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INTRODUCTION 

Order No. 91603 asks Maryland’s electric utilities to explain how they plan to 

register distributed energy resources (“DERs”), measure their performance, share 

customer data, and deploy Distributed Energy Resource Management Systems 

(“DERMS”) to support virtual power plants (“VPPs”) and Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (“FERC”) Order No. 2222 participation.1 The manner in which the 

Commission directs the utilities on these issues will shape whether Maryland builds an 

open, interoperable DER framework that protects ratepayers and supports competition—

or drifts toward fragmented, utility-centric systems that are costly to maintain and 

difficult to integrate with systems of the PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. (“PJM”) and 

neighboring states. 

OPC’s comments2 on the utility reports filed pursuant to Order No. 91603 argue 

for the recognition of four foundational elements in the Commission’s DERMS 

policymaking.  

First, the goal of DERMS investments should be a hybrid, interoperable3 

architecture in which utilities maintain situational awareness and manage grid constraints 

 
1 Order No. 91603, Case No. 9778 (April 11, 2025) at 10, 16, 22, and 31.     
2 These comments were prepared with the technical assistance of Current Energy Group. 
3 In this context, interoperability means the ability of different DER systems, utility platforms, and 

market-facing tools to communicate, exchange data, and operate together in predictable ways using 

shared standards. See GridWise Architecture Council, Decision-Maker’s Interoperability Checklist, 

PNNL-29962, at 1–3, available at: https://gridwiseac.org/sites/default/files/2025-

06/Decision_Makers_Interoperability_Checklist-_V16_PNNL_29962.pdf. Interoperability allows DERs, 

DERMS platforms, and PJM systems to coordinate using common standards, ensuring that customer-

owned resources can participate across retail and wholesale programs without Maryland-specific 

customizations, duplicative costs, or utility-controlled bottlenecks. 

https://gridwiseac.org/sites/default/files/2025-06/Decision_Makers_Interoperability_Checklist-_V16_PNNL_29962.pdf
https://gridwiseac.org/sites/default/files/2025-06/Decision_Makers_Interoperability_Checklist-_V16_PNNL_29962.pdf
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while aggregators in competitive markets operate customer-facing platforms and dispatch 

resources through open interfaces. To this end, the Commission should direct the utilities 

to develop DERMS in a way that avoids inefficient, Maryland-specific information 

technology investments and preserves meaningful roles for competitive aggregators and 

customer choice. 

Second, Maryland’s DER registry should be standardized, interoperable with 

PJM’s DER registration and data-exchange systems developed to implement Order No. 

2222, and structured from the outset to support timely, direct access by qualified 

aggregators to the registration and performance data they need. The registry should not 

function merely as an internal utility database or a source of periodic reports to 

Commission Staff. The Commission should therefore steer DER registry design toward 

PJM-aligned, multi-state solutions. 

Third, the Commission should adopt a flexible, case-by-case approach to device-

level metering that neither mandates new infrastructure where it is not cost-justified nor 

forecloses the utilization of device-level data where embedded capabilities can improve 

accuracy and reduce program costs. Thus, the Commission should preserve flexibility 

with respect to device-level metering while insisting on rigorous cost-benefit analysis. 

Fourth, Maryland should move toward a common, secure data-sharing platform 

such as Green Button Connect—or an equivalent standard—that can provide automated, 

machine-to-machine access to interval usage data needed for VPP operations and 

wholesale market settlements. The Commission should therefore signal that a Green 
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Button Connect–style platform will be needed to meet Order No. 2222 data-access 

requirements. 

OPC urges the Commission to set clear expectations in each of these areas at the 

technical conference scheduled for December 3, 2025, and to direct the utilities to take 

concrete, time-bound steps to meet those expectations. The technical conference offers a 

forum to address cross-cutting issues—such as DERMS architecture, DER registry 

design, metering approaches, and data-access standards—and to issue specific directives 

on utilities’ implementation plans, milestones, and timelines. 

BACKGROUND 

On April 11, 2025, the Commission issued Order No. 91603 in Case No. 9778, 

requiring Baltimore Gas and Electric Company (“BGE”), the Potomac Electric Power 

Company (“Pepco”), the Delmarva Power and Light Company (“DPL”), Potomac Edison 

(“PE”) and SMECO to file reports addressing foundational elements of DER integration. 

The order required filings on each utility’s: (1) DERMS plans, (2) DER registration 

processes, (3) device-level metering strategies, (4) customer-information sharing 

protocols, and (5) communication standards.4 It also directed PE to provide a conceptual 

report on non-Advanced Metering Infrastructure (“AMI”) solutions capable of supporting 

VPP participation.5 

 
4 Order No. 91603, Case No. 9778 (April 11, 2025) at 31. 
5 Id.  
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The utilities have now filed their reports in response to Order No. 91603, and 

those filings form the basis for developing Maryland’s compliance framework under 

FERC Order No. 2222, which requires regional transmission organizations like PJM to 

allow aggregations of distributed resources to participate in wholesale markets. At the 

same time, the General Assembly’s Distributed Renewable Integration and Vehicle 

Electrification (“DRIVE”) Act directs the Commission to establish tariffs and pilot 

programs that use distributed energy resources and electric vehicles as “electric 

distribution system support services” in retail programs, including virtual power plants.6 

Order No. 91603 implements this dual mandate by treating the utilities’ conceptual 

reports as a first step toward a unified framework in which the same DER and 

aggregations can support DRIVE Act pilots at the retail level and, once PJM’s rules are in 

place, participate in wholesale markets under FERC Order No. 2222.7 

COMMENTS 

I. DERMS are essential grid infrastructure and must be deployed to support 

competition, reliability, and ratepayer protection. 

The utilities’ reports include descriptions of their efforts to implement Distributed 

Energy Resource Management Systems (“DERMS”). DERMS are platforms that allow 

utilities to monitor, and potentially to control, dispersed DER on their distribution 

systems and are an essential tool for providing visibility into where DER are located in a 

 
6 2024 Md. Laws, Ch. 475 (codifying Senate Bill 959/House Bill 1256 from 2024 legislative session). 
7 Order No. 91603, Case No. 9778 (April 11, 2025) at 5. 
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modern distribution grid.8 A functional DERMS will facilitate utilities’ safe and efficient 

integration of large numbers of DER participating in VPP9 programs or PJM’s Order 

2222 markets. 

The term “DERMS” refers to a stack of related software tools, rather than a single 

platform. A utility might use a DERMS to monitor DER across the whole grid, while a 

vendor might use a DERMS that manages customer devices in a single program.10 At the 

system level, a utility-run DERMS keeps track of what is happening on the wires: 

tracking DER locations, measuring and forecasting how much energy they are producing, 

determining whether the grid can safely manage large-scale DER output.11 Such a 

system-level DERMS is often referred to as a “grid DERMS.” Closer to the customer, 

“grid-edge” platforms or “edge DERMS” run by aggregators or vendors manage specific 

portfolios of devices—like solar inverters, batteries, and EV chargers—for the operation 

of programs, the transmittal of payments, and day-to-day DER control.  

