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Regulation is failing gas utility customers

• Utility regulation “takes the place of competition and furnishes the 
regulation that competition cannot give.” (Maryland Supreme Court)

• No competitive business would invest hundreds of millions of dollars to 
expand long-lived infrastructure to deliver a product for which sales are 
widely expected to decline.

• Utilities are only able to pursue such strategies because state regulation 
has reduced their risk—transferring that risk to utility customers.
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Regulation is failing gas utility customers

This is not the way competitive entities think about the future:

• BGE says we’ll have “the same delivery system deliver something different.”

• Columbia Gas says it “is not aware of any heat pumps currently available that 
would require no back-up heating system.”

• Washington Gas says it has “[n]o analyses, documents or studies . . . 
forecasting the expected gas usage of its customers over the next 30 years.”

[Emphasis added]
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“Accelerated” Spending on 
Gas Infrastructure in Maryland

Trends and Customer Impacts
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The impact of “accelerated” spending

Until recently in Maryland, utility delivery rates were relatively stable and at times even decreased.

• New infrastructure is added at about the pace that older infrastructure is paid off

• Added infrastructure is offset by growth in customers and sales
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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• Things changed after STRIDE (2013).

• STRIDE: "… the purpose of this section is to accelerate gas infrastructure 
improvements... by establishing a mechanism for gas companies to promptly 
recover reasonable and prudent costs of investments…"

• STRIDE incentivizes accelerated gas infrastructure spending through 
accelerated cost recovery.

• Significant gas capital spending outside of STRIDE, as well.



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Per-customer gas capital spending is a useful metric:

BGE (2014): $271.64 BGE (2022): $689.96 (+154%)

CMD (2014): $445.31 CMD (2022): $1,038.94 (+133%)

WGL (2014): $316.93 WGL (2022): $403.74 (+27%)



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Gas Utility Distribution Rates
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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• OPC has conducted analysis to project gas utilities' future infrastructure spending

• Projections based on historical and approved spending plans and completion of planned 
STRIDE programs

• Maryland Gas Utility Spending: Projections and Analysis (October 2022)

• Update to Maryland Gas Utility Spending (forthcoming)



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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BGE* WGL Columbia
Actual STRIDE I (2014-2018) spend $522.7 $220.8 $66.2 

Actual STRIDE II (2019-2023) spend $781.9 $377.9 $104.8 

Estimated STRIDE III (2024-2028) budget $653.7 $330.1 $101.7 

Estimated STRIDE IV (2029-2033) budget $722.0 $614.6 $126.4 

Estimated STRIDE V (2034-2038) budget $777.8 $1,099.5 $154.3 

Estimated STRIDE VI (2039-2043) budget $837.9 $2,195.7 $191.4 

All-time Total STRIDE I – VI $4,295.9 $4,838.6 $744.8 

Future Total = STRIDE III to STRIDE VI $2,991.3 $4,239.9 $573.8 

Three-company All-time Total $9,879.3 

Three-company Future Total $7,805.0 

STRIDE Capital 
Spending of 
Maryland’s Three 
Largest Gas 
Utilities 
(million $)
* BGE is currently receiving 
accelerated recovery for all its 
gas capital spending, include its 
STRIDE-qualifying spending, 
under its multi-year rate plan.



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Projected Non-STRIDE Capital Spending of Maryland’s Three Largest Gas Utilities 
(million $)

*Three-year non-STRIDE spend based on approved MYRP 2 plan minus Operation Pipeline (STRIDE) expenditures 
**Three-year non-STRIDE spend based on plant additions in 2021-2023 annual reports minus STRIDE expenditures 

BGE* WGL** CMD**
Non-STRIDE Year 1 $376.25 100.25 12.43
Non-STRIDE Year 2 $426.38 117.68 12.86
Non-STRIDE Year 3 $464.53 105.72 15.73
Three-year Average $422.39 107.88 13.67

Estimated Non-STRIDE 
spend: 2024-2045 9,292.54 2,373.36 300.74



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Actual (pre-2024) and Projected Annual Capital Spending of BGE, WGL, and Columbia (million 
$)
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Combined 
STRIDE and 
Non-STRIDE 
Revenue 
Requirements 
for BGE, WGL, 
and Columbia,
2014-2100



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Baltimore Gas & Electric (BGE) rates 
have more than tripled since 2010.

Three times the rate of inflation

Under a recent Commission order, 
rates will rise to 94 ¢ /therm in 2026.
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Columbia Gas rates have also more 
than tripled since 2010.

~ 3.5 times the rate of inflation
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Washington Gas rates have 
increased less – so far.

Roughly the same as rate of 
inflation

$0.00

$0.10

$0.20

$0.30

$0.40

$0.50

$0.60

$0.70

$0.80

$0.90

$1.00

$1.10

$/
th

er
m

32 ¢ /therm 
in 2010

46 ¢ /therm 
in 2024

W
as

hi
ng

to
n 

G
as

Current and Historic WGL Distribution Rates

Rates

Inflation 
Comparison



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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BGE Washington Gas

Gas Utilities’ Yearly Delivery Charges, 2006 - 2024

*Delivery charges are based on a customer using 940 therms/year. BGE’s figures for 
2024-2026 are pending a request for rehearing of its most recent rate case.
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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BGE Columbia Gas Washington Gas

Gas Utilities’ Yearly Delivery and Supply Charges, 2006 - 2024

*Delivery charges are based on a customer using 940 therms/year. 
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The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Utility Fixed Monthly Charge Distribution Rate 
(per therm)*

2010 2024 2010 2024 Yearly Average % 
Increase

Washington Gas $10.20 $11.85 $0.3853 $0.4621 1.9%

BGE $13.00 $15.55 $0.2561 $0.8513 8.7%

Columbia Gas $10.97 $16.25 $0.2994 $1.0039 9.3%

Summary comparison of current distribution rates



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Exelon’s financial targets are much 
higher than OPC’s projections.

