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INTRODUCTION

The passage of the Next Generation Energy Act (“NGEA” or “the Act”)! does not
cure the fundamental defects of multi-year rate plans (“MRPs”). Instead, it confirms the
legislature’s concerns about what five years of experience has already shown: MRPs are
inherently flawed, harmful to customers, and unworkable under Maryland law. The
Office of People’s Counsel has repeatedly explained that MRPs cannot produce just and
reasonable rates.? By their very design, they rely on speculative forecasts and shift
financial risks from shareholders to customers, leading to higher rates. They also impose
enormous burdens on stakeholders, who are forced to litigate sprawling cases with little
ability to test utility projections. The NGEA, by requiring an affirmative showing of
customer benefits and prohibiting utility-filed reconciliations,® seeks to mitigate some of
the flaws of MRPs. But far from salvaging the MRP construct, those changes further
illuminate that the construct cannot be made to work for customers.

The legislature’s intent in enacting the NGEA is clear. Against the backdrop of an
energy bill crisis in Maryland, the General Assembly recognized that MRPs had
contributed to escalating costs and stripped customers of meaningful protections. It
responded by sharply limiting the Commission’s discretion to approve MRPs. The Act

prohibits utility reconciliation requests and adds a new “customer benefit” standard,

''HB 1035, 2025 Leg., Reg. Sess. (Md. 2025).

2 See Brief of the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, ML# 314246 (CNs 9618, 9645, Dec. 13, 2024)
(“OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief”) at 1-4.

3 For clarity, this brief uses “reconciliation” to mean a utility-filed true-up (barred by PUA § 4-213), and
“downward true-down” to mean a non-utility-initiated request—or Commission-initiated action—to
reduce MRP rates to correct over-recoveries.



requiring utilities to demonstrate that an MRP affirmatively benefits customers before it
can be approved. This is not a minor amendment. It reflects the legislature’s judgment
that MRPs have harmed ratepayers and cannot be continued without a clear showing of
benefits. No utility has met that standard, and none can.

The NGEA raised the threshold for approval because the legislature doubted
whether MRPs could ever be consistent with customer interests. Utilities themselves have
acknowledged their inability to forecast costs accurately, yet MRPs ask customers to bear
the risks of those very forecasts. One-way reconciliations and earnings sharing proposals
cannot solve this fundamental problem. They are either prohibited by statute or
inadequate to address systemic flaws. The Commission must heed the legislature’s signal
and end MRPs.

In addition, any consideration of alternative forms of regulation (“AFORs”) must
grapple with the continued existence of the bill stabilization adjustment (“BSA”). The
BSA already insulates utilities from revenue fluctuations by guaranteeing recovery of
forecasted revenues regardless of actual sales or customer counts. In this respect, it
functions as a reconciliation mechanism. The BSA undermines utility claims that
MRPs—or any AFOR layered on top of the BSA—are necessary to manage risk. If
anything, the BSA makes such mechanisms redundant while compounding the risks to
customers. The BSA must be reevaluated as part of any review of AFORs to ensure that
the public interest is served.

The Commission now faces a straightforward choice. It must decide whether

MRPs, in light of both their results to date and the legislature’s new constraints, can still

2



be considered just and reasonable. The answer is no. MRPs have produced higher bills
and failed to deliver promised benefits. They have shifted risks to customers while
serving as “growth drivers” for utility profits. The NGEA raised the bar precisely because
MRPs were not delivering for customers. Under that higher standard, the Commission
cannot reasonably find that MRPs will produce demonstrable customer benefits.

This brief includes four parts. Part I explains how MRPs have harmed customers
by driving up rates, encouraging over-investment, and eroding prudence review. Part 11
analyzes the NGEA’s statutory changes and shows why they make MRPs unworkable
under current law. Part I1I addresses why neither one-way reconciliations nor the
earnings sharing proposal of Baltimore Gas & Electric Company (“BGE”) can rescue
MRPs. Finally, Part IV demonstrates why, if the Commission considers continuing
MRPs or adopting other AFORs, it must reevaluate the foundational structures on which
those mechanisms rest, including the BSA. Anything less would perpetuate the same
harms Maryland customers have already endured.

The record is clear. The NGEA confirmed the defects of existing MRPs and
expressed a legislative intent to bar any future MRPs that do not protect customers. The
Commission should act decisively by sunsetting the MRP construct and rejecting
alternative reconciliation mechanisms that the Act prohibits. Any future alternatives to
MRPs should be developed only after a transparent stakeholder process that precedes

their consideration.



BACKGROUND

The Next Generation Energy Act became effective on June 1, 2025. In relevant
part, the Act sets forth certain requirements for the Commission’s approval of new
multiyear rate plans and eliminates the opportunity for utilities to file for reconciliation.*
The General Assembly enacted the NGEA in 2025 against the backdrop of rising utility
rates and persistent concerns about the fairness of MRPs. The Act became effective on
June 1, 2025.

The statute establishes new conditions for the Commission’s approval of MRPs.
Under Public Utilities Article (“PUA”) § 4-213(b), the Commission may approve an
MRP only if the plan: (1) demonstrates customer benefits; and (2) does not allow the
utility to file for reconciliation of cost or revenue variances of the revenue component
used to set rates. Subsection (c) further bars utilities that file MRPs from subsequently
filing for reconciliation, except for reconciliation filings made before January 1, 2025.
The Commission must determine how to interpret and apply these new requirements
when evaluating MRPs.

The Commission’s authority to adopt alternative forms of regulation is set forth in
PUA § 7-505(c).> Before the NGEA, that section allowed alternative ratemaking if it

protected consumers, ensured service quality and reliability, and served the public

* See Md. Code Ann., Pub. Util. (“PUA™) § 4-213 (codifying language from the NGEA).

> As explained in Order No. 89226, PUA § 7-505(c)(1) expressly provides that the Commission may
regulate the regulated services of an electric company through alternative forms of regulation, and,
although this provision does not expressly apply to natural gas utilities, the Commission found that PUA §
4-102 and appellate case law grant the Commission the inherent authority to determine a just and
reasonable rate for natural gas utilities using any formula or approach that is in the public interest. See
Order No. 89226 at 4 (CN 9618, Aug. 9, 2019).

4



interest. The NGEA amended § 7-505(¢c) to make this authority expressly “subject to § 4-
213,” thereby imposing a higher threshold for Commission approval of MRPs.®

In addition to MRPs, Maryland’s regulatory landscape also includes the BSA, a
revenue decoupling mechanism that insulates utilities from sales and customer count
fluctuations by essentially guaranteeing revenue recovery.” The BSA has functioned
alongside MRPs and interacts with them by shifting risks away from utilities. While the
NGEA does not address the BSA directly, any consideration of MRPs or other alternative
ratemaking mechanisms must account for the BSA’s role in already reducing utility risk.

ARGUMENT

I. The MRP pilot should be sunset because MRPs have been harmful, not
beneficial, to customers.

The Commission established the MRP pilot under its authority to adopt alternative
forms of regulation and has the power to sunset MRPs under the same authority.® None of
the NGEA’s MRP-related provisions limit or otherwise affect the Commission’s authority
to terminate the MRP pilot and sunset the MRP construct upon a finding that MRPs are
not consistent with the public good. On the contrary, the NGEA’s requirement that an
MRP plan demonstrate customer benefits and the Act’s prohibition on public service
company filings for reconciliation only serve to limit the MRP construct and highlight the

legislature’s concern about how MRPs have contributed to higher rates for customers.’

6 See Notice of Opportunity to Update Briefs, ML# 321220 (CNs 9618, 9645 Aug. 11, 2025) at 1
(referring to the NGEA’s creation of “a heightened test for approval of an MRP”).

7 Order No. 90445 at 10, 24 (CN 9681, Dec. 14, 2022).

8 See PUA § 7-505(c)(1)-(2); and Order No. 89226 at 4.

% See Delegate Brian Crosby and Delegate Lorig Charkoudian’s Letter to the Public Service Commission,
ML# 319653 (CNs 9681, 9692 June 16, 2025).



A. MRPs have harmed customers in the form of large rate increases.

Maryland’s experiment with multiyear rate plans has left customers paying more
for less. Far from delivering rate stability, MRPs have functioned as engines for serial
rate hikes that exacerbate an affordability crisis already burdening low- and moderate-
income households. Utilities have used MRPs to lock in multi-year forecasts of spending
based on inflated projections of costs, transferring the risk of forecasting errors onto
customers. By design, projected rates allow recovery of costs that may never materialize,
creating windfalls for shareholders and long-term burdens for households. As OPC and
other stakeholders documented, these forecasts have consistently increased customer bills
compared to historic test-year ratemaking.

The results are stark. Since the introduction of MRPs, Maryland customers have
experienced some of the highest cumulative rate increases in the region, with little
evidence of corresponding improvements in reliability or service quality. OPC’s
comments in this proceeding explained that MRPs have shifted risks typically borne by
utilities to customers and undermined critical consumer protections.!® Ratepayers are not
merely paying more; they are paying more for a ratemaking construct that weakens their
protections and delivers no demonstrable offsetting benefits. This is antithetical to the
Public Utilities Article’s requirement that rates be just, reasonable, and consistent with the

public good.'