Both of these layers are sometimes called “DERMS,” but they play very different 

roles: grid-edge platforms manage customer devices, while the grid DERMS set the 

 
8 L. Strezoski et al., Integration of Utility Distributed Energy Resource Management System and 

Aggregators for Evolving Distribution System Operators, 10 J. Mod. Power Syst. & Clean Energy 277, 

279-284 (Mar. 2022), available at: https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/80904.pdf  
9 VPPs are aggregations of DER that can balance electricity demand and supply and provide utility-scale 

and utility-grade grid services. U.S. Dep’t of Energy, Pathways to Commercial Liftoff: Virtual Power 

Plants 2025 Update, (2025), at 1 available at: https://www.smartenergydecisions.com/wp-

content/uploads/2025/04/liftoff_doe_virtualpowerplants2025update.pdf. 
10 Id. at 279. 
11 DER includes rooftop solar with behind-the-meter batteries, electric vehicles, electric water heaters, 

smart buildings and their controls, and flexible commercial and industrial loads that can balance 

electricity demand and supply, as well as provide utility-scale and utility-grade grid services. U.S. Dep’t 

of Energy, Pathways to Commercial Liftoff: Virtual Power Plants 2025 Update, (2025), at 2 available at: 

https://www.smartenergydecisions.com/wp-

content/uploads/2025/04/liftoff_doe_virtualpowerplants2025update.pdf.  

https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/80904.pdf
https://www.smartenergydecisions.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/liftoff_doe_virtualpowerplants2025update.pdf
https://www.smartenergydecisions.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/liftoff_doe_virtualpowerplants2025update.pdf
https://www.smartenergydecisions.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/liftoff_doe_virtualpowerplants2025update.pdf
https://www.smartenergydecisions.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/liftoff_doe_virtualpowerplants2025update.pdf
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limits and informs system reliability monitoring. Critically, grid DERMS and grid-edge 

DERMS must work together if DER are to be effectively and efficiently integrated into 

Maryland’s electric system. That is, the two layers must be “interoperable.”   

The complexity and cost of DERMS will depend on the functionality and the 

scope of DER control. Grid DERMS have platform implementation costs that will be 

millions of dollars (as described in the utility reports). However, grid-edge DERMS—or 

any initiative to directly monitor and control every DER—can result in infrastructure 

investments to support data and telecommunications that cost far more due to the 

additional data and telecommunications required to establish end-to-end visibility and 

control to the utility down to the device-level.12 

The scope of each utility’s planned DERMS implementation will be of central 

importance to maintaining flexibility and cost control. In a layered DERMS model, grid-

facing and device-facing functions can be separated, with utilities handling grid safety 

and visibility and third parties handling device-level control and customer programs. This 

separation of roles supports competition and limits the scope of utility IT investments. By 

contrast, a utility-centric DERMS that combines these functions is likely to limit 

competition and unnecessarily increase IT investments. 

 
12 The Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission recently recommended against approving a plan by PPL 

electric to extend utility monitoring and control to all DERs, including small residential systems, which 

would cost tens of millions of dollars in telecommunications expenses. See Pennsylvania PUC Docket 

No. P-2024-3049223, Recommended Decision, June 30, 2025. 

https://www.puc.pa.gov/pcdocs/1884803.pdf. 

 

https://www.puc.pa.gov/pcdocs/1884803.pdf
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OPC therefore recommends that the Commission direct utilities to adopt DERMS 

architectures in which the utility DERMS is focused on core grid functions, while the 

utility allows competitive platforms to handle grid-edge DER programs and DER 

dispatch through open, interoperable interfaces. The Commission should require the 

utilities to define clearly the scope of their proposed platforms, explain why they are 

prioritizing some functions and deferring others, and justify the utility role in providing 

the function.  

A. The Commission should direct utilities to develop grid DERMS that 

allow interoperability and support opportunities for competition and 

find that overly utility-centric designs are not in the public interest. 

The Commission’s actions in this docket will play a significant role in determining 

how DERs are ultimately integrated into Maryland’s electric system. Although the 

Commission  has not stated that it  plans to approve or reject utility DERMS plans in this 

docket, and will decide the prudence of DERMS investments in later rate cases, it should 

use this proceeding to set clear guardrails and expectations: DERMS investments should 

be phased, interoperable with PJM and competitive platforms, and focused on core grid 

functions that only utilities can play. They must not lock Maryland into utility-centric, 

Maryland-only IT systems that crowd out competitive DER aggregators. In practical 

terms, the way utilities scope and implement their DERMS platforms will determine 

whether customers can meaningfully participate in VPPs and other DER aggregations, or 

whether those opportunities remain largely out of reach. 

A well-designed DERMS can reduce system costs by avoiding unnecessary 

infrastructure upgrades, increase reliability by automating DER support during peak 
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events, and open the grid to new competitive services that give customers more choice 

and compensation.13 A poorly designed DERMS—whether because it is too utility-

centric, too slow to develop, too proprietary, or too fragmented—can instead entrench 

monopoly control, inflate IT costs, delay customer participation, and undermine 

Maryland’s compliance with FERC Order 2222. The utilities’ filings in response to Order 

No. 91603 exhibit different types of poor design. PE’s proposal, for example, moves too 

slowly, with vague timelines and capabilities that are likely to prove inadequate, while 

BGE’s moves fast but in the direction of building utility-centric systems that risk locking 

Maryland customers into expensive and utility-dominated platforms.  

An effective DERMS deployment must be interoperable, capable of integrating 

DER into both retail and wholesale markets and facilitating third-party aggregators to 

operate DER in real time. A DERMS that functions primarily as a proprietary internal 

system—centralizing all monitoring and control of DER—threatens to burden ratepayers 

with long-term IT costs while impeding the competitive participation that Order 2222 

was designed to enable. Yet a DERMS that never materializes, or arrives years after other 

states have moved forward, would inhibit expansion of VPPs and deprive Maryland 

customers of opportunities to participate in VPPs and earn compensation from their 

distributed resources.14  

 
13 L. Strezoski et al., Integration of Utility Distributed Energy Resource Management System and 

Aggregators for Evolving Distribution System Operators, 10 J. Mod. Power Syst. & Clean Energy 280-

284 (Mar. 2022), available at: https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/80904.pdf (describing the ideal 

integrated model in which utility-side DERMS and aggregator-side DERMS operate jointly to provide 

full-spectrum DER services). 

 

https://docs.nrel.gov/docs/fy22osti/80904.pdf
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The Commission can do this by establishing a clear expectation for utilities to  

develop hybrid DERMS architectures that combine grid DERMS and grid-edge systems, 

preserving utilities’ essential operational role in grid management while allowing 

aggregators and VPP operators to take a primary role in deploying device-level 

management platforms.15 In this model, the utility operates a DERMS layer focused on 

grid safety, visibility, and system constraints, while competitive entities manage 

customer-facing DER coordination, optimization, and market participation. This division 

of roles protects reliability without centralizing control of customer-owned devices inside 

proprietary utility systems. A hybrid structure also reflects the reality that utilities will—

and must—maintain situational awareness of DER. But utilities should not be the 

exclusive dispatch or control authority for DER aggregation, because doing so would 

crowd out independent aggregators and limit customer choice. 

By focusing their DERMS on the grid layer—visibility, safety, and constraint 

management—and by avoiding the temptation to load their grid DERMS up with 

customer-facing, program-specific, and device-control functions, utilities can avoid 

unnecessary and counterproductive DERMS investments. A DERMS that is not trying to 

serve as the universal control system for every customer device should be simpler and 

less costly on the utility side than a monolithic, utility-centric platform that duplicates 

work that aggregators can perform. The grid edge capabilities are still needed to make 

VPPs and DER programs function, but that capability can be performed by aggregators 

 
15 Id. at 277, 280. 
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and vendors competing to provide those services, instead of by a single, utility-controlled 

platform doing everything itself. 

To function effectively, however, a hybrid DERMS requires full interoperability: 

standardized data interfaces, prompt data exchange, and open communication pathways 

between utility DERMS platforms and third-party systems. Given that all Maryland 

utilities are pursuing some form of DERMS investment, the Commission should steer 

implementation toward this interoperable, hybrid approach rather than allow the 

emergence of closed, utility-controlled systems that would lock in costs and limit 

competitive participation. 

In addition to the utility-specific recommendations below, OPC therefore urges the 

Commission to use the technical conference and subsequent orders to direct each utility 

to revise and implement its DERMS plans so that: (1) DERMS investments are focused 

on grid-facing functions; (2) concrete milestones and timelines are established for 

interoperable interfaces with PJM and third-party aggregators; and (3) cost recovery for 

DERMS is conditioned on meeting these functional, interoperability, and competition-

preserving requirements. By setting these requirements now, the Commission will move 

DERMS development away from both delay and overly utility-centric designs and 

toward the interoperable, pro-competitive path that best protects Maryland customers.  
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B. The Commission should direct utilities to address key DERMS-related 

ratepayer risks at the upcoming technical conference. 