Exelon targets growing rate base by 
more than 7% annually.
(https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events
-and-presentations/presentations 
(Spring 2024))

Actual (pre-2024) and Projected BGE Gas Capital 
Investment (billions)

https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events-and-presentations/presentations
https://investors.exeloncorp.com/events-and-presentations/presentations


Gas Consumption in Maryland

Recent Trends and Implications of State Climate Policy
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Gas consumption in Maryland
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Gas consumption 
has risen in 
Maryland since 2010.

Gas Consumption in Maryland, 1997-2023



Gas consumption in Maryland
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All of the increase 
in consumption is due 
to increased generation from 
gas-fired power plants.

In every other 
sector, consumption has been 
flat or has declined.

Gas Consumption in Maryland, 1997-2023



Gas consumption in Maryland
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Residential 
consumption has 
been flat since 
2010.

Gas Consumption in Maryland, 1997-2023



Gas consumption in Maryland
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Commercial 
consumption has 
been flat since 
2010.

Gas Consumption in Maryland, 1997-2023



Gas consumption in the future

Even without climate policy, gas consumption in Maryland buildings would decrease 
in the future.

• Heat pump technology has improved and continues to improve.

• Federal policies (e.g., 2022 Inflation Reduction Act) are incentivizing the adoption of 
electric heat pumps for space heating and water heating.

• All-electric new construction is less expensive than building with both electric and gas.

• People are increasingly concerned about the health impacts of burning gas in their 
homes.
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Gas consumption in the future

Maryland's climate policy necessitates large reductions in gas consumption.

• Climate Solutions Now Act: 60 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2031; net-zero by 
2045

• 16 percent of Maryland's GHG emissions came from buildings in 2020; most of those 
emissions are from burning gas

• All serious analysis shows that achieving CSNA GHG reduction targets requires 
elimination of most gas usage in Maryland buildings
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Gas consumption in the future

Maryland Commission on Climate Change, Building Decarbonization Study (E3, 2021)

• 62-96 percent reduction in gas usage across three lowest-cost Greenhouse Gas  Reduction 
Act ("GGRA") decarbonization scenarios modeled

BGE Integrated Decarbonization Strategy (E3, 2022)

• 65-87 percent reduction in gas throughput across three decarbonization scenarios modeled

Maryland's Climate Pollution Reduction Plan (MDE, 2023)

• Plan's policies support reductions in fossil fuel use and transition from fuel-burning to zero-
emissions equipment in buildings
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The Consequences of 
Declining Gas Consumption

Impacts on Customers and Implications for Decarbonization

30



Declining gas consumption: customer impacts
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• As customers electrify and gas consumption declines, costs of gas system will be spread 
over fewer sales of gas and recovered from fewer customers.

• Resulting higher costs will drive more customers to electrify, further increasing costs.

• MCCC Building Energy Transition Plan (2021)

With gas consumption declining 62-96 percent, "[g]as delivery rates could increase more than 
20 times the current rate for customers left on gas system, leading to significant equity 
concerns."



Declining gas consumption: decarbonization implications 

• Maryland’s lowest-cost decarbonization pathway is high-electrification with low 
reliance on gas equipment and lower gas infrastructure spending.
o MCCC Building Energy Transition Plan (2021): Climate Change Building Decarbonization 

Study "show[s] that the MWG Policy scenario has the lowest total cost of all four scenarios while also 
avoiding the need to maintain backup systems in homes or transitioning to expensive low-carbon fuels.“

 MDE Climate Pollution Reduction Plan (2023): “Today, the average household that uses 
heat pumps and drives EVs spends around $2,600 less annually in energy costs than those with natural 
gas heating and gasoline-powered cars… Those savings are projected to increase over time as fossil 
fuels become more expensive and electricity rates remain comparatively stable.”

 OPC: Climate Policy for Maryland’s Gas Utilities: Financial Implications 
(Synapse 2022): “Customers will electrify to avoid the high gas rates….”

 Studies from other jurisdictions confirm Maryland results
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Declining gas consumption: decarbonization implications 

• E3's Building Decarbonization Study for MCCC underestimates cost 
advantages of high-electrification/low gas infrastructure scenario by 
assuming flat rate base for gas system after 2030

• Electrification can mean targeted electrification – which presents 
opportunities to prune parts of gas system and reduce rate base and 
customer costs
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Source: E3, Maryland Building Decarbonization Study



Declining gas consumption: decarbonization implications 

• BGE's 2022 analysis purporting to show that "hybrid" electrification pathway is 
the lowest cost uses flawed assumptions:
o Same gas infrastructure costs in high-electrification/low-gas scenario as high-gas 

scenarios

o Unreasonably high assumptions regarding electric transmission and 
distribution costs

o Overestimates heat pump costs and underestimates heat pump performance
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Declining gas consumption: decarbonization implications 
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Climate Policy for Maryland's Gas Utilities: Financial Implications (OPC, 2022)

Figure 14. WGL residential gas ratesFigure 13. BGE residential gas rates

AGF = Alternative Gaseous Fuels



Gas Utility Myths
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“Modern heat pumps are 
more than capable of 
meeting 100% of the 

heating demand of 
Maryland buildings.”

Maryland’s Climate Pollution Reduction 
Plan, MDE
(Dec 2023)

Gas Utility Myths

• “Electric heat pumps