

$224

$197

($80)

$10

($102)

$185

$217

$177

$197

$260

$179
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TABLE 1.3 OVERVIEW OF INDIVIDUAL RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC SUPPLY MARKET – 
TEN-YEAR COMPARISON

TABLE 1.4 SUMMARY OF GAINS AND LOSSES BY INCOME CATEGORY

Number of monthly bills showing a gain
Average monthly gain

Number of monthly bills showing a loss
Average monthly loss

Total monthly bills
% of bills with monthly gain
% of bills with monthly loss

Low income Non-Low income All

Total 12-month loss $24,866,263 $62,528,001 $87,394,265

July 2024 - June 2025

1,147,141
19%
81%

934,409
$29.03

212,732
$10.63

4,180,688
28%
72%

2,995,824
$27.07

1,184,864
$15.66

5,327,829
26%
74%

3,930,233
$27.53

1,397,596
$14.89
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FIGURE 1.1 DISTRIBUTION OF GAINS AND LOSSES – ALL CUSTOMERS 
(JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

FIGURE 1.2 DISTRIBUTION OF GAINS AND LOSSES – LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS 
(JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

N
um

be
r o

f b
ill

s (
10

0,
00

0s
)

Monthly household loss (competitive supply bill minus corresponding basic service bill)

Monthly household loss (competitive supply bill minus corresponding basic service bill)
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PARTICIPATION
TABLE 1.5 PARTICIPATION RATES IN COMPETITIVE SUPPLY, BASIC SERVICE AND 

MUNICIPAL AGGREGATION

FIGURE 1.3 AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING SUPPLY FROM 
COMPETITIVE SUPPLY, BASIC SERVICE, AND MUNICIPAL AGGREGATION



11

FIGURE 1.4 AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER LOW-INCOME OF HOUSEHOLDS RECEIVING 
SUPPLY FROM COMPETITIVE SUPPLY, BASIC SERVICE, AND MUNICIPAL 
AGGREGATION

FIGURE 1.5 AVERAGE MONTHLY NUMBER OF NON-LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS 
RECEIVING SUPPLY FROM COMPETITIVE SUPPLY, BASIC SERVICE, AND 
MUNICIPAL AGGREGATION



12

FIGURE 1.6 LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW-INCOME CONSUMER PARTICIPATION RATES 
IN COMPETITIVE SUPPLY

FIGURE 1.7 PERCENT OF ALL ELECTRIC CONSUMERS ENROLLED IN COMPETITIVE SUPPLY
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FIGURE 1.8 PERCENT OF LOW-INCOME ELECTRIC CONSUMERS ENROLLED IN COMPETITIVE 
SUPPLY

FIGURE 1.9 PERCENT OF NON-LOW-INCOME ELECTRIC CONSUMERS ENROLLED IN 
COMPETITIVE SUPPLY



14

RATES
FIGURE 1.10 GAP BETWEEN AVERAGE RATE PAID TO COMPETITIVE SUPPLIERS AND RATE 

PARTICIPANTS WOULD HAVE PAID ON BASIC SERVICE

TABLE 1.6 DISTRIBUTION OF SUPPLIERS WITH PREMIUMS ABOVE $0.01 AMONG 
LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS (JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

Range of Premium $0.01 to 
$0.02

4 5 4 4 83Number of Suppliers

$0.02 to 
$0.03

$0.03 to 
$0.04

$0.04 to 
$0.05

$0.05 to 
$0.06 >$0.06
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PREMIUMS
TABLE 1.7 TEN SUPPLIERS WITH THE HIGHEST AVERAGE PREMIUM – ALL HOUSEHOLDS

(RANKED BY PREMIUM)
(JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

TABLE 1.8 TEN SUPPLIERS WITH THE HIGHEST AVERAGE PREMIUM – LOW-INCOME
HOUSEHOLDS (JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)



16

TABLE 1.9 TEN SUPPLIERS WITH THE HIGHEST NUMBER OF BILLS – ALL HOUSEHOLDS 
(RANKED BY NUMBER OF BILLS)
(JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

TABLE 1.10 TEN SUPPLIERS WITH THE HIGHEST NUMBER OF BILLS - 
LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (JULY 2024 - JUNE 2025)

SUPPLIERS
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SUPPLIERS/LOSS
TABLE 1.11 TEN SUPPLIERS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE GREATEST AGGREGATE CONSUMER 

LOSS – ALL HOUSEHOLDS (RANKED BY NET CONSUMER LOSS)
(JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)

TABLE 1.12 TEN SUPPLIERS RESPONSIBLE FOR THE GREATEST AGGREGATE CONSUMER 
LOSS – LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS (JULY 2024 – JUNE 2025)
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TABLE 1.13 MONTHLY CUSTOMER FEES WHERE ADDITIONAL VOLUMETRIC RATES 
ALSO APPLY