10 OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 15-19.

' See PUA § 4-201 (requiring that “a public service company shall charge just and reasonable rates for
the regulated services that it renders.”). A “just and reasonable rate” is defined as a rate that: (1) does not
violate any provision of the Public Utilities Article; (2) fully considers and is consistent with the public
good; and (3) except for rates of a common carrier, will result in an operating income to the public service

6



The rate impacts of MRPs have been profound and far-reaching. Since their
introduction, MRPs have driven utility bills sharply upward across all three Exelon-
owned utilities. Without even considering outstanding reconciliations, on a percentage
basis, BGE’s electric rates have risen by 30 percent,'? the rates of the Potomac Electric
Power Company (“Pepco”) have risen by 33 percent,'® and those of Delmarva Power &
Light Company (“Delmarva”) have risen by 17 percent.!* These increases are not isolated
blips. Rather, they reflect a structural shift under MRP ratemaking: on average, annual
percentage rate increases under MRPs have been at least 40 percent higher than under
standard ratemaking in Maryland from 2006-2020.!> Customers are paying more at a
faster pace under MRPs, and with fewer safeguards.

The mechanics of MRP ratemaking explain these results. Both capital investment
and operating expenses have ballooned beyond approved budgets, with reconciliation
processes failing to protect customers from the consequences of overspending. For
example, in their first MRPs, BGE added more than $2 billion in plant while Pepco added

$675 million, even after the Commission reduced their proposed budgets.!® BGE’s

company that yields, after reasonable deduction for depreciation and other necessary and proper expenses
and reserves, a reasonable return on the fair value of the public service company's property used and
useful in providing service to the public.” PUA § 4-101.

12 BGE’s R rate in 2020: $0.03651/kWh

BGE’s R rate in 2025: $0.04751/kWh

(0.04751/0.03651)-1 = 30.12% increase

13 Pepco’s weighted average R rate in 2020: $0.04649/kWh

Pepco’s weighted average R rate in 2025: $0.06175/kWh

(0.06175/0.04649)-1 = 32.82% increase

14 Delmarva’s weighted average R rate in 2022: $0.061276/kWh

Delmarva’s weighted average R rate in 2025: $0.071482/kWh

(0.071482/0.061276)-1 = 16.65% increase

15 OPC Dec. 13, 2024 Brief at 15.

16 OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 15-16.



operating costs also far exceeded the levels proposed in its MRP filing, with electric
O&M ending roughly $70 million higher and gas O&M roughly $50 million higher.!”
Under the pre-NGEA regime, utility-filed reconciliations operated asymmetrically in
practice—increasing revenues and rate base in ways that protected utility recovery while
offering customers little timely relief from over-projections.

The customer rate impacts under MRPs have been staggering. For BGE
customers, a typical household consuming 900 kWh per month now pays roughly $139
more per year for electric distribution service than in 2020, while gas customers face
increases of $289 annually.!® Pepco customers have seen their distribution charges climb
by $178 in just four years,'” and Delmarva customers pay $119 more per year.?’ Large
annual rate increases have become the norm under MRPs, leaving Maryland families to
shoulder record-high distribution costs without corresponding improvements in service or
accountability.

Taken together, these outcomes demonstrate that MRPs have accelerated rate
increases and contributed directly to Maryland’s affordability crisis. The results confirm
what OPC and other stakeholders warned at the outset: MRPs encourage excessive

capital spending, eliminate incentives for cost control, and shift risks from utilities to

7 OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 16.

18 See Appendix A, Office of People’s Counsel, Maryland s Utility Rates and Charges Mar. 2025 Update
at 49 (electricity) and 45 (gas) (Mar. 2025).

19 See Id. at 70. Pepco’s 2025 total distribution costs are the same as in 2024 shown in Appendix A, with
the addition of an increased MYP reconciliation rider of $0.00091/kWh in place since March 2025.

20 See Id. at 63.



customers. Far from protecting the public interest, MRPs have placed Maryland
households under mounting financial pressure.

B. MRPs provide no real benefits to customers.

Utilities have repeatedly claimed that MRPs deliver transparency, advance State
policy goals, and reduce administrative burdens.?! The record demonstrates the opposite.
First, transparency has declined. Utilities submit heavily curated project justifications,
often just a few sentences in length, with minimal or no analysis of alternatives. This
approach forces stakeholders into costly and time-consuming discovery simply to
understand what 1s being proposed—making the process less, rather than more,
transparent.

Second, MRPs have not advanced State policy objectives. As noted in our original
brief, the utilities have failed to show that MRPs can advance State policy more
effectively than standard rate cases.?? Reliability outcomes were already in the top
quartile due to pre-MRP spending, and climate or energy transition initiatives are being
addressed in separate proceedings and workgroups, not through MRPs.?* No state has
adopted MRPs for the purpose of advancing climate or policy goals, and Maryland
should not either.

Relatedly, the NGEA adopted important customer protections for gas

infrastructure replacement work under the STRIDE law. It further required “consisten[cy]

21 See, e.g., Initial Comments of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 312358 (CNs 9618, 9645,
Sept. 16, 2024) at 7-17.

22 See OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 27.

2 See, e.g., Case No. 9353 (Annual Reliability Performance Reporting); Case No. 9705 (EmPOWER
2024-2026 Cycle).



with State policy.”** If BGE takes the position that it need not comply with the new
protections under STRIDE because it advances those projects under its current MRP,
where it receives similar accelerated cost recovery as STRIDE allows, then that is another
reason why the Commission cannot find that an MRP is beneficial to customers.

Third, administrative burdens have worsened. Stakeholders must simultaneously
analyze five different years of actual and forecasted spending, monitor multiple
reconciliation proceedings, and chase missing data through discovery.? Far from
simplifying regulation, MRPs have increased its complexity and cost.

C. MRPs are unworkable and cannot be made workable.

The NGEA’s enactment has not cured the MRP construct’s extensive structural
flaws—discussed in detail in our earlier briefs—that reward utilities and shift risks to
customers.?® These are structural flaws that cannot be mitigated through tweaks to
particular MRP features. Although the NGEA has prohibited utility reconciliation filings ,
the core anti-consumer features of the MRP construct remain—Ilimitations on the review
of capital workplans, reliance on utility forecasts, and reduced regulatory lag. These
features undermine important consumer protections and ultimately fail to benefit the

public interest.

24 PUA § 4-210(b)(2) (requiring, among other things, “a demonstration that the gas company has selected
and given priority to projects based on risk to the public and cost-effectiveness”).

23 See OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 8; Final Brief of the Apartment and Office Building Association of
Metropolitan Washington Regarding MRP Lessons Learned, ML# 314217 (CN 9618, 9646, Dec. 13,
2024) at 12-13 (“AOBA Final Brief”) (explaining all that Staff, OPC, and AOBA agree that MRPs have
increased regulatory burdens); Brief of the Staff of the Public Service Commission, ML# 314248 (CN
9618, 9646, Dec. 13, 2024) at 6 (explaining that the MRP pilot must be improved to address asymmetries
of information and impeded review of MRP projects).

26 OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 6-13.
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Prudency review is the cornerstone of consumer protection in monopoly
regulation—the mechanism that ensures utilities recover only the costs of projects that
were necessary, reasonable, and carried out responsibly. The multi-year rate plan
construct fundamentally undermines that safeguard. By approving large portfolios of
capital spending in advance, MRPs collapse prudency review into a narrow, after-the-fact
assessment of execution alone, ignoring whether the projects themselves were justified at
the outset. Once a project is embedded in an MRP, the utility can point to the
Commission’s prior approval as evidence that its decision to proceed was already vetted,
making any later disallowance highly unlikely. In this way, MRPs shift the prudency
inquiry away from the critical questions of necessity and purpose, leaving customers
exposed to paying for imprudent investments simply because they were preauthorized as
part of a multi-year plan. BGE’s October 2024 presentation crystallizes this erosion, but
the company’s presenters could not even agree on how prudency operates—confirming
that, under MRPs, prudency review is both narrowed and muddled.

At the October 2024 hearings, BGE appears to confirm that, in its view, prudence
review under MRPs would be limited to execution,?’ leaving customers unprotected
against imprudent spending at the planning stage. The testimony of BGE’s own witnesses
actually underscores a fundamental inconsistency in how the company views prudency
under the multi-year rate plan framework. At the October 2024 hearings, Mr. Frain sought

to separate “reasonableness” determinations at the time of plan approval from any

2" Hearing Tr. (Oct. 15, 2004) at 48:17-19 (Mark Case) (“I think the prudency determination is more about
the execution.”).

11



prudency review, insisting that prudency can only be assessed after investments are
actually made and thus remains a live issue in reconciliation or a subsequent rate case.?
Mr. Case, by contrast, characterized the Commission’s upfront approval of an MRP as
effectively authorizing the utility’s chosen portfolio of projects and costs, leaving
prudency review limited to execution—that is, whether BGE manages the projects
competently and within budget.?” Under Mr. Case’s framing, once a project is included in
a multi-year plan, the prudency of the decision to pursue that project is effectively
resolved, and only operational mismanagement or unexplained cost overruns could
warrant disallowance. This inconsistency undermines BGE’s credibility: If its own
witnesses cannot agree on the scope of prudency under an MRP, then the Commission
should not accept the company’s shifting definitions as a basis to shield its investments
from meaningful scrutiny.

Commissioner Suchman’s questioning at the October 2024 hearings made clear
that even the Commission is struggling to pin down what “prudency’ means in the
context of a multi-year rate plan. She pressed BGE’s witnesses on when prudency review
actually occurs and what effect it has if the Commission has already approved
expenditures as part of an MRP order.?° The central concern is straightforward: If the
Commission authorizes hundreds of millions of dollars in forecasted spending, and the

utility later undertakes those projects, what does it mean to say that spending could still

28 Hearing Tr. (Oct. 15, 2004) at 46:1-18 (John Frain).
2 Hearing Tr. (Oct. 15, 2004) at 48:17-19 (Mark Case).
30 Hearing Tr. (Oct. 15, 2004) at 45:20-23; 51:17-23.