The utilities’ filings in response to Order No. 91603 show that while each utility is 

developing similar near-term functionality, their long-term approaches and timelines 

create different risks for interoperability and competition. One set of Maryland utilities is 

moving toward centralized DERMS that could risk excessive cost and limited 

competition, while another set is lagging behind in ways that may leave customers 

without access to emerging markets. 

BGE and the PHI utilities currently lean toward the utility-centered end of the 

spectrum. Their filings describe early-stage DERMS concepts that keep dispatch and 

control functions largely within utility IT environments, with limited detail on how third 

parties would gain timely, programmatic access to data and dispatch signals.16 In 

particular, BGE’s initial DERMS deployment and PHI’s scoping-stage plans describe 

internal tools and processes without clearly committing to open, non-discriminatory 

interfaces for aggregators. As a result, the introductory phases of these DERMS could 

impose unduly high long-term modernization costs on Maryland ratepayers and restrict 

competitive access to data and dispatch functionality. Their staged rollouts appear to 

front-load customer-funded investment while leaving unanswered important questions 

about how the first phases will work in practice for grid operations and aggregators, 

making it difficult to determine whether the benefits of those early stages justify their 

 
16 Exelon Rpt. at 6, 11. 
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cost or whether those phases mainly serve as scaffolding for future utility-controlled 

programs.  

The filings of SMECO and Potomac Edison present the a different problem: their 

DERMS concepts are still at an early, exploratory stage, and neither utility provides clear 

near-term pathways for delivering the visibility, telemetry, or standardized data exchange 

that Order 2222 will ultimately require. SMECO’s plan centers on a long, multi-year 

Advanced Distribution Management System (“ADMS”) modernization effort, with 

meaningful DERMS functionality emerging only toward the end of the decade and 

limited discussion of how aggregators will receive the data needed to participate in VPP 

programs.17 Potomac Edison similarly describes a conceptual approach in which the 

company will rely on contracted edge-DERMS providers for several years while awaiting 

a broader FirstEnergy decision on whether—and when—to implement an internal grid-

DERMS.18 In both cases, key implementation details remain unsettled, and the filings 

leave open whether DERMS development will progress at a pace that allows customers 

in these territories to participate meaningfully in VPP programs in the near term. 

1. The Commission should direct BGE to justify its costly Phase 1 

DERMS platform with a concrete, roadmap that supports 

interoperability and delivers near-term VPP and Order 2222 

benefits. 

BGE’s DERMS filing outlines an early-stage framework that would build DERMS 

capabilities incrementally,19 but the utility provides limited insight on how its planned 

 
17 SMECO Rpt. at 3. 
18 PE Rpt., Attach. A at 3. 
19 Exelon Rpt. at 6-8. 
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investments will support near-term VPP deployment or compliance with Order 2222. 

BGE envisions a phased approach that begins with foundational IT upgrades and later 

introduces more advanced DER control and forecasting features.20 As filed, the proposal 

leaves unanswered whether the early stages will deliver tangible operational and 

customer benefits or simply front-load spending ahead of later functionality. 

For BGE, even the first step into DERMS is already costly for customers. DERMS 

Project 1 has a total estimated cost of $9.11 million, of which $8.05 million is capital and 

only $1.06 million is O&M.21 Those costs are already embedded in base rates approved 

in BGE’s last multi-year rate plan. That is a substantial investment for a Phase 1 platform 

that BGE itself describes as a foundational deployment, and BGE’s report does not 

identify any Phase 1 functionality that would give aggregators standard interfaces, clear 

signals about local grid limits, or other tools needed to begin supporting VPP and Order 

2222 participation. Most of the more advanced functions BGE associates with its long-

term DERMS vision still appear to be pushed into later phases, including broader 

integration with third-party DER, grid-edge platforms, and potential VPP use cases.22 For 

context, BGE estimates phase 2 costs for DERMS implementation to add an additional 

$7.6 million.23  

 
20 Id. 
21 Id. at 9. 
22 In Project 1, BGE itself describes the initial deployment as a foundational step that replaces custom 

scripts and adds forecasting/“nowcasting” and ADMS integration for a limited set of utility-controlled 

DER, but it does not identify any Phase 1 features that would give aggregators standard ways to connect, 

see local grid limits, or use DER data in time to support VPP and Order 2222 participation. 
23 See RM 89, BGE Response to Bench Data Request dated October 29, 2025, Attachment 1, ML# 

324074. The total DERMS cost of $20 million is calculated from four distinct itemizations of projected 

costs falling under the general “DERMS” heading in the “Systems” column of Attachment 1.  
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Notably, BGE’s Phase 1 spending exceeds the total DERMS budgets proposed by 

the other Maryland utilities, making it the most expensive DERMS effort in the state 

despite delivering only foundational functionality at this stage.24 With ratepayers already 

paying for an expensive first phase, the Commission should view BGE’s DERMS 

roadmap through a cost-effectiveness lens and signal that, in future rate cases, BGE will 

be expected to justify DERMS investments by showing that they are interoperable, 

support a hybrid utility–aggregator model, and deliver concrete, near-term benefits for 

Maryland customers.  

OPC further recommends that the Commission direct BGE at the December 

technical conference to: (1) identify, for each phase of its DERMS roadmap, the specific 

grid-facing capabilities that will be in place—for example, the ability to see where DERs 

are on the system, to detect when parts of the grid are nearing their limits, and to provide 

aggregators with standard ways to connect to that up-to-date information—and what 

concrete customer benefits those capabilities will provide; (2) commit that each DERMS 

phase will be designed and implemented using interoperable, non-discriminatory 

interfaces that support a hybrid utility–aggregator model rather than a utility-centric 

control platform; and (3) explain how BGE will keep its DERMS scope focused on core 

grid operations. OPC further recommends that the Commission require BGE to submit a 

 
24 As described further below, the other Maryland utilities are projecting significantly lower DERMS 

costs. PHI estimates $4.02 million in total Maryland spending across all three phases of its PHI-wide 

DERMS program. Potomac Edison estimates roughly $2.08 million for its Maryland share of an 

enterprise grid-DERMS over three years (exclusive of any later edge-DERMS expansion). SMECO 

projects approximately $5 million for a six-year ADMS/DERMS modernization effort. By contrast, 

BGE’s Phase 1 alone totals $9.11 million. 
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short follow-up filing summarizing this information and the identified milestones, so that 

the Commission and stakeholders have a clear record of BGE’s DERMS implementation 

path and interim expectations. This information will give the Commission and 

stakeholders a clearer record of BGE’s DERMS implementation path and how it is 

expected to affect Maryland customers. 

2. The Commission should direct PHI to keep its DERMS platform 

focused on grid-facing functions and interoperable interfaces 

that support a hybrid utility–aggregator model. 

Pepco and Delmarva’s DERMS filings outline an early-stage concept for a unified 

PHI-wide DERMS platform.25  Because the design is still preliminary,26 this phase of the 

proceeding is an appropriate time for the Commission to require clarification and provide 

direction. PHI’s conceptual approach reflects potential efficiencies from a multi-state, 

consolidated system. PHI also states that its approach “prioritizes identifying and 

defining operational needs first, rather than beginning with specific technologies.”27 The 

filings leave unanswered important questions about Maryland-specific functionality, 

Order 2222 compliance, and customer protections that must be addressed as the design 

advances. PHI expressly states that the initial DERMS deployment will not include a full 

VPP control algorithm, automated DER dispatch, or predictive forecasting for economic 

and reliability optimization.28 OPC is not urging the Commission to require a utility-run, 

end-to-end VPP control system, but PHI’s filings also do not explain how a DERMS 

 
25 The PHI DERMS project includes Pepco, Delmarva Power, and Atlantic City Electric. 
26 Exelon Rpt. at 12-13. 
27 Id. at 12. 
28 Id. at 15. 
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without these capabilities will exchange data and other information with aggregator-

operated VPP platforms. As a result, the near-term platform still appears limited in its 

ability to support robust VPP operations under a hybrid model in which utilities and 

aggregators each rely on interoperable tools. 