TABLE 1.14 FREQUENCY OF FIXED CHARGES BY MAGNITUDE

CUSTOMER FEES

Income
All income
Low income
Non-low income

Bills with Monthly Charge
156,304
150,262

6,042

Total Monthly Charges
$5,055,332
$1,773,484
$3,281,848

FLAT RATES
TABLE 1.15 MONTHLY FLAT-RATE BILLS WITHOUT VOLUMETRIC CHARGES

Income
All income
Low income
Non-low income

Bills with Flat Rate
1,027

874
153

Total Flat Rate Charges
$167,682
$111,633

$56,049

TABLE 1.16 FLAT-RATE CHARGES WITHOUT VOLUMETRIC CHARGES



19

RAAF RECOVERY RATES IN EXCESS OF THE BASIC SERVICE TO LOW-INCOME 
COMPETITIVE SUPPLY CUSTOMERS INCREASE THE FINANCIAL BURDEN 
ON ALL RATEPAYERS

IMPACTS

Total payment in excess of the basic service by low-income customers*		
		
	 Amount of excess payments paid by low-income customers	
	 Amount of excess payments recovered through RAAF from all ratepayers			
* Low-income customers identified as customers on the R2 rate.	 	

$23,606,682

$14,011,844
$9,594,838

	

July 2024-June 2025

Competitive suppliers charged low income customers approximately $24 million dollars in excess of basic service from July 
2024 to June 2025. Low income customers are eligible for a discount on supply costs (which varies  depending on utility service 
territory). Accordingly, competitive suppliers recovered $14 million from low-income customers and the remaining $10 million 
from all ratepayers.

RAAF RECOVERY EXCESS COMPETITIVE SUPPLY RATES FOR CUSTOMERS ON 
ARREARAGE MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS INCREASE RAAF RECOVERY

Total RAAF recovery due to AMPs for competitive supply customers
		
Counterfactual  RAAF recovery due to AMPs for competitive supply customers, 
had they been on basic service
		
Excess RAAF recovery due to excess competitive supply rates for customers on AMPs	

July 2024-June 2025

Through the Arrearage Management Programs (AMPs), eligible customers receive relief on their bills via a reduction in past due 
allowances. Because competitive suppliers charged low income customers significantly more than basic service (approximately 
$24 million from July 2024 to June 2025) bill reductions through AMP were higher, by $2.1 million. Competitve suppliers 
recovered this excess $2.1 million from all ratepayers.

$7,845,237

$5,711,529

$2,133,707
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SECTION 2: 
Focus on geographic and demographic disparities

19



21

IMPACTS
FIGURE 2.1 LOW-INCOME AND NON-LOW-INCOME CONSUMER AVERAGE ANNUAL LOSS

TABLE 2.1 PARTICIPATION RATES AND PREMIUMS PAID BASED ON COMMUNITIES’ 
DEMOGRAPHICS (APRIL 2025)
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GEOGRAPHIC ANALYSIS
TABLE 2.2 TEN MUNICIPALITIES WITH THE HIGHEST AGGREGATE NET CONSUMER 

LOSS - ALL INCOMES (APRIL 2025)

FIGURE 2.2 BOSTON, SPRINGFIELD, AND WORCESTER ZIP CODES BY SHARE OF 
LOW-INCOME CUSTOMERS AND RATE OF PARTICIPATION IN THE INDIVIDUAL 
RESIDENTIAL ELECTRIC SUPPLY MARKET (APRIL 2025)
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Region

Eversource East
Eversource West
MECO
Nantucket
Unitil

Low Income 

357,431
148,817
629,400

100
11,393

TABLE 2.3 NUMBER OF BILLS BY REGION AND INCOME CATEGORY

Now-Low Income 

1,469,819
229,296

2,457,598
3,567

20,408

%Low Income 

20%
39%
20%

3%
36%

%Non-Low Income 

80%
61%
80%
97%
64%

TABLE 2.4 SUMMARY OF OVERCHARGE BY REGION AND INCOME 
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FIGURE 2.3 PERCENT OF ALL ELECTRIC CONSUMERS ENROLLED IN COMPETITIVE SUPPLY

FIGURE 2.4 PERCENT OF LOW-INCOME ELECTRIC CONSUMERS ENROLLED IN 
COMPETITIVE SUPPLY

BOSTON
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FIGURE 2.5 PERCENT OF NON-LOW-INCOME ELECTRIC CONSUMERS ENROLLED IN 
COMPETITIVE SUPPLY
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SECTION 3: 
Appendices
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APPENDIX A

APPENDIX B



28

APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX B (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX C
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX C (CONTINUED)
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APPENDIX D
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APPENDIX E
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APPENDIX F
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APPENDIX G

APPENDIX H
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APPENDIX I

APPENDIX J (STATEWIDE)
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APPENDIX J (EVERSOURCE EAST)

APPENDIX J (EVERSOURCE WEST)
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APPENDIX J (MECO)

APPENDIX J (NANTUCKET)
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APPENDIX J (UNITIL)