12



be deemed imprudent? Commissioner Suchman appropriately questioned whether there
was any “claw back” if imprudence is found, and whether Commission approval upfront
effectively insulates those projects from later challenge.?!

That confusion is hardly surprising, because BGE’s own witnesses offered her
conflicting answers—MTr. Frain insisting that prudency is a backward-looking test, while
Mr. Case suggesting that the Commission’s approval of a project in a multi-year plan
essentially settles its prudency, leaving only execution issues subject to review. As a
result, even the company has no coherent explanation on the fundamental question about
how prudency actually functions under a multi-year rate plan. And even now, many years
into Maryland’s experiment with multi-year rate plans, this most basic question of
prudency review in utility ratemaking remains unresolved, apparently even to the
satisfaction of the very regulators charged with overseeing it.

Perhaps paradoxically, this problem is compounded by the elimination of utility
filings for reconciliation under the NGEA. Post-NGEA, utilities may no longer file for
reconciliation. That eliminates any utility-initiated mechanism to correct over-recoveries.
The only path that remains consistent with the statute is a downward true-down sought by
a non-utility party or initiated by the Commission itself—discretionary relief that is not
automatic, does not cure the structural defects of MRPs, and, moreover, leaves customers

temporarily paying higher rates than they should have paid.

3! Hearing Tr. (Oct. 15, 2004) at 45:16-17; 48:10-16.
13



Furthermore, the NGEA’s provisions do not alleviate the substantial burdens that
advanced review of capital workplans place on stakeholders to identify imprudent
spending.*? Substantial burdens result from massive information asymmetries that force
resource-constrained parties to pick and choose which projects to review given the
immense volume of information that is provided in the constrained MRP timeframe. This
creates a risk that imprudent investments will evade scrutiny and be included in customer
rates.

Finally, MRPs exist today not because they serve the public, but because they
serve Exelon’s investors. Exelon itself touts MRPs as “growth drivers” for rate base and
earnings.’ The corporation has never explained why traditional ratemaking, which
supported massive load growth for decades,** is suddenly incapable of managing today’s
far more modest growth, where BGE’s projected 2045 peak load is still below its 2011
peak.? The answer is plain: MRPs are not about public necessity, but about shareholder
enrichment.

Taken together, these flaws confirm that MRPs are structurally unsalvageable. The
Commission cannot rework them into something customer protective. It should instead

sunset the MRP pilot and return to proven ratemaking methods that rely on actual costs.

32 See, e.g., OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 8.

33 Exelon Winter 2023 Investor Presentation at 18, 23, https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events-and-
presentations/presentations?mobile=1&page=2.

34 See An Assessment of Electrification Impacts on the Maryland Electric Grid, The Brattle Group for the
Maryland Public Service Commission at 100-01 (Dec. 19, 2023), psc.state.md.us/wp-
content/uploads/Corrected-MDPSC-Electrification-Study-Report-2.pdf.

35 PJM Long-Term Load Forecast Report, (Jan. 24, 2025) at 15, available at https://www.pjm.com/-
/media/DotCom/library/reports-notices/load-forecast/2025-load-report.pdf.

14



https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events-and-presentations/presentations?mobile=1&page=2
https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events-and-presentations/presentations?mobile=1&page=2
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I1.

The NGEA sets an elevated standard for Commission MRP review that, in

light of the MRP experience, precludes the Commission from making MRPs

permanent.

The Next Generation Energy Act fundamentally alters the landscape for multiyear
rate plans in Maryland. It does not salvage MRPs—it raises the bar for approval to a level

that MRPs, as presently designed, cannot meet.

A. The Commission cannot find that MRPs demonstrate customer
benefits.

The Act conditions Commission approval of any new MRP on a showing that the
plan “demonstrates the customer benefits of the investment.”*® This new statutory
language creates a higher standard of review than existed under PUA § 7-505(c), which
allowed alternative ratemaking if it was “in the interest of the public.” By amending § 7-
505 to make it “subject to” § 4-213, the legislature unmistakably signaled that customer
benefits must be affirmatively shown—not presumed.

Yet the record is devoid of such a showing. MRPs to date have coincided with
record-high utility bills and affordability challenges for Maryland households.?” Exelon
and its utilities have stated that MRPs are growth vehicles for investor earnings,®
supporting capital investments; they are not instruments of consumer benefit. Their
claims of transparency, policy advancement, or efficiency have been repeatedly undercut

by evidence in this proceeding: MRPs have instead been opaque, burdensome, and

36 PUA § 4-213(b)(1).

37 OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 15-19.

38 Exelon Winter 2023 Investor Presentation at 18, 23, https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events-and-
presentations/presentations?mobile=1&page=2.
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unconnected to Commission dockets where State policy is actually advanced.?® The
General Assembly was well aware of these realities when it enacted the NGEA, which is
why it chose to constrain, rather than expand, the Commission’s discretion.

To meet the statutory test, utilities would need to demonstrate tangible, measurable
benefits—such as improved reliability, safety, or emissions reductions—directly tied to
the MRP framework. None of the filings to date provide such evidence. On the contrary,
MRPs have obscured accountability and worsened customer outcomes. Under a faithful
reading of the statute, the Commission cannot conclude that MRPs satisfy the heightened
“customer benefit” requirement under PUA § 4-213.

B. While overall protective of customers, the elimination of upward
reconciliations eliminates a pillar of the Commission’s MRP construct.

The NGEA also eliminates the Commission’s prior practice of utility-filed
reconciliations.*’ Before the NGEA, Maryland’s MRP design relied on utility-filed
reconciliations as the theoretical check on inevitable forecasting errors. In practice, those
reconciliations proved inadequate and often one-sided. The NGEA now prohibits utility-
filed reconciliations altogether, stripping the MRP of its only claimed safeguard and
leaving, at most, discretionary downward true-downs resulting from a petition by non-
utility parties.

The Commission established the opportunity for reconciliation “to strike the

delicate balance of transparency and accountability from the utility” and realize the

39 See, e.g., Case No. 9353 (Annual Reliability Performance Reporting); Case No. 9705 (EmPOWER
2024-2026 Cycle).
9 PUA § 4-213(b)(2), ().
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benefits of MRPs identified in Order No. 89226.* Indeed, the opportunity for
reconciliation is a central feature around which the entire MRP construct revolves.
Proponents argued that reconciliation could ensure customers pay no more or less than
actual costs. Experience showed otherwise—and the NGEA now removes utility-filed
reconciliations entirely.*> Moreover, the MRP construct’s prudence review process is
designed around the opportunity for reconciliation. As noted in Order No. 89678, issues
“including whether particular projects will ultimately benefit ratepayers, and whether
actual project costs are excessive, will become ripe for prudency review during the
reconciliation process.”*

An MRP without reconciliation is, effectively, a future test year. Unlike historic
test years, however, future test year revenue requirements do not approximate the utility’s
actual cost of service as of the date the rate application is filed. Rather, future test years—
and MRPs—rely on forecasts to speculate what those costs will be over a hypothetical

future period. At best, forecasted costs are no more than an educated guess as to what the

utility believes its rate base and operational costs will be; and experience shows that it is

1 Order No. 89482 at 37 (CN 9618, Feb. 4, 2020). The benefits enumerated in Order No. 89226 include
“shortening the cost recovery period, providing more predictable revenues for utilities and more
predictable rates for customers, spreading changes in rates over multiple years, and decreasing
administrative burdens on regulators by staggering filings over several years|, and] more transparency
into a utility’s planning process.” Order No. 89226 at 54.

2 Order No. 89226 at 13 (quoting Joint Initial Comments of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company,
Potomac Electric Power Company, and Delmarva Power & Light Company (PC 51, Mar. 29, 2019), at
14).

# Order No. 89678 at 97 (CN 9645, Dec. 16, 2020); see also Order No. 90948 at 2, n. 3 (CN 9692, Dec.
14, 2023) (stating “prudency issues such as whether particular projects will ultimately benefit ratepayers,
whether actual project costs were excessive, and whether the programs were executed effectively and
efficiently will become ripe for prudency review during the reconciliation process.”).
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difficult for utilities to make accurate forecasts.** At the lessons learned hearing, BGE
itself made frequent reference to matters “outside of the utility’s control” versus those
within the “utility’s control.”* Indeed, the record in this proceeding demonstrates the
inherent flaws in relying on frequently inaccurate utility forecasts.*® Higher forecasted
costs lead to a larger revenue requirement. Accordingly, as the Commission aptly
observed, utilities “have an incentive to overestimate costs to ensure future funding”4’
Thus, the Commission intended reconciliation as a way to mitigate this incentive.

MRPs without reconciliation heighten the already high risks to customers of utility
over-forecasting. Utilities have strong incentives to inflate cost forecasts; in an MRP
capable of being approved under the NGEA, they would potentially enjoy a guarantee of
recovery with no obligation to reconcile. Particularly with an MRP without asymmetrical
reconciliations favorable to customers, the result is that utilities are protected, while

customers are exposed. In effect, the Act removes the one mechanism that prevented

MRPs from becoming entirely one-sided.

# See e.g., Order No. 89868 at 73-74, 85, 188, 254 (CN 9655, June 28, 2021) (discussing the
Commission’s concerns regarding the inaccuracy of Pepco’s forecasting).