It also appears from the conceptual report that PHI envisions DERMS primarily as 

a utility-run platform integrated into PHI’s broader enterprise systems. While some 

degree of centralized utility control is necessary for safe distribution operations, a design 

that channels most visibility, analytics, and control through PHI-managed systems—

without clearly defined, interfaces for aggregators—could raise similar concerns to those 

OPC has identified with BGE’s reliance on internal systems and custom integrations. In 

particular, if PHI’s DERMS ultimately depends on utility-controlled data exchanges and 

internal tools, Maryland customers could face risks of long-term dependence on utility-

specific systems and higher modernization costs than would arise under a more open, 

interoperable design. These outcomes are not inevitable at this early, conceptual stage, 

but they underscore the need for the Commission to use the technical conference to 

require PHI to explain how it will support a hybrid model in which utilities, aggregators, 

and customers can each rely on interoperable platforms rather than a single, utility-

dominated system. 

PHI estimates that the total cost of its PHI-wide DERMS is $12.35 million, with 

$4.02 million attributable to the Maryland utilities—$2.29 million for Pepco and $1.73 
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million for Delmarva Power.29 These Maryland costs include $3.39 million in capital 

expenditures and $630,000 in O&M across three phases. Although the filing breaks out 

Maryland’s share clearly, PHI acknowledges that its estimates may vary by up to 50 

percent as the design evolves.30 PHI also indicates that unlocking full value from the 

DERMS will require multiple subsequent projects and that the first iteration will not 

provide many of the capabilities PHI associates with its long-term vision, such as more 

advanced forecasting and DER coordination tools,31 and does not specify when those 

functions will be in place or how they will interact with aggregator platforms. Given the 

early stage of the project and the likelihood that additional functionality will be layered 

on in later phases, the Commission will need a clear record on the value Maryland 

customers will receive from the first iteration of PHI’s DERMS investments, and how 

PHI will ensure cost discipline and keep the DERMS scope focused on grid-facing 

responsibilities as the design expands. 

OPC recommends that the Commission direct PHI to use the December technical 

conference to: 1) identify, for each phase of their DERMS roadmap, the specific grid-

facing capabilities that will be in place—for example, the ability to see where DERs are 

on the system, to detect when parts of the grid are nearing their limits, and to provide 

aggregators with standard, ways to connect to that up-to-date information—and what 

concrete customer benefits those capabilities will provide; (2) commit that each DERMS 

 
29 Exelon Rpt. at 14. 
30 Id. at 14. 
31 Id. at 15. 
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phase will be designed and implemented using interoperable, non-discriminatory 

interfaces that support a hybrid utility–aggregator model rather than a utility-centric 

control platform; and (3) explain how PHI will keep its DERMS investments focused on 

core grid operations. OPC further recommends that the Commission require PHI to 

submit a short follow-up filing summarizing this information and the identified 

milestones, so that the Commission and stakeholders have a clear record of PHI’s 

DERMS implementation path and interim expectations. This information will give the 

Commission and stakeholders a clearer record of PHI’s DERMS implementation path and 

how it is expected to affect Maryland customers. 

3. Because Potomac Edison lacks an internal DERMS and clear 

telemetry plan, the Commission should require a Maryland-

focused implementation schedule that supports VPP pilots and 

Order 2222. 

Potomac Edison’s DERMS report32 is high-level and reflects an early stage of 

planning. PE confirms that it does not currently operate either a grid-DERMS or an edge-

DERMS and expects to rely on contracted third party edge-DERMS services—including 

for the distribution system support services and vehicle to grid electric school bus 

pilots—for the next several years.33 Because PE does not explain what its contracted tools 

can actually monitor or manage, the Commission should use the technical conference to 

require PE to identify what those contracted tools can monitor and manage for Maryland 

customers in the near term before its own DERMS is in place. 

 
32 Potomac Edison Co., Conceptual Reports of the Potomac Edison Company in Response to Commission 

Order No. 91603, Case No. 9778 (Md. Pub. Serv. Comm’n filed Oct. 10, 2025) (ML# 323233) (“PE 

Report”). 
33 PE Rpt., Attach. A at 2. 
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PE also states that long-term DERMS deployment depends on FirstEnergy’s 

pending enterprise-level decision-making,34 meaning that Maryland’s timeline could shift 

and full implementation may not begin until several years after a corporate go-ahead. As 

a result, the Commission currently lacks a defined schedule for when Maryland 

customers will receive DERMS-enabled benefits, what interim telemetry requirements 

will apply, or how PE will support VPP pilots in the absence of an internal platform. 

PE’s filings indicate that it does not view AMI as necessary for Order 2222 

implementation and intends instead to rely on device telemetry provided by DER 

aggregators.35 PE’s position raises important implementation questions. Although PJM 

does not require AMI for Order 2222 participation, in practice it is extremely difficult to 

operate a modern DERMS, validate customer device performance, or coordinate VPP 

dispatch without interval metering and near-real-time usage data. The Commission 

should therefore use the technical conference to require PE to explain what metering, 

telemetry, and data-sharing capabilities it has today, what upgrades may be necessary, and 

how PE will validate the performance of customer devices participating in VPP pilots. 

Finally, PE anticipates that Maryland DERMS functions will ultimately depend on 

a broader FirstEnergy enterprise grid-DERMS platform,36 but the conceptual filing does 

not explain how Maryland-specific requirements will be prioritized within that system. 

PE estimates that its Maryland share of a future enterprise grid-DERMS would cost 

 
34 Id. 
35 PE Rpt. at 4. 
36 PE Rpt., Attach. A at 2. 
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roughly $2.08 million over three years, including $1.66 million in capital and $420,000 in 

O&M.37 These estimates cover only the basic hardware and IT infrastructure needed for 

forecasting, analysis, and grid-level DER visibility; they do not include any of the 

additional costs that would be required for edge-DERMS functions such as customer 

device coordination, VPP dispatch, or battery aggregation. PE notes that implementing a 

Maryland-only DERMS would be significantly more expensive because all of the 

associated IT and platform costs would be allocated solely to the operations of PE, rather 

than spread among FirstEnergy’s other utilities.38 Meanwhile, PE acknowledges that it 

will continue to incur ongoing costs for contracted edge-DERMS services to support the 

distribution system support services and vehicle-to-grid electric school bus pilots until an 

internal platform is developed.39 

OPC recommends that the Commission direct Potomac Edison, at the December 

technical conference and in a follow-up filing, to present a Maryland-specific DERMS 

implementation plan that: (1) identifies the minimum near-term capabilities PE will 

provide before an internal or enterprise DERMS is in place, the additional capabilities 

expected from a future FirstEnergy enterprise DERMS, and indicative dates or milestones 

for each; (2)  describes the metering, telemetry, and data-sharing tools PE will use to 

support VPP pilots and Order 2222 participation, including any upgrades or alternatives it 

is considering if current tools prove insufficient; and (3) to explain how Maryland’s 

 
37 Id. at 5. 
38 Id. at 5. 
39 Id. at 2-3. 
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DERMS and VPP needs will be addressed within FirstEnergy’s broader planning efforts 

and how PE will keep the Commission informed as those plans develop. OPC further 

recommends that the Commission require PE to submit a short follow-up filing 

summarizing this sequence and the identified milestones, so that the Commission and 

stakeholders have a clear record of PE’s DERMS implementation path and interim 

expectations.  

4. Because SMECO’s DERMS capabilities will not materialize 

until late in the decade, the Commission should require a clear 

roadmap for interim vendor tools, AMI upgrades, and early VPP 

participation. 

SMECO’s DERMS filing outlines a gradual, multi-year path toward ADMS and 

eventual DERMS functionality, with full capabilities not expected until the end of the 

decade.40 While a cautious approach is understandable for a smaller cooperative, the plan 

creates a long interim period—several years—during which SMECO will lack both an 

internal DERMS and ADMS-integrated DER visibility. In the meantime, SMECO 

expects to continue relying on vendor-operated tools for its demand response and device-

based programs.41 The Commission should require SMECO to explain how those systems 

will provide consistent visibility, performance validation, and the data access needed for 

aggregator participation during this interim period. 

SMECO estimates approximately $5 million in spending over a six-year period for 

a three-phase ADMS project that replaces its existing outage management system and 

 
40 Southern Md. Elec. Coop., SMECO’s Response to Commission Order No. 91603 – Implementation of 

FERC Order 2222 and Virtual Power Plants in Maryland, Case No. 9778 at 3 (Md. Pub. Serv. Comm’n 

filed Oct. 10, 2025) (ML# 323196) (“SMECO Report”). 
41 SMECO Rpt. at 1. 
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distribution management system with a single platform and gradually layers on DERMS 

capabilities.42 The filing makes clear that the early years are devoted primarily to building 

that ADMS foundation: meaningful DERMS functions—such as feeder-level modeling of 

DERs and potential active dispatch and scheduling—do not appear until Phases 2 and 3 

near the end of the period, and SMECO describes a full “Enterprise DERMS” as 

something it will evaluate only after the ADMS power-flow application is fully vetted.43 

In its separate discussion of device-level metering, SMECO also explains that its AMI 

communications bandwidth is already saturated and that supporting device-level VPP use 

cases would require costly upgrades or reduced interval reads.44 Taken together, these 

elements indicate that the current $5 million plan is best understood as funding 

foundational ADMS and early DERMS steps, rather than a fully realized DERMS 

platform. 

Given the early stage of SMECO’s planning, OPC recommends that the 

Commission use the technical conference to direct SMECO to: (1) describe how its 

current vendor platforms will provide, over the next several years, basic visibility, 

performance verification, and timely data access for prospective aggregators during the 

transition from today’s vendor-based tools to SMECO’s planned ADMS/DERMS 

platform, including any key limitations; and (2) provide a simple, high-level timeline for 

AMI, ADMS, and DERMS upgrades, including how it plans to address AMI bandwidth 

 
42 Id. at 3. 
43 Id. at 1-3. 
44 Id. at 4. 
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constraints and what short-term steps it could take so customers can start participating in 

VPP programs before ADMS/DERMS is in place. OPC further recommends that the 

Commission require SMECO to submit a short follow-up filing summarizing this 

sequence and the identified milestones, so that the Commission and stakeholders have a 

clear record of SMECO’s DERMS implementation path and interim expectations.  

II. The Commission should require each Maryland utility to develop and 

maintain a PJM-aligned DER registry roadmap with phased, aggregator-

accessible functionality. 

A DER registry is a standardized database that records key attributes of distributed 

energy resources—what and where they are, who owns them, and what services they can 

provide—so utilities, grid operators, and aggregators can coordinate those resources for 

planning, operations, and market participation.45 For Maryland, each electric utility will 

be responsible for developing and maintaining DER registry functionality46—and, taken 

together, these utility-maintained registries will form the backbone of how distributed 

resources such as solar, storage, and electric vehicles participate in both retail and 

wholesale markets. To function as intended under FERC Order 2222, the registries must 

be standardized across utilities, interoperable with PJM systems, and accessible to 

 
45 David Kathan, Assessment of Current Demand Response and DER Data Collection Tools, U.S. Dep’t of 

Energy, Elec. Advisory Comm. 10 (June 8, 2023), available at: 

https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2023-

06/Assessment%20of%20Current%20Demand%20Response%20and%20DER%20Data%20Collection%

20Tools.pdf.  
46 PJM’s registration process requires electric utilities to provide location and data information to 

requesting DER aggregators, such as the customer account number, associated physical and transmission 

system electrical location information, metering and telemetry requirements, interconnection information, 

and identification of participation in other electric distribution utility programs. 

https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2023-06/Assessment%20of%20Current%20Demand%20Response%20and%20DER%20Data%20Collection%20Tools.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2023-06/Assessment%20of%20Current%20Demand%20Response%20and%20DER%20Data%20Collection%20Tools.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2023-06/Assessment%20of%20Current%20Demand%20Response%20and%20DER%20Data%20Collection%20Tools.pdf
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aggregators in real time. A registry that exists primarily as an internal utility database, 

with external visibility limited to delayed, confidential reports to the Commission, would 

undermine Order 2222’s purpose by preventing timely registration and slowing 

aggregation. The Commission should therefore direct the utilities to develop a common, 

transparent, phased registry roadmap that tracks PJM’s implementation schedule and 

avoids premature investment in stand-alone, Maryland-only systems. 

DER registry is a key component of DER aggregation in both retail and wholesale 

markets. It allows Maryland utilities to manage the information necessary in the 

registration of DER aggregations to comply with PJM’s implementation of Order No. 

2222. A DER Registry will also be an important tool in facilitating DER aggregators 

(“DERA”) in identifying, marketing, and contracting component DER. 

Efficient access requires such information to be available in a standardized format 

that can be exchanged programmatically. Inefficient, fragmented access could slow the 

deployment of VPPs and increase administrative costs for both utilities and aggregators. 

Standardization of DER registry data and access, across Maryland or multiple 

states, would streamline use of the DER registry by all parties. The Commission, 

however, has raised concerns in Order No. 91603 that “there is risk if there is not a 

critical mass of enough participating states or utilities to make a common DER Registry a 

viable long term-solution that can continue to be supported and further developed going 

forward.”47 The Commission also expressed concern with having a DER registry 

 
47 Order No. 91603, Case No. 9778 (April 11, 2025) at 10. 
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implementation for investor-owned utilities that operate in other states that is used only in 

Maryland, with features to be incrementally charged to Maryland ratepayers.”48 The 

Commission further stated that DER registry solutions should support PJM’s DR Hub 

updates resulting from PJM’s FERC Order No. 2222 implementation.49 PJM’s DR Hub 

updates are now scheduled to extend through 2027.50 

To minimize risk to ratepayers of “solo” state implementation of a common DER 

registry, shared risk and implementation costs with other states is preferable than 

proceeding alone. Given the integral role that PJM’s update of DER Hub will have in 

developing a multi-state common DER registry, this will extend the timeline of 

developing a multi-state solution.  A phased timeline necessarily defers deployment of a 

common DER registry format until PJM’s information requirements and updated DER 

Hub specifications are established, while in the near-term enabling DERA access to 

existing DER registry data with a minimum of platform investment. OPC therefore 

recommends that any phased timelines the Maryland utilities propose be expressly tied to 

a registry roadmap aligned with PJM’s DR Hub development timeline. The registry 

roadmap should provide clear milestones for delivering aggregator-accessible 

functionality, rather than simply adopting the utilities’ preferred pacing. 

At the same time, the DER registry should be designed from the outset to provide 

timely, direct access for qualified aggregators, not function solely as an internal 

 
48 Id. 
49 Id. 
50 Exelon Rpt. at 20 (citing PJM - Distributed Resources Subcommittee Sept. 2025 meeting materials 

PJM Subcommittee Meeting Materials, Sept. 2025. https://www.pjm.com/committees-and-

groups/subcommittees/disrs). 

https://www.pjm.com/committees-and-groups/subcommittees/disrs
https://www.pjm.com/committees-and-groups/subcommittees/disrs
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repository of DER data for utilities and confidential reports to the Commission detailing 

the number and general location of DERs within a service territory, as PE recommends.51 

Periodic, confidential reporting to Staff will remain appropriate for oversight and 

enforcement. But to successfully scale both wholesale and retail market VPPs, 

aggregators must be able to identify and market to potential DER owners, which 

presupposes prompt access to accurate registration information. A registry that supports 

only after-the-fact reporting would not satisfy that need and would miss the opportunity 

to serve as a working operational tool for DER and VPP participation. 