4 See, e.g., Lessons learned hearing Tr. at 31:17-18; 32:11-14; 98:8-9; 99:1-2; 305:7-12; 340:1-3.

46 See Hearing Tr. 66:7-13 (Commissioner Richard) (noting the “significant difference” between the
utilities’ actual O&M and capital expenditure costs and those the Commission approved); OPC Original
Brief at 17, Table 1 (showing BGE and Pepco’s requested, awarded, and actual cumulative MRP revenue
requirements over three years and explaining that utilities are incentivized to spend at least as much as
they have been awarded in their MRP budgets); AOBA Final Brief at 16 (stating “Pepco and the other
Exelon Utilities have demonstrated a substantial inability to forecast the composition of their future
expenditures with reasonable accuracy”); Staff Comments on the Pilot Multi-Year Rate Plan Lessons
Learned Proceeding, ML# 312360 (CNs 9618, 9645, Sept. 16, 2024) at 10 (stating “the long-sought
arrangement where budgets and rates would reflect spending . . . has not evolved to the point where
forecasted planning decisions reflect the costs incorporated into future rates.”).

47 Order No. 89226 at 11 (quoting Staff Initial Comments PC 51 at 14).
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Relying on forecasts to set rates will continue to involve the same intrinsic
problems regarding rate adjustments that are not known and measurable or used and
useful.*® The NGEA’s removal of reconciliations exacerbates risks associated with relying
on utility forecasts due to the MRP constructs remaining structural flaws—such as
information asymmetries and increased incentives for utilities to present bloated cost
forecasts.*

The General Assembly understood this dynamic. By stripping out reconciliation
and layering in the “customer benefit” test, the legislature signaled that MRPs are not
presumptively in the public interest. Rather, the default is skepticism: MRPs may only
continue if the utility can affirmatively prove that they benefit customers. Given the track
record of rising rates, opaque filings, and diminished prudence review, the Commission
cannot credibly make such a finding.

C. The Commission should recognize that the NGEA makes sunsetting the
only lawful course.

The NGEA leaves no doubt that the legislature was dissatisfied with how MRPs

had operated and intended to rein them in. The Act’s combination of prohibiting utility-

4 In OPC’s Dec. 13, 2024, brief, we explained that forecasted test years within the context of MRPs can
result in adjustments to rate base and O&M expense based on estimated future costs that are not known
and measurable and base rates that reflect costs of projects that have been delayed or abandoned and may
never be used and useful. /d. at 10.

¥ See, e.g., Order No. 89678 at 45 (directing BGE to remove contingencies from its forecasted O&M
expenses and explaining that “BGE should not be in the position of collecting additional revenue from
customer to pay for the possibility of a cost overrun prior to the prudency review.”); and Order No. 90948
at 22 (explaining that BGE’s greater access to information should incentivize the company to develop
accurate forecasts and that, as a result, the utility should bear the risk of forecasting errors).
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filed reconciliations and requiring customer benefits was not accidental; it was a direct
response to concerns about rising bills and weakened protections.

If the Commission were to continue MRPs despite this statutory backdrop and the
lessons-learned record, it would frustrate the legislature’s intent. MRPs have not
demonstrated benefits, and with or without reconciliation, the record before the
Commission shows they cannot be made to work for customers. The lawful and prudent
course is to declare the MRP pilot a failed experiment and to return to traditional
ratemaking. The Commission should not attempt to retrofit MRPs with patches or half-
measures. The NGEA requires more: a return to standard ratemaking practices and if the
Commission finds its appropriate, a wholesale reevaluation, through a stakeholder

process, of whether any alternative form of regulation can ever satisfy Maryland 1

I11. Neither asymmetrical reconciliations nor BGE’s earnings risk sharing
proposal address the systemic problems with MRPs.

The utilities have suggested that MRPs might be salvaged by layering in new
mechanisms—such BGE’s proposed earnings risk sharing mechanism (“ERSM”)—to
protect customers from forecast errors.’® These proposals are, at best, cosmetic fixes.
They do not cure the core defects of the MRP construct. At worst, they attempt to

repackage reconciliation under another name, directly contradicting the NGEA.

39 Brief of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 314247 (CNs 9618, 9645, Dec. 13, 2024) at 16;
Brief of Potomac Electric Power Company and Delmarva Power & Light Company, ML# 314243 (CNs
9618, 9645, Dec. 13, 2024) at 5.
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A. These proposals address symptoms, not the systemic harms of MRPs.

MRPs fail because they shift risk from shareholders to customers and encourage
inflated forecasts. Neither asymmetrical reconciliations nor the ERSM confront these root
problems. An asymmetrical reconciliation—if permitted at all—would only claw back a
portion of over-earnings after the fact. It would not prevent the inflated spending plans
that drive rates higher in the first place. The ERSM suffers from the same flaw: It leaves
intact a framework that rewards utilities for over-projecting costs while offering
customers only limited, delayed relief, and, in any event, includes a “reconciliation or
revenue variance” prohibited by statute.

The Commission should not mistake the proposed add-on mechanisms for
meaningful reform. The deficiencies of MRPs do not stem from the absence of a
particular adjustment tool but from flaws inherent in their structure. Layering additional
mechanisms onto an unsound framework does not correct its defects; it merely obscures
them, while customers remain exposed to the same fundamental risks.

B. The ERSM is reconciliation by another name and is prohibited by
statute.

BGE?’s first proposed its earnings risk sharing mechanism (“ERSM”) in its reply
comments filed on October 4, 2024,3! and the ERSM was discussed during the October
2024 hearing in this case.>> BGE’s ERSM proposes to adjust customer rates depending on

whether the utility’s actual rate of return falls more than 25 basis points above or below

31 Reply Comments of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 312730 (CNs 9618, & 9645, Oct. 4,
2024) at 25-30.
52 Hearing Tr. 29-34, 39, 59-70, 84-88.
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its authorized return.> This is, in every respect, a reconciliation of actual results against
approved levels. The NGEA could not be clearer: An MRP “may not allow for the public
service company to file for reconciliation of cost or revenue variances.” PUA § 4-213(c).

In response to concerns raised regarding its proposal at the October hearing,>*
BGE’s post-hearing brief proposed simplifying its ERSM proposal to exclude an
adjustment for increases in exogenous costs if the Commission agreed to authorize
utilities operating in MRPs to defer variances in minor storm costs into a regulatory asset
or liability.>> In the absence of a regulatory asset or liability for minor storm cost
variances, BGE proposed that “the ERSM include a /imited reconciliation for variances
in minor storm costs only.”>®

To be clear, whether or not the Commission authorizes the utility to defer
variances in storm costs into a regulatory asset, BGE’s ERSM constitutes a prohibited
reconciliation under the NGEA. The Act prohibits the Commission from approving a
MREP that allows a utility “to file for reconciliation of cost or revenue variances of the

approved revenue component used by the Commission to set just and reasonable rates.”>’

53 Brief of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 314247 (CNs 9618, 9645, Dec. 13, 2024) at 14.
Under the utilities proposal, there would be a symmetric basis point “deadband” around the utility’s
authorized rate of return (“ROR”). If the utility’s actual ROR following an MRP period was within 25
basis points of its authorized ROR, there would be no rate adjustments. However, if the utility’s actual
ROR was above its authorized ROR by more than 25 basis points, half of the amount above the deadband
would be shared with customers. If the utility’s actual ROR was below its authorized ROR by more than
25 basis points, half of the deficit below the deadband would be recovered from customers. The ERSM
would have fully replaced MRP reconciliations.

5 Hearing Tr. 96:4-18 (Chair Hoover); 148:7-9 (AOBA); 154:12-13 (Commissioner Suchman); 177:3-6
(MEA); 206:2-5 (OPC).

55 Brief of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 314247 (CNs 9618, 9645, Dec. 13, 2024) at 13.
56 Id. (emphasis added).

STPUA § 4-213(b)(2).
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The ERSM functions to do exactly that: permit the utility to reconcile revenue variances
of its approved rate of return (“ROR”) if the actual ROR is above 25 basis points of its
authorized ROR.

BGE’s own statements in its brief and at the October hearing confirm that its
ERSM is a form of reconciliation. At the October hearing, Mark Case for BGE
characterized the ERSM as a reconciliation when he explained that if the utility exceeded
its forecasted costs so that it was “below [the] 25 basis point dead band around the rate of
return” the utility would “have an opportunity for the utility to seek recovery of any costs
below that dead band.” He appropriately called that opportunity a “reconciliation.”8

The Commission cannot authorize what the statute expressly forbids. Calling a
reconciliation or revenue variance an ERSM or something else cannot change what it
does substantively. To accept that result would not only contravene the plain language of

§ 4-213 but would also undermine the legislature’s intent to rein in MRPs.

C. The ERSM cannot demonstrate customer benefits and therefore fails
the NGEA test.

Even if the ERSM were legally permissible—which it is not—it fails
substantively. The ERSM does not guarantee any meaningful customer benefit. It shares
only a fraction of excess earnings, and only when utility profits exceed the deadband.
Customers remain exposed to the full brunt of inflated forecasts and excessive capital

spending plans.

38 Hearing Tr. 33: 11-19; see also Hearing Tr. 98: 5-6 (Mark Case) (“fo the extent that the utility is then
within that dead band, there would actually be no reconciliation proceeding needed.) (emphasis added).
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The NGEA demands more. It requires that MRPs affirmatively demonstrate
customer benefits, not that they merely mitigate harms at the margins. A mechanism that
leaves the fundamental asymmetry intact cannot satisfy this requirement. The ERSM
cannot demonstrate customer benefit and merely attempts to add a band-aid on a failed
construct.

Further, as explained, without reconciliation, customers face heightened risks from
over-projection and exogenous costs. The Commission’s original rationale for
reconciliation was straightforward: Utilities cannot reliably forecast future costs, and
customers should not be forced to bear the consequences of forecast errors.> Exelon
itself admitted as much in the lessons-learned process, repeatedly emphasizing the need
to reconcile for exogenous factors outside its control.®® But BGE’s ERSM offers no
credible substitute to address the inevitability of forecasting errors. It excludes most
exogenous factors, limiting adjustments to storm costs alone.®! Exelon has never
explained how it will accurately forecast other categories of costs it previously admitted
were beyond its control—such as inflation, supply chain disruptions, or federal tax
changes.5?

To accept the ERSM would endorse Exelon’s contradictory position: conceding
that its forecasts are unreliable while insisting that it can project costs with precision in its

MRPs. The Commission should not accept this inconsistency. Without reconciliation,

39 Order No. 89482 at 39.

60 Hearing Tr. 97: 9-10, 99:4-12; Brief of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 314247 (CNs 9618,
9645, Dec. 13, 2024) at 13, n. 38.

61 Brief of Baltimore Gas and Electric Company, ML# 314247 (CNs 9618, 9645, Dec. 13, 2024) at 13.

2 1d.
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customers remain vulnerable to inflated forecasts that utilities have every incentive to
pad. The ERSM does nothing to solve this fundamental problem.

Ultimately, neither asymmetrical reconciliations nor the ERSM can save MRPs
from their structural flaws. They are tweaks to a model that is unworkable in principle
and dubious under current law. Customers deserve a framework that is grounded in actual
costs and designed to keep rates just and reasonable. MRPs cannot deliver that, and no
after-the-fact adjustment mechanism can change the outcome.

The Commission should recognize these proposals for what they are: attempts to
salvage a construct that the NGEA has already rendered untenable. The only lawful and
prudent course is to sunset MRPs and return to historic test years, a far better way to

control excessive utility spending and align ratemaking with the public interest.

IV. If the Commission considers continuing MRPs or other alternative forms of
regulation, it must revamp the foundational principles, not apply a band-aid.

The Commission should sunset MRPs outright. But if it decides to explore
continuing MRPs or adopting another AFOR, it must not simply patch over the existing
structure. The lessons of the MRP pilot are clear: The current construct is fundamentally
unsound, both in design and execution. Applying minor adjustments to a broken model
will not protect customers or satisfy the heightened standards imposed by the NGEA.

A. Any future AFOR requires a comprehensive redesign and robust
stakeholder process.

The Commission cannot proceed by making incremental changes to the current

MRP pilot. Doing so would be to repeat the mistakes of the past five years, when MRPs
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were expanded without clear rules or safeguards against inflated forecasts resulting in
substantial costs for customers.

If the Commission wishes to retain alternative ratemaking, it must start over. That
means convening a robust stakeholder process to consider, from the ground up, what
principles should govern any AFOR in Maryland. The process must identify clear metrics
for customer benefits and create guardrails to prevent excessive capital spending. Only
after such a process should the Commission even consider adopting an alternative
mechanism.

Until then, the Commission should return to standard ratemaking based on historic
test years. Historic test-year ratemaking remains the only construct that ties rates to
actual costs and provides customers with a measure of protection against inflated
forecasts.

B. The current construct is rife with legal uncertainty that cannot be
ignored.

The NGEA explicitly prohibits utilities from filing for reconciliation under MRPs,
and the Commission may not approve an MRP that would allow a utility to do s0.®* By
the plain terms of the statute, this prohibition does not extend to non-utility parties,

leaving open the possibility that OPC, Staff, or the Commission itself could request

8 As noted, PUA § 4-213(b) specifies that the Commission may only approve a plan if it “does not allow
for the public service company to file for reconciliation” and § 4-213(c) specifies that only a “public
service company . . . may not subsequently file for reconciliation . . .” PUA § 4-213(b)-(c) (emphasis
added).
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downward adjustments. That reading is consistent with the plain language of the statute,
its legislative history, and its consumer-protection purpose.

The NGEA has not impacted the ability of any non-utility party—such as OPC,
Staff, or the Commission itself—from requesting a downward adjustment to MRP rates,
nor does it prohibit the Commission from granting such a request from a non-utility
intervenor if the utility has over-recovered its revenue requirement.®* The NGEA’s
language only allows the Commission to approve an MRP if the plan “does not allow for
the public service company to file for reconciliation” and specifies that “a public service
company that files or has filed an application for a multiyear rate plan may not
subsequently file for reconciliation.”® As discussed in detail in OPC’s filings regarding
BGE and Delmarva’s annual informational filings in Case Nos. 9692 and 9681, these
NGEA provisions only prohibit a public service company filing for reconciliation.®® The
absence of any language suggesting that the reconciliation prohibition extends to non-
utility parties demonstrates the legislature’s intent to allow non-utility parties to file

reconciliation requests in the event that a utility over-recovers its revenue requirement.®’

4 Id.

0 PUA § 4-213(b)-(c).

% See OPC Comments on BGE’s Rate Year 1 Annual Informational Filing, ML# 319207 (CN 9692, May
28.2025) at 14; Reply to the Exelon Utilities’ Response to Comments of the OPC, ML# 319624 (CNs
9692 & 9681, June 13, 2025) at 3 (explaining that, within the context of an annual informational filing the
NGEA’s “plain language does not prohibit the Commission from granting a non-utility party’s request for
a credit, even if the Commission views granting that request as a reconciliation”).

7 The negative-implication (expressio unius) canon advises that when a statute expresses one item of an
associated group to the exclusion of another, the exclusion is presumed intentional. United States v. Haas,
986 F.3d 467, 479 (4th Cir. Jan. 27, 2021). In PUA § 4-213, the legislature singled out public service
companies, therefore suggesting that the prohibition on filings for reconciliation is not intended to apply
to non-utility parties.
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This reading is not only supported by the NGEA’s plain language, but by the Act’s
purpose and its legislative history.®

But Exelon has disputed this interpretation. The company has argued that even
non-utility-initiated adjustments may be inconsistent with the NGEA.%° This
disagreement underscores the legal uncertainty surrounding the construct. Customers
should not be left in limbo, forced to litigate whether they have any recourse to correct
over-recoveries. Any AFOR must resolve these questions clearly and unambiguously
before it is adopted.

Even if the Commission accepts the plain reading that non-utility parties can
request downward adjustments, constitutional questions remain. Utilities have long
argued that they must retain the ability to recover unanticipated costs incurred during the
stay-out period of an MRP.”® Their apparent underlying claim is that a prohibition on
true-ups for such costs could amount to an unconstitutional confiscation under Bluefield

and Hope."!

68 See Baltimore Gas and Electric Company’s Application for an Electric and Gas Multi-Year Plan, OPC's
Comments on BGE's Rate Year 1 Annual Informational Filing, (CN 9691, May 28, 2025) at 15
(discussing Delegate Brian Crosby’s statements at the April 3, 2025, Economic Matters Committee voting
session and on the House Floor on April 5, 2025, explaining that the NGEA no longer allows for
reconciliations in favor of the utility and only allows for reconciliation in the ratepayer’s favor); Reply to
the Exelon Utilities’ Response to Comments of the Office of People’s Counsel, ML# 319624 (CNs 9681,
9692, June 13, 2025) at 4-5; see also Delegate Brian Crosby and Delegate Lorig Charkoudian’s Letter to
the Public Service Commission, ML# 319653 (CNs 9681, 9692, June 16, 2025).

 Maryland Exelon Utilities’ Response to OPC’s Comments on 2024 AIFs, ML# 319456 (CNs 9681,
9692, June 6, 2025) at 8.

0 Implementation Report, ML# 227958 (CN 9618, Dec. 20, 2019) at 63.

"t See Bluefield Waterworks & Imp. Co. v. Pub. Serv. Comm’n of W. Va., 262 U.S. 679, 692-93 (1923);
Fed. Power Comm’n v. Hope Natural Gas Co., 320 U.S. 591, 603 (1944).
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As currently constituted, the MRP construct’s three-year stay-out provision could
be challenged as unconstitutional in light of the NGEA’s provision prohibiting public
service companies from filing for reconciliation. Utilities are entitled to charge rates that
provide a reasonable opportunity to earn a fair return on their investments. In Bluefield,
the Supreme Court of the United States explained that, while a public utility does not
have a constitutional right to earn a profit, it is entitled to an authorized return
commensurate with the utility’s risks.”? Such risks include not recovering the entire
investment, recovering the investment later than expected, and earning a return on the
investment that is lower than expected.”

Prior to the NGEA'’s passage, if a utility took on substantial unanticipated costs, a
utility operating under an MRP would have the opportunity to file for reconciliation and
recover those costs during the three-year “stay-out” period.”* The NGEA’s prohibition on
utility filings for reconciliation eliminates this feature of the Commission’s initial MRP
construct design, creating a risk that a utility may take on substantial unanticipated costs
and be prohibited from recovering those costs until it can come back in for a new rate
case. This could create a situation in which a utility argues that it is subject to authorized

rates of return that are unconstitutionally confiscatory.

2 See Bluefield, 262 U.S. at 692-93 (stating that “[a] public utility is entitled to such rates as will permit it
to earn a return on the value of the property which it employs for the convenience of the public equal to
that generally being made at the same time and in the same general part of the country on investments in
other business undertakings which are attended by corresponding, risks and uncertainties; but it has no
constitutional right to profits such as are realized or anticipated in highly profitable enterprises or
speculative ventures.”).

3 See Scott Hempling, REGULATING PUBLIC UTILITY PERFORMANCE, 263 (Am. Bar Ass’n ed., 2d ed.
2021).

7 Order No. 89482 at 3 (CN 9618, Feb. 4, 2020).
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While the NGEA reflects the legislature’s judgment that MRPs should not include
reconciliation, the Commission cannot ignore the risk that utilities will challenge this
framework in court if it approves an MRP that prevents the utility from recovering
unanticipated costs. These asserted constitutional risks are the utilities’ litigation
posture—not a reason to preserve MRPs. The straightforward way to avoid the dispute is
to sunset MRPs and return to historic test years.