For the Exelon utilities, the current DER registry concept relies on an internal 

system of record-keeping coupled with a standardized monthly DER registry report that 

would be submitted to Commission Staff on a confidential basis as an initial “Phase 1” 

implementation.52 Exelon’s filing further indicates that, until customer data-sharing 

requirements are formally addressed in Maryland regulations, DER registry data will not 

be accessible to third parties, and the Exelon Utilities will continue to adhere to its 

existing customer data sharing policies.53 OPC does not oppose using this Phase 1 

construct as a short-term step to demonstrate that the registry can reliably capture and 

report DER information while broader PJM and Maryland data-sharing frameworks are 

finalized, so long as Phase 1 is only a bridge toward a registry that provides timely, 

programmatic access for aggregators and incorporates appropriate privacy and 

 
51 PE Rpt. at 2, 5. 
52 Exelon Report at 17-18. 
53 Id. at 18-19. 
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cybersecurity safeguards. However, the Commission should make clear at the technical 

conference that Exelon’s Phase 1 must be a bridge—not an endpoint—toward a registry 

that provides timely, programmatic access for DER aggregators in coordination with 

PJM’s multi-state efforts, and that Exelon will be expected to file a post-conference 

registry plan that reflects that expectation. 

Potomac Edison’s DER registry proposal similarly emphasizes confidentiality and 

internal use. PE proposes building on its existing interconnection database as the 

foundation for a DER registry, with detailed DER information remaining confidential and 

visibility provided to the Commission through confidential reporting.54 PE believes that 

its existing platform could be utilized as a platform to integrate with future DER 

registries operating in the state or PJM, but believes that access to detailed information is 

limited to authorized parties, and with the explicit opt-in and consent of the customer.55 

OPC is concerned that, if left unchanged, PE’s approach could leave Maryland with a 

registry that functions primarily as an internal database for purposes of submitting 

confidential reports to the Commission, without a clear path to operational use by 

aggregators. The Commission should therefore require PE, at the technical conference 

and in a post-conference registry plan, to explain how its concept will evolve to provide 

both the visibility needed for system planning and operations and timely data exchange 

with DER aggregators, rather than remaining an internal reporting tool. 

 
54 PE Rpt., Attach. C at 1. 
55 Id. at 2-3. 
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SMECO’s proposal is closer to an operationally useful model. SMECO proposes 

to use its existing JSCAPE secure file-transfer solution to create a secure site where 

“relevant stakeholders” receive individual credentials and can pull DER reports 

containing locations, capabilities, and ownership details.56 That structure offers a 

foundation for a registry that can support both Commission oversight and stakeholder 

access, and leverages tools SMECO already has in place to potentially provide account-

based access to DER information tailored to stakeholder needs rather than limiting 

visibility to confidential Staff reports. However, SMECO’s filing does not yet explain the 

specific technical and procedural safeguards that will govern that access and leaves open 

important questions about the scope and timeliness of that access—for example, which 

stakeholders will be eligible, what interval and performance data will be made available, 

how frequently the data will be updated, and whether the information will be provided in 

standardized, machine-readable formats that can integrate with PJM systems and 

aggregator platforms. OPC recommends that the Commission direct SMECO at the 

technical conference, and in a follow-up filing, to specify these safeguards and commit to 

providing standardized, machine-readable data access for qualified aggregators on a 

defined timetable. 

By addressing these utility-specific registry designs now—especially the balance 

between confidential reporting and operational access—the Commission can ensure that 

Maryland’s DER registry framework evolves toward a standardized, multi-state, 

 
56 SMECO Rpt. at 3. 
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aggregator-accessible model that supports Order No. 2222 compliance and protects 

ratepayers from duplicative or inefficient investments. 

To avoid locking in interim designs that function only as internal systems and 

confidential reports, OPC recommends that the Commission use the December technical 

conference to direct each utility to: (1) describe its end-state vision for the registry, 

including whether and how it will support near-real-time registration and data exchange 

for DER aggregators rather than serving primarily as an internal database; (2) explain 

how the registry’s data structures, interfaces, and update cycles will align with PJM’s DR 

Hub and any multi-state registry solutions under consideration; (3) identify what 

categories of DER information will be available to aggregators, on what timetable, and 

through what technical means (for example, secure APIs or automated file transfers), as 

distinct from data provided only through confidential reports to Commission Staff; (4) set 

out the steps it will take to resolve privacy and cybersecurity concerns in a way that still 

enables qualified aggregators to obtain necessary DER registration information; and (5) 

show how Phase 1 or interim implementations will be structured to avoid inefficient or 

Maryland-specific IT investments if PJM or other states adopt a regional registry model.  

OPC further recommends that the Commission require each utility, within a 

Commission-established period after the technical conference, to file a DER registry 

implementation plan that incorporates these elements and establishes phase-by-phase 

milestones for delivering aggregator-accessible, PJM-aligned functionality so that the 

Commission and stakeholders have a clear record of the utilities’ implementation path. 
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III. The Commission should require utilities to evaluate device-level metering on 

a case-by-case basis, avoiding both infrastructure overbuilds and unjustified 

decisions to forgo device-level data. 

Device-level metering is the measurement of electricity usage or output at the 

level of individual devices—solar inverters, storage systems, and EV chargers—rather 

than relying solely on whole-premises AMI meters. The Commission should require 

utilities to use this more detailed metering only where it clearly helps customers, since 

device-level data can improve accuracy and program design without forcing customers to 

pay for extra metering. By measuring device-level output, utilities and aggregators can 

isolate device performance that can be obscured in AMI data, and which can otherwise 

lead to misallocated compensation. And where metering capability is already embedded 

in inverters, storage systems, EVs, or EV chargers, using that functionality can provide 

these benefits as a cost-effective alternative to installing additional utility meters for DER 

output. 

But device-level metering technology is still maturing, and premature mandates 

could burden ratepayers with unnecessary expense. Use cases for device level metering 

are not fully specified at this time. PJM does not currently allow device-level 

submetering, rather, it requires settlement data to be based on the electric service meter 

data to avoid double counting between retail and wholesale markets. Given the evolving 

regulatory requirements and technology for device level metering, it is likely premature 

to require device-level metering infrastructure at this time. The Commission should 

therefore employ a flexible, case-by-case approach that recognizes both the potential 

benefits of device-level data and the need to manage costs prudently. 
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In Order No. 91603, the Commission indicated its support for a gradual approach 

regarding device-level metering and encouraged the utilities to propose device-level 

metering in DRIVE Act pilot programs.57 The Commission also directed the utilities to 

consider the benefits and costs of device-level metering use cases when they propose 

permanent grid services programs and tariffs,58 and directed the utilities to provide 

information on any new or expanded repositories that may be needed to facilitate device 

metering data.59 

The utilities’ reports reflect different starting points and comfort levels with 

device-level metering, though all reports indicate that expansion and development of 

repository data and communications systems would be necessary for any of the utilities to 

collect and utilize device-level data. 

 The Exelon Utilities propose a phased approach that continues to rely primarily 

on utility-owned, revenue-grade meters where precise measurement is the basis for 

customer compensation and such meters are practical and affordable.60 They emphasize 

that existing ANSI C12-compliant meters integrate with current billing and reporting 

systems and avoid the need for extensive COMAR waivers that would be required to use 

device-level metering for billing.61 At the same time, they point to pilot experience using 

telematics and device data in EV and load management programs and foresee continued 

pilots to evaluate device-level configurations, while raising concerns about the lack of 

 
57 Order No. 91603, Case No. 9778 (April 11, 2025) at 16. 
58 Id. 
59 Id. 
60 Exelon Rpt. at 25-26. 
61 Id. 
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mature standards, data syntax, and revenue-grade accuracy for most embedded metrology 

in DER devices.62 

Potomac Edison, operating without AMI, recommends continuing to meter 

customers at a single point of interconnection with a revenue meter and leaving any 

device-level metering and repositories needed for PJM settlements to DER aggregators.63 

In its Device-Level Metering Repository report, Potomac Edison presents two conceptual 

options: (1) a status quo approach in which DERAs provide any additional metering and 

maintain any necessary repositories, with no new company-owned repositories; and (2) a 

potential third-party repository model that could be scaled if the Commission later directs 

utilities to collect device-level data.64 For now, the company recommends maintaining its 

single-meter approach and reassessing device-level metering only after pilot results and 

PJM’s evolving treatment of device-level settlement data clarify whether additional utility 

infrastructure is necessary and cost-effective.65 

SMECO explains that while it recognizes the value of device-level metering for 

quantifying DER contributions to capacity, energy, and volt/VAR services, its current 

AMI system is bandwidth constrained: the communications channel is saturated to the 

point that additional interval devices cannot be supported without costly upgrades or a 

reduction in existing interval reads.66 Even AMI 2.0, SMECO states, would not provide 

sufficient connectivity for a full VPP solution. As a result, SMECO relies on modeling 

 
62 Exelon Rpt. at 29, 33.  
63 PE Rpt., Attach. D at 1. 
64 Id. at 3-4. 
65 Id. at 1, 7. 
66 SMECO Rpt. at 4. 
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and assumptions, using DERMS platforms and customer Wi-Fi connectivity to infer 

participation and performance rather than adding utility meters.67 SMECO points to 

“smart service panels” with circuit-level sensors as a potential compromise that could 

provide device-level data for DERs, storage, and flexible loads, with customers sharing 

panel data with SMECO and aggregators to validate participation, even though such 

configurations would not meet revenue-grade metering standards.68 

To protect ratepayers’ interests, the Commission should not mandate an 

immediate, system-wide buildout of device-level metering by Maryland’s utilities. At the 

same time, the Commission should direct the utilities to continue developing and testing 

device-level solutions where they are likely to provide net benefits, rather than 

foreclosing their use. Therefore, OPC recommends that the Commission use the 

upcoming technical conference to direct each utility to: (1) identify the specific DER and 

VPP programs or use cases where device-level data would materially improve 

performance measurement, settlement, or program design, and explain how lessons from 

current pilots will be turned into clear, non-proprietary practices for those use cases; and 

(2) compare, in simple cost terms, the main metering/data options they would use (utility 

meters, aggregator-provided data, and smart panels or similar devices) and note any key 

PJM or Maryland rule constraints for each. Creating this record will help avoid locking 

customers into expensive meter build-outs too early and make sure device-level metering 

is used only where it delivers clear value to Maryland ratepayers. 

 
67 Id. at 4. 
68 Id. 
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IV. The Commission should direct the utilities to implement a common Green 

Button Connect–style data-sharing platform on an expedited, coordinated 

schedule. 

Data access is the foundation of an effective DER and VPP market. Without a 

common, standardized, and secure platform for sharing customer usage data, aggregators 

cannot verify performance or participate meaningfully in programs developed under 

FERC Order No. 2222. The Commission should therefore direct the utilities to adopt and 

implement a Green Button Connect–style platform—or a comparable standard that 

provides the same level of interoperability, security, and automation—on a coordinated 

schedule, so that Maryland’s DER framework is aligned with regional and national best 

practices. A uniform approach will reduce administrative costs and protect ratepayers 

from the costs of duplicative or proprietary systems. 

Green Button Connect is an industry-accepted standard, open-protocol platform 

utilities use to transmit customer-authorized usage data securely to third parties in a 

standardized format.69 A data sharing platform built on a standard such as Green Button 

Connect provides timely aggregator access to metering data. Timely and reliable data 

access is crucial to facilitate development of VPPs, as settlement data derived from 

customer metering data is required by PJM’s implementation of FERC Order No. 2222. 

In Order No. 91603, the Commission agreed in concept with expanding access to utility 

 
69 Minnesota Pub. Utils. Comm’n Staff, Staff Report on Grid Modernization, at 26-27 (Mar. 2016), 

available at: https://gridworks.org/wp-

content/uploads/2015/06/MNPUC_Staff_Report_on_Grid_Modernization_March2016.pdf.   

https://gridworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/MNPUC_Staff_Report_on_Grid_Modernization_March2016.pdf
https://gridworks.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/06/MNPUC_Staff_Report_on_Grid_Modernization_March2016.pdf
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customer data in order to market and effectively provide VPP services, while addressing 

the need safeguard this data.70  

Green Button is typically implemented in two related forms. “Green Button 

Download My Data” (often called DMD) allows a customer to log in to their utility 

account and manually download a file of their own historical usage.71 That tool is useful 

for one-off comparisons or energy audits, but it is not designed to support continuous, 

automated data flows. “Green Button Connect My Data” (often called Green Button 

Connect or CMD) allows a customer to authorize a third party—such as a DER 

aggregator—to receive usage data automatically on an ongoing basis through a secure 

interface.72 For DER, VPPs, and PJM’s implementation of Order No. 2222, it is the CMD 

functionality that is essential; Download My Data alone cannot provide the timely, 

machine-to-machine data feeds that aggregators will need. 

The Exelon Utilities take a cautious approach to Green Button Connect. They note 

that they currently offer only Green Button Download,73 emphasize that experiences with 

Green Button–style platforms in other states have been mixed,74 and highlight the cost 

and complexity of building a new data-sharing system.75 On that basis, they recommend 

deferring any standalone Green Button Connect implementation and instead launching a 

 
70 Order No. 91603 at 22. 
71 U.S. Department of Energy, Building Energy Data Exchange Specification Scoping Report, at 37 (Aug. 

2013), available at: https://www.eeperformance.org/uploads/8/6/5/0/8650231/bedes_scoping_080113.pdf.   
72 Id. 
73 Exelon Rpt. at 40. 
74 Id. at 40-41. 
75 Id. at 44. 

https://www.eeperformance.org/uploads/8/6/5/0/8650231/bedes_scoping_080113.pdf
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new data-access working group to explore a broad set of data access issues.76 If the 

Commission nevertheless directs accelerated deployment of Green Button Connect, 

Exelon further proposes a new third-party data-access tariff and a regulatory asset so that 

the utilities can recover the platform’s costs from DER aggregators and customers.77 

Potomac Edison proposes a staged approach instead of immediate Green Button 

Connect deployment, arguing that without AMI a full CMD platform would be expensive 

and lightly used.78 In the near term, it would expand data access by automating existing 

workflows and using current EDI/portal tools rather than building a new system from 

scratch.79 PE also calls for a third-party data-access tariff that spells out security and 

privacy obligations, defines permitted uses, and ensures that most platform costs are 

recovered from the third parties who benefit, not from non-participating customers.80 

SMECO explains that customers can already access and download their usage data 

via Green Button “Download My Data” and that it is open to adopting a unified data-

access platform such as Green Button Connect.81 SMECO notes that if the Commission 

directs implementation of Green Button Connect, it will need additional time to develop 

an implementation schedule and detailed cost estimates.82 But Download My Data is a 

customer-initiated, one-off download tool; it does not provide the automated, continuous, 

 
76 Id. at 41-44. 
77 Id. at 44-45. 
78 PE Rpt., Attach. E at 5. 
79 Id. at 2-3, 5. 
80 Id. at 1. 
81 SMECO Rpt. at 4-5. 
82 Id. at 5. 
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machine-to-machine data feeds that DER aggregators will need to support VPP 

operations and Order 2222 participation like Green Button Connect can.83  

A platform like Green Button Connect (or an equivalent) will be necessary to give 

authorized third parties timely, programmatic access to customer data. Uniform adoption 

of a Green Button Connect–style platform would give DER aggregators a single, standard 

way to get the metering data they need to participate under FERC Order No. 2222. 

Building that platform will cost money up front and to maintain,84 but those costs can be 

reasonable if the Commission insists on a design that is no more complex than necessary, 

and coordinates where possible with neighboring states. 

Development of Green Button Connect data sharing does not need to wait for 

utilities and stakeholders to settle on all data types to be shared in future iterations, as 

proposed by the Exelon utilities. Green Button Connect is a standard for information 

sharing and can be tailored to the data needs of the utilities over time. It is already clear 

that aggregators will need access to customer interval meter data. The utilities 

purportedly share this data today through Green Button Download. Therefore, the initial 

phase of data sharing should simply deploy customer interval meter data through a 

standard, machine-automated data-transfer platform. 