C. Any future AFOR must also account for the continued operation of the
bill stabilization adjustment.

Another unresolved issue is the continued role of the BSA in Maryland
ratemaking. The BSA already insulates utilities from fluctuations in sales and customer
counts by guaranteeing revenue recovery will remain unaffected by changes in customer
accounts or usage.” In effect, it functions as a built-in reconciliation: It trues up actual
revenues against forecasts to ensure utilities are made whole. The BSA undermines the
claim that utilities need MRPs—or any AFOR layered on top of the BSA—to manage
revenue volatility. Customers (not shareholders) currently bear the risk of fluctuations in
sales volumes. To layer an AFOR on top of the BSA without reevaluating its operation
would double down on protections for utilities at the expense of customers.

Any serious discussion of AFORs in the future must therefore include a careful
examination of the BSA. The Commission must determine whether the BSA remains
consistent with the public interest, whether it duplicates or conflicts with other regulatory

mechanisms, and whether its operation renders MRPs or other alternative constructs

> Order No. 90445 at 10, 24 (CN 9681, Dec. 14, 2022).
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unnecessary. Until these issues are resolved, no AFOR can be found to produce customer
benefits.

D. In the absence of clear reforms, the Commission must return to historic
test years.

The Commission’s obligation is to ensure just and reasonable rates. That
obligation cannot be met by tinkering at the margins of an MRP construct that has proven
costly and cumbersome. Unless and until a new construct is designed from the ground up,
with customer protections—and benefits—built into its foundation, the Commission
should sunset MRPs and return to traditional ratemaking.

Traditional ratemaking based on a historic test years remains the most reliable and
consumer-protective regulatory construct. Unlike MRPs, which rest on speculative
forecasts and untested assumptions about future costs, historic test-year ratemaking
anchors customer rates to actual expenditures incurred in providing service. This
approach ties rates to known and measurable data, subject to prudence review, and
ensures that customers are not asked to finance conjectural spending or inflated budgets.

A central feature of historic test-year ratemaking is regulatory lag. Utilities
frequently portray regulatory lag as a flaw, claiming it prevents them from recovering
costs promptly.”® But regulatory lag is, in fact, a critical safeguard for customers. It
constrains utility spending by rewarding cost control and efficiency. When a utility
manages its business prudently and holds down costs, regulatory lag allows it to retain

earnings above its authorized return until its next rate case. By contrast, when spending

76 OPC Dec. 13, 2024, Brief at 13-14.
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exceeds projections, regulatory lag ensures that shareholders—not customers—bear the
consequences until new rates are approved. In this way, regulatory lag aligns incentives:
Utilities that are efficient are rewarded, and utilities that overspend are disciplined.

The alternative—forecast-based MRPs with reconciliation eliminated—is far more
dangerous. Without regulatory lag, utilities face no downside risk from inflating forecasts
or overspending on projects. Every additional dollar of projected capital investment that
1s approved is treated as if it were presumptively reasonable, and customers bear the risk
of paying for it up front. By stripping away the discipline of regulatory lag, MRPs invite
unchecked utility spending while leaving the Commission with no practical way to hold
utilities accountable short of micromanaging their day-to-day investment decisions. That
1s not the Commission’s role, nor should it be.

Historic test-year ratemaking strikes the right balance. It provides stability and
predictability for utilities, which can continue to earn a fair return on prudently incurred
investments, while ensuring that customers pay no more than the actual costs of
providing service. It also preserves the Commission’s authority to conduct prudence
reviews in a meaningful way, based on real-world results rather than forecasted guesses.
This construct has proven workable for over a century, supporting massive system

expansions during periods of far greater load growth than Maryland faces today.”” The

77 Brattle Group (prepared for Maryland Public Service Commission), An Assessment of the
Electrification Impacts on the Maryland Grid at 1 (Dec. 20, 2023), Corrected-MDPSC-Electrification-
Study-Report-2.pdf (“Historically, there was significant Maryland system load growth in the 1980s of
4.9% per year and more moderate growth of 1.2-1.5% from 1990-2019, while load declined between
2010-2020. [The result of this analysis] show that peak load growth through 2031 with high
electrification of the building sector will be comparable to or less than the growth rate the Maryland
system has seen over the last 40 years.”).
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suggestion that Maryland now requires MRPs or other speculative frameworks to manage
far smaller projected growth has no factual or policy basis.

The Commission should therefore reaffirm that historic test-year ratemaking is not
an outdated relic, but the strongest available tool to ensure just and reasonable rates.
Regulatory lag is not a defect to be eliminated; it is a deliberate and necessary discipline
that protects customers from excessive utility spending while rewarding prudent
management. In contrast, MRPs undermine these protections and shift risks to customers.
The Commission should return to historic test years as the default ratemaking approach in

Maryland.

CONCLUSION

The record developed in this proceeding and the enactment of the Next Generation
Energy Act both point to the same unavoidable conclusion: Maryland’s experiment with
multiyear rate plans has failed. MRPs were introduced as an alternative regulatory
construct intended to stabilize rates, align incentives, and reduce costs for customers. In
practice, they have done the opposite. Rates have increased sharply and utilities have
been rewarded for inflating forecasts rather than for delivering measurable improvements
in service or affordability.

The NGEA did not repair these structural flaws; it confirmed them. By prohibiting
utility-filed reconciliations and requiring a demonstration of customer benefits, the
legislature signaled that MRPs cannot be approved unless they affirmatively serve

customers’ interests. No MRP filed in Maryland has met that test—nor could they. The

33



Commission cannot reasonably conclude that speculative forecasts will deliver customer
benefits when the record shows otherwise.

Nor can the earnings sharing or reconciliation substitutes proposed by Exelon
resolve the fundamental problem. These mechanisms either contradict the plain language
of the statute or paper over the systemic risks to customers. They do not cure the
imbalance at the heart of MRPs: Utilities secure guaranteed returns on inflated
projections, while customers are left with higher bills and no meaningful protection.

The Commission has both the discretion and the responsibility to act. It should
sunset the MRP construct and return to historic test-year ratemaking, which ties rates to
actual costs and preserves the Commission’s ability to conduct prudence reviews. If the
Commission remains interested in exploring alternative forms of regulation, it should
initiate a robust stakeholder process to develop new constructs from the ground up—
constructs that begin with protecting customers and clearly define what qualifies as
customer benefits.

Until such work is complete, no new MRPs should be approved and existing
MRPs should be sunset. Maryland customers deserve rates that reflect actual costs and
hold utilities accountable, while also keeping service affordable. MRPs cannot deliver

that outcome.

[SIGNATURE BLOCK ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE]
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OPC Appendix A

About This Report

This report has information about current and historic rates and charges of the major Maryland electric and gas
utilities. It includes dozens of figures illustrating and comparing rates and charges and how they have changed
over time.

The report appendix has current and historic rate and charge information organized alphabetically by utility. The
information is also available on OPC’s website and will be periodically updated.

All figures and charts in this report show only rates and charges under the standard tariffs for residential
customers. Rates and charges for other customer classes or non-standard options (such as time-of-use rates)
for residential customers will be different.

Rates shown in this report are intended to illustrate general rate trends. The rates are based on standard
residential rate schedules. Reported rates may vary slightly from rates as they appear or appeared on customer
bills because they reflect an annual weighted average, do not incorporate certain surcharges or reconciliations,
or because they are not adjusted for temporary riders, including changes for tax benefits from the Tax Cuts and
Jobs Act of 2017 and related credits being passed through to customers ahead of schedule.

Rates shown for Pepco reflect the Public Service Commission’s June 10, 2024, order, and Baltimore Gas and
Electric rates for 2024-2026 are based on a Commission order that is subject to a rehearing request.
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Glossary

Capital expenditure: Dollars a utility spends on projects and equipment that replace or expand the utility’s infrastructure. Capital
expenditures go into the utility's “rate base” (see below) with the Public Service Commission’s approval.

Delivery charges: The charges for delivering gas or electricity to your home, including the monthly customer charge and the
distribution rate charge that depends on energy usage. Sometimes referred to as “distribution” charges.

Distribution rate: The rate that is multiplied by the amount of gas or electricity the customer consumes each month to determine
the volumetric component of the delivery charges.

Monthly customer charge: A monthly fixed charge on customer bills that makes up the other main portion of the delivery charges.

Rate base: The total dollar amount of the utility’'s capital investments that have not yet been paid for by customers. Utilities receive
a return, including profit, that is based on rate base size and that is recovered from customers in their delivery charges.

Supply charge: A charge for the physical energy the customer consumes, measured in therms for gas and kilowatt-hours for
electricity. Also called the “commodity” charge.

Utility infrastructure: The pipes, towers, wires, computers, and other equipment and infrastructure that the utility needs to deliver
gas or electricity to customers.

oPrC
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GAS UTILITY FINDINGS
Current and Historic

Distribution Rates

Baltimore Gas & Electric (BGE) rates have
more than tripled since 2010, increasing
from 26 cents/therm to 85 cents/therm in
2024, exceeding the rate of inflation by a
factor of nearly three. Under a recent
Commission order, rates will rise to 94
cents/therm in 2026.

Columbia Gas rates increased at about 3.5
times the rate of inflation, increasing from
30 cents/therm in 2010 to $1.00/therm in
2024.

Washington Gas rates increased at about
the rate of inflation, from 32 cents/therm in
2010 to 46 cents/therm in 2024.

BGE

Columbia Gas

Washington Gas
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GAS UTILITY FINDINGS

OPC Appendix A

Reductions in Gas Supply Costs Have Masked the Effect of BGE and
Columbia Gas Delivery Cost Increases

Absent substantial increases
in delivery costs after 2010,
declining gas supply
(commodity) costs would
have lowered overall
customer gas bills.

oPC
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GAS UTILITY FINDINGS

Washington Gas’' distribution rates are about half of BGE’s and
Columbia Gas’ rates due to its slower pace of infrastructure spending

Washington Gas’ pace of spending on capital gas infrastructure has been much slower than BGE and Columbia
Gas. From 2019 to 2022, on average Washington Gas annually spent $360/customer on gas infrastructure, while
BGE spent $570/customer and Columbia Gas spent $974/customer.

Annual Gas Utility Infrastructure Spending Per Customer Gas Utility Distribution Rates
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GAS UTILITY FINDINGS
Summary comparison of current distribution rates

. Distribution Rate

2010 2025 2010 2025 Yea’:x e
Washington Gas $10.20 $11.85 $0.39 $0.46 1.8%
BGE $13.00 $15.55 $0.26 $0.90* 8.5%
Columbia Gas $10.97 $16.25 $0.30 $1.00 8.7%

oPC
OFFICE OF PEOPLE'S COUNSEL
State of Maryland

*Possible additional rate increase from BGE MYP 1 reconciliation to be
determined

In 2026, BGE'’s rates increase to 94 cents.

Columbia Gas'’s rates are likely to increase in May 2025, as it is in the middle
of a rate case which is scheduled to be decided on 4/22/25.
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ELECTRIC UTILITY FINDINGS
Summary comparison of current distribution rates

. Distribution Rate
“ A AT S (cents per kilowatt hour)

2010 2025 2010 2025 VI R
Potomac Edison $5.00 $6.00 17 ¢ 23 ¢ 2.1%
SMECO $8.60 $9.75 29 ¢ 54¢ 4.3%
BGE $7.50 $9.65 25¢ 4.8 ¢* 4.6%
Delmarva Power $6.00 $9.43 32¢ 72¢ 5.8%
Pepco $6.65 $8.44 26 ¢ 6.2¢ 6.0%

orC . . . . .
OFEICE OF PEOPLE'S COUNSEL *Possible additional rate increase from BGE MYP 1 reconciliation to be determined.

State of Marylanc ] . . ; . 12
ot BGE’s base rates increase to 4.9 cents in 2026; Delmarva Power’s increase to 7.2 cents.
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ELECTRIC UTILITY FINDINGS
Summary comparison of distribution rates
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

Maryland has in place two forms of accelerated cost recovery mechanisms

Strategic Infrastructure
Development and Enhancement Multi-Year Rate Plans
Plan (STRIDE) law
Adopted by the Public Service Commission

Enacted in 2013, covering the costs of gas in 2020, covering all utility costs
pipe replacement work

OPC
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

STRIDE

BGE, Washington Gas, and Columbia Gas—Maryland’s largest gas utilities—have taken advantage of the
STRIDE program.

Washington Gas has made the least progress in its STRIDE program and has consistently not
accomplished the work it has planned to complete.*

STRIDE program costs are recovered through the STRIDE surcharge until they are moved into regular
rates at the time of a rate case, helping to drive up distribution rates.

BGE performed gas pipe replacement work under STRIDE until 2024. Under a recent PSC order, the
company now is performing its gas pipe replacement work under its multi-year rate plan, which provides
the same accelerated cost recovery benefit to the utility as the STRIDE law.

* See Public Service Commission Order No. 90099 (March 2, 2022) (stating that “the company has overpromised and under delivered” on its STRIDE plans).

oPrC
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

Multi-Year Rate Plans

The term “multi-year rate plan” is shorthand for an approved schedule of rate changes (typically
increases) that provide accelerated cost recovery for projected utility spending.

Multi-year rate plans cover future years, usually three years, while standard ratemaking under rate
cases can occur frequently or many years apart. (Maryland utility Potomac Edison went almost 25
years—from 1994 to 2018—without a rate increase.)

Maryland’s three utility subsidiaries of the Chicago-based Exelon Corporation—BGE, Pepco, and
Delmarva—have had multi-year rate plans.

BGE'’s current multi-year plan runs through 2026, and Delmarva Power's runs through 2025. In a
recent order, the Public Service Commission rejected the second two years of Pepco’s proposed
three-year multi-year rate plan.

oPrC
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State of Maryland
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

The STRIDE and multi-year alternative rate mechanisms have shifted the risks of utility overspending to customers
and increased customer rates.

Rates are based on the utility’s actual spending in a past
year that is close in time to the filing of the rate case.

By using actual costs to set rates, the Public Service
Commission (PSC) can assess how reasonable the
company’s spending was when determining rates.

Recovery for capital investments generally starts after the
capital projects are used and useful—i.e., placed into
service—for customers and the utility has filed a rate case.

Utilities are free to file rate cases as frequently or
infrequently as they want based on their assessment of how
their investors are faring from current rates.

oprC
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State of Maryland

Rates are based on projected utility capital investment
spending over a future period, with the utility retaining
flexibility to change its capital investment plans.

Utilities charge customers for project costs before those
projects are used to serve customers.

Allows utilities to recover any overspending from customers,
thereby shifting the utility’s risk from its investors to its
customers.

The faster rate recovery and lowering of utility risk promotes
higher levels of spending.
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

$/therm

STRIDE programs went into effect in 2014, leading to immediate rate increases for BGE and Columbia Gas customers.
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

Each of the Exelon utilities’ rates increases following PSC approval of their multi-year rate plans.
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Accelerated cost recovery helps drive rate increases

Each of the Exelon utilities rates increases following PSC approval of their multi-year rate plans.
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Utility bill basics:
rates and charges
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Electric and gas utility
bills include charges

for two primary
categories of services:

DELIVERY SERVICE

(or distribution service)

&
SUPPLY SERVICE

(or commodity service)

oPC
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v Electric details
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2018

617
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JUM JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEE MAR APR  MAY JUN
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L avg temp 6B

Residential - Schedule R

Billing Period: May 8, 2016 — Jun 9, 2016
Next Scheduled Reading: July 10, 2016
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Current Previous
Reading — Reading
3567 2950

CELECTRIC SUPPLY >
BGE

BGE ELECTRIC DELIVERY D
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Delivery Service Charges

The delivery charges on customer bills
include costs of the utility’s “rate base”

The utility’s profit largely depends on
the size of its rate base

Customers also pay operational costs
in the utility’s distribution charges

Delivery charges include the utility’s
profit and cost of debt—in combination
often called the utility’s “rate of return”

or “weighted average cost of capital”

oPC
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OPC Appendix A

The “rate base” comprises the utility’s outstanding (not yet fully
paid for) capital expenditures.

The rate base grows with additional capital spending and
shrinks as capital assets are depreciated. The larger the rate
base, the larger the utility’s profits.

Operational costs include most of the utility’s personnel costs
and the utility’s tax responsibility for the profit component of its
rate of return, and any local taxes.

The “rate of return” or “weighted average cost of capital” is a
percentage that is multiplied by the rate base to determine an
annual level of return.
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Supply Service Charges

The utility’s supply charge—sometimes called standard offer service, a fuel
charge, or commodity charge—is for the cost of the gas or electricity you use.

The amount of gas used (the gas molecules) is measured in therms.
The amount of electricity used is measured in kilowatt hours (kWhs).

Utilities procure gas and electricity through competitive procurements regulated by the

Public Service Commission, and the costs are passed through to customers with a small
administrative fee.

Click to learn more about gas supply procurement.

Click to learn more about electricity supply procurement.

Commodity costs can go up and down with the market, lowering or raising your overall
pill.

OPC
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Other surcharges

Your utility bill also includes surcharges that add to your bill.

Here are explanations of some of those surcharges:

- Gas companies may have a “STRIDE" surcharge. The STRIDE surcharge is an

STRIDE additional charge for distribution service related to replacement of old
infrastructure. What you pay in the STRIDE surcharge is eventually added into the
surcharge overall delivery service charges.

- Click to learn more about STRIDE.

EmPOWER - This surcharge supports programs to promote energy efficiency, such as rebates for
energy-efficient appliances, home energy audits, and related programs.
surcharge

.- Click to learn more about programs through EmMPOWER that can benefit you.

- While distribution charges cover the utilities' tax obligation related to their profits,

Local taxes local taxes may be included as a separate line item on your bill.

OPC
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Delivery Service

This report
primarily focuses
on the costs

of delivery
service.

OFFICE OF PEOPLE'S COUNSEL

OPC Appendix A

Utility delivery service charges are set by
the Public Service Commission in rate
cases.

Rate cases are months-long litigated
proceedings where parties put on
evidence and make legal arguments
about the justness and reasonableness of
proposed rate changes.