 
83 See, e.g., Rachel Gold et al., Leveraging Advanced Metering Infrastructure to Save Energy, ACEEE 

(2020) at 32, n. 23, available at: 

https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u2001.pdf (describing Green Button 

Download My Data as a customer-initiated download tool and Green Button Connect My Data as 

enabling automated, secure transfer of usage data to third parties). 
84 The Exelon Utilities estimate the total upfront costs to implement Green Button Connect for BGE, 

Pepco, and Delmarva Power to be approximately $9.2 million. Potomac Edison and SMECO did not 

provide cost estimates for implementing Green Button Connect or a similar platform. 

https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/publications/researchreports/u2001.pdf
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Additionally, although there are legitimate privacy and legal concerns regarding 

the sharing of customer information, experience in other jurisdictions shows they can be 

managed. Multiple states, including California85 and Texas,86 have already implemented 

Green Button Connect My Data (CMD), demonstrating that secure and standardized data 

access is feasible. Similar efforts are underway in other states.87 Maryland should build 

on these proven models rather than attempt to create new or utility-specific systems that 

would delay progress and isolate the state from regional interoperability. 

The Commission previously considered data-access standards and Green Button–

related issues in Rulemaking 62, where OPC emphasized the need for privacy protections 

before expanding third-party access to interval data,88 and those concerns remain. In light 

of that history, OPC supports both development of a Green Button Connect–style 

platform and the Exelon Utilities’ proposal for a working group to develop clear, 

standardized data-access and privacy rules to govern third-party use of customer data. 

But OPC recommends that this working group proceed on an expedited schedule and in 

parallel with utility planning for a Green Button Connect–style platform, so that privacy 

and data-access standards can be finalized without delaying deployment of core CMD 

functionality. 

 
85 See e.g., https://www.sce.com/partners/partnerships/thirdpartylandingpage.    
86 See e.g., https://myentergyadvisor.entergy.com/greenbutton/welcome.    
87 For example, Massachusetts recently approved a Green Button Connect program for National Grid 

through the Electric System Modernization Plans. See, National Grid, Future Grid Plan, September 2023. 

Available at https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/pdfs/our-company/massachusetts-grid-

modernization/future-grid-full-plan-sept2023.pdf.   
88 Office Of People’s Counsel, Comments on Proposed Revisions to COMAR 20.32, 20.50, 20.53, 20.55 

and 20.59, at 1-4 (RM62) (Apr. 19, 2018) (ML# 220072). 

https://www.sce.com/partners/partnerships/thirdpartylandingpage
https://myentergyadvisor.entergy.com/greenbutton/welcome
https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/pdfs/our-company/massachusetts-grid-modernization/future-grid-full-plan-sept2023.pdf
https://www.nationalgridus.com/media/pdfs/our-company/massachusetts-grid-modernization/future-grid-full-plan-sept2023.pdf
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In addition, multiple utilities suggested creating a regulatory asset for Green 

Button Connect–style implementation costs and using third-party data-access tariffs to 

recover the costs of implementing and maintaining a Green Button Connect–style 

platform. OPC does not oppose use of a regulatory asset to track core implementation 

costs for a common, Green Button Connect–style platform. Any regulatory asset, 

however, should be subject to full Commission prudence review in future rate 

proceedings, permitting OPC and other parties to challenge overbuilt or mismanaged 

implementations, and allowing the Commission’s determination, in those rate 

proceedings, of what rate of return, if any, should be applicable to the tracked balance. 

Nor does OPC oppose reasonable, cost-based charges for third-party access to 

customer usage data. The Commission should make clear that any third-party data-access 

tariff must be transparent, nondiscriminatory, and tied to the incremental cost of 

providing access, and that the resulting revenues must be treated as offsets when the 

utility later seeks recovery of Green Button implementation costs. Those charges also 

should not be set at levels that would deter new or smaller aggregators from entering the 

market. Finally, in the first base rate case in which Green Button implementation costs 

are at issue, the Commission should reconcile the regulatory asset balance with 

cumulative third-party data-access revenues so that any net over-recovery flows back to 

customers rather than remaining with the company. 

With those guardrails in mind, OPC believes the next step is to align privacy rules 

with timely deployment of a Green Button Connect–style platform. OPC recommends 

that the Commission initiate, on an expedited schedule, a working group to develop 
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standardized data-access and privacy rules governing third-party use of customer usage 

data, and direct that this work proceed in parallel with utility planning and early 

implementation steps for a Green Button Connect–style platform. The goal should be to 

finalize clear authorization, consent, and cybersecurity standards without delaying 

deployment of core CMD functionality needed for Order 2222 participation. 

To keep this effort focused and time-limited, OPC further recommends that the 

Commission define the working group’s scope narrowly to propose Commission rules 

that: (1) confirm that customers have a clear right to authorize and revoke third-party 

access to their usage data; (2) establish uniform requirements for informed consent, 

notice, and revocation; (3) set baseline cybersecurity and data-handling obligations for 

utilities and third parties, including limits on data use, retention, and sharing; and (4) 

ensure consistent application of these rules across all Maryland utilities. The working 

group’s charge should be to submit draft rules to the Commission by a date certain, so 

that basic data-access and privacy protections are in place as Green Button Connect–style 

functionality comes online. 

OPC further recommends that the Commission use the upcoming technical 

conference to set clear requirements for this parallel track. The Commission should direct 

each utility to: (1) identify the types of customer and DER data it will make available to 

authorized third parties and the expected timeliness of that access (for example, day-

ahead, day-after, or near–real time); (2) outline the privacy and cybersecurity safeguards 

it will apply to those data flows; and (3) present a preliminary implementation schedule 

and cost-recovery approach for moving to a Green Button Connect–style platform. The 
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Commission should further require each utility, within a Commission-established period 

after the technical conference, to file a Green Button-style implementation plan consistent 

with these directives and make clear that any future requests to recover data-access 

platform costs will be evaluated against that Commission-directed roadmap. 

CONCLUSION 

The utility reports filed under Order No. 91603 make clear that Maryland is now 

choosing the basic architecture for how DERs and VPPs will operate on the grid and in 

PJM’s markets. Decisions the Commission makes now about DER registries, device-level 

metering, customer data access, and DERMS will determine whether Maryland 

ratepayers benefit from cost-effective VPPs and competitive DER aggregation—or are 

locked into expensive, utility-centric systems that are hard to integrate with PJM and 

other states. 

To protect the public interest, OPC recommends that the Commission take four 

related actions. For DERMS, the Commission should direct each utility to revise its 

DERMS plans toward an interoperable, hybrid architecture focused on core grid 

functions, with clear milestones and cost recovery conditioned on delivering open, non-

discriminatory interfaces for aggregators. For the DER registry, the Commission should 

require a PJM-aligned, phased roadmap that standardizes data across utilities and 

provides timely, programmatic access to registration and performance data for qualified 

aggregators. For device-level metering, the Commission should adopt a flexible, case-by-

case framework that limits new utility-built metering infrastructure to situations where 
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device-level data demonstrably improves verification or reduces total program costs. For 

customer data access, the Commission should direct the utilities to implement, on a 

coordinated schedule, a common Green Button Connect–style platform (or equivalent) 

and parallel privacy rules that give customers a clear right to authorize secure, automated 

sharing of settlement-quality interval data with third-party aggregators.  

The Commission should use the upcoming technical conference and any follow-up 

filings to begin cementing these expectations, align utility timelines with PJM’s Order 

No. 2222 implementation, and ensure that Maryland’s DER and VPP framework delivers 

value to ratepayers. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

DAVID S. LAPP 

PEOPLE’S COUNSEL 
 

Juliana Bell 

Deputy People’s Counsel 

 

Jacob Ouslander 

Senior Assistant People’s Counsel 

 

/electronic signature/ 

Mark S. Byrd 

Assistant People’s Counsel 

 

 

 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 19th day of November 2025, the foregoing 

Comments of the Office of People’s Counsel on Utility Reports Required by Order No. 

91603 Relating to FERC Order No. 2222 Implementation and Virtual Power Plants was 

e‐mailed to all parties of record to this proceeding.  

 
Respectfully submitted, 

  
       /electronic signature/ 
       Mark S. Byrd  
       Assistant People’s Counsel 
 