OPC represents the interests of
residential customers in utility rate cases.
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Delivery costs

Delivery costs are recovered with two

different charges on customer bills

A distribution rate, which is a volumetric
charge that is calculated based on how much
gas or electricity the customer uses; and

A fixed monthly customer charge, which is a
flat monthly fee each residential customer
pays regardless of how much gas or electricity
the customer uses.

oPC
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Gas Utility Rates and
Charges




GA§ UTILI;I'IES . .
Distribution Rate Changes, Compared to Inflation
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Washington Gas

$1.10 -
| Start of STRIDE
| (accelerated recovery
$1.00 : of gas infrastructure
| replacement)
$0.90

$0.80

$0.70

$0.60

$0.50

$0.40

$0.30

$0.20

$0.10

$0.00

BGE's figures for 2024-2026 are pending a request for
rehearing of its most recent rate case.
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GAS UTILITIES

Monthly Customer Charge

$/month
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GAS UTILITIES

Total Delivery Charges
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GAS UTILITIES

Total Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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ELE.CTRIC.UTILITII%S .
Distribution Rate Changes Compared to Inflation
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ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Monthly Customer Charge
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Potomac Edison
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ELECTRIC UTILITIES

Total Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges

BGE Delmarva Potomac Edison
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Recommendations

N

The Public Service
Commission should
permanently end its 2020
multi-year rate plan pilot
program as inconsistent
with the public interest.

opPC
OFFICE OF PEOPLE'S COUNSEL

State of Maryland

m

The Maryland General Assembly
should repeal the STRIDE law or,
at the very least, substantially
modify the law consistent with the
Maryland Commission on Climate
Change’s recommendations, as in
the proposed Ratepayer Protection
Act of 2024 (SB 548/HB 731).

il

The Public Service
Commission should
require utilities to provide
uniform disclosures—
understandable to the
public—of historic and
existing rates and
proposed rate changes.
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Appendix

Rates in appendix reflect those in effect in 2024; updated
rates are available on OPC’s website here.
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Baltimore Gas and Electric

BGE, a subsidiary of lllinois-based Exelon Corporation, is a combined electric and gas utility. BGE
serves approximately 1.3 million electric customers and 700,000 gas customers in Baltimore City,
Baltimore County, and Anne Arundel County, most of Howard, Carroll and Harford Counties, and
parts of Prince George's, Montgomery and Calvert Counties.

BGE's last rate case was in 2023 and was a multi-year rate case. The Public Service Commission
order in the case was issued on Dec 14, 2023. You can access the order and the case here. As of the
beginning of May 2024, OPC's request for rehearing of the Commission’s order—its request for the
Commission to change certain aspects of its Dec. 14, 2023, order—remains pending before the

Commission.
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BGE

Current rates

Electric and gas bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply
charges. These categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution
rate covers most of the average customer's distribution costs. In 2024, the volumetric rate makes
up 81 percent of distribution costs for the average BGE gas customer and 82 percent of
distribution costs for the average BGE electric customer.

Gas Service Electric Service

Volumetric distribution rate: $0.8963/therm Volumetric distribution rate: $0.04751/kWh
Customer charge: $15.85/month Customer charge: $9.65/month

Supply cost: $0.6015/therm (February 2025) Supply cost: $0.10397/kWh (February 2025)

EmPOWER surcharge (gas): $0.1087/kWh EmPOWER surcharge (electric): $0.01028/kWh
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BGE
Gas Delivery Costs: Distribution Rate
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BGE

Gas Monthly Customer Charge
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BGE's figures for 2024-2026 were approved as part of
BGE's second multi-year rate plan, which is pending OPC’s
request for rehearing.

The STRIDE surcharge is not included in this chart. In rate
cases, prudently incurred STRIDE costs included in the
surcharge are incorporated into utility base rates and
reflected in the volumetric and customer charges. Click
here for more information about STRIDE.
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BGE
Gas Total Annual Delivery Charges
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BGE

Gas Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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BGE
Electric Distribution Rate
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BGE

Electric Monthly Customer Charge
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BGE

Electric Total Annual Delivery Charges
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BGE

Electric Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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Columbia Gas

Columbia Gas is an affiliate of Indiana-based NiSource, Inc., a large gas utility with operations
extending to areas of the Midwest as well as its Maryland service territory. Columbia Gas
serves approximately 34,000 customers in a service territory within the Western Maryland
counties of Washington, Allegany, and Garrett.

Columbia’s last rate case was in 2023. The final PSC ruling was issued on October 26, 2023. You
can access the case here.
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Columbia Gas

Current rates

Gas bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply charges. These
categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution rate covers most of the
average customer's distribution costs. For the average Columbia Gas customer in 2024, the volumetric
rate makes up 82 percent of distribution costs.

Volumetric distribution rate: $1.00385/therm
Customer charge: $16.25/month
Supply cost: $0.3309/therm (June 2024)
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COLUMBIA GAS

Distribution Rate
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COLUMBIA GAS

Monthly Customer Charge
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COLUMBIA GAS
Total Annual Delivery Charges
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COLUMBIA GAS

OPC Appendix A

Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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Delmarva Power

Delmarva Power is a subsidiary of lllinois-based Exelon Corporation. Delmarva Power provides
electric service throughout the Upper and Lower Eastern Shore of Maryland, and in Delaware.
Delmarva Power serves 208,000 Maryland electric customers.

Delmarva Power’s last rate case was in 2022 and was a multi-year rate case. The Public Service
Commission order in the case was issued on Dec 14, 2022. You can access the order and the

case here.

OPC
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Delmarva Power

Current rates

Electric bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply charges. These
categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution rate covers most of the
average customer’s distribution costs. For the average Delmarva Power customer in 2024, the volumetric
rate makes up 87 percent of distribution costs.

Distribution rate: $0.071482/kWh

Monthly customer charge: $9.43/month
Supply cost: $0.10057/kWh (February 2025)
EmPOWER surcharge: $0.012649/kWh
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DELMARVA POWER

Monthly Customer Charge
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DELMARVA POWER
Total Annual Delivery Charges
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DELMARVA POWER

Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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Pepco

Potomac Electric Power Company (Pepco) is a subsidiary of lllinois-based Exelon Corporation.
Pepco provides service in most of Montgomery County and Prince George's County as well as
service in the District of Columbia. Pepco serves 582,000 Maryland customers.

Pepco filed its latest rate case in 2023 as a multi-year plan for rates extending into 2027. In a
June 2024 decision, the Commission granted Pepco a single rate increase of $44.6 million,
denying Pepco’s request for a multi-year rate plan and stating its intent to evaluate how
customers are faring under multi-year plans in a general “lessons learned” proceeding.
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Pepco

Current rates

Electric bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply charges. These
categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution rate covers most of the
average customer's distribution costs. For the average Pepco customer in 2024, the volumetric rate
makes up 86 percent of distribution costs.

Volumetric distribution rate: $0.06175/kWh
Customer charge: $8.44/month

Supply cost: $0.10704/kWh (February 2025)
EmPOWER surcharge: $0.01379/kWh
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PEP.CO . .
Distribution Rate
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PEPCO

Monthly Customer Charge
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PEPCO
Total Annual Delivery Charges
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PEPCO

Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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Potomac Edison

Potomac Edison Company is a subsidiary of First Energy, and has affiliated utilities operating
in Pennsylvania, Virginia and West Virginia. The utility provides electric service to 285,000
Maryland customers in Allegany, Washington and Frederick Counties, and portions of Carroll,
Howard and Montgomery counties.

Potomac Edison’s last rate case was in 2023. The Public Service Commission order in the case
was issued on October 18, 2023. You can access the order and the case here.
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Potomac Edison

Current rates

Electric bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply charges. These
categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution rate covers most of the

average customer's distribution costs. For the average Potomac Edison customer in 2024, the volumetric
rate makes up 77 percent of distribution costs.

Volumetric distribution rate: $0.02287/kWh
Customer charge: $6.00/month

Supply cost: $0.09302/kWh (February 2025)
EmPOWER surcharge: $0.01009/kWh
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POTOMAC EDISON

Monthly Customer Charge
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POTOMAC EDISON
Total Annual Delivery Charges
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POTOMAC EDISON

Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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SMECO

Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc. (SMECO) provides electricity service to its 161,000

cooperative members in Southern Maryland, in Calvert, Charles, Prince George's, and St.
Mary's counties.

SMECQO’s last rate case was in 2023. The Public Service Commission order in the case was
issued on May 15, 2023. You can access the order and the case here.
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SMECO

Current rates

Electric bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply charges. These
categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution rate covers most of the
average customer's distribution costs. For the average SMECO customer in 2024, the volumetric rate
makes up 82 percent of distribution costs.

Volumetric distribution rate: $0.04704/kWh
Customer charge: $9.50/month

Supply cost: $ 0.09210/kWh (February 2025)
EmPOWER surcharge: $0.01123/kWh
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SMECO
Distribution Rate
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SMECO

Monthly Customer Charge
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SMECO
Total Annual Delivery Charges
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SMECO

Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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Washington Gas

Washington Gas Light is an affiliate of Canadian-based AltaGas. The utility provides service to
about 513,000 customers in Montgomery County and Prince George's County, as well as
Calvert, Charles, and St. Mary's counties. In addition to Maryland, Washington Gas is a multi-
jurisdictional utility that is regulated in two other regions, the District of Columbia and
Virginia.

WGL's last rate case was in 2023. The final PSC ruling was issued on December 14, 2023. You
can access the case here.
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Washington Gas

Current rates

Gas bills include two primary categories of charges: distribution charges and supply charges. These
categories of charges and additional charges are explained here. The distribution rate covers most of the
average customer's distribution costs. For the average Washington Gas customer in 2024, the volumetric
rate makes up 75 percent of distribution costs.

Volumetric distribution rate: $0.4621/therm
Customer charge: $11.85/month

Gas supply cost: $0.5798/therm (June 2024)
EmMPOWER surcharge: $0.0431/therm
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WASHINGTON GAS

Distribution Rate
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WASHINGTON GAS

Monthly Customer Charge
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WASHINGTON GAS .
Total Annual Delivery Charges

$700

$600 :

$500

$400 W

$300

$200

$100

$0
S5 Q3O E N MYy Oor®©0Q9r YN

o O o o

S 9 99 K RABIKRRIRRRZSRRE QS
mmm \WGL Yearly Distribution Costs ~ ««««« Inflation Comparison Charges based on annual consumption of 940 therms.
orcC

OFFICE OF PEOPLE'S COUNSEL 91
State of Maryland



OPC Appendix A

WASHINGTON GAS

Total Annual Bill: Delivery Plus Supply Charges
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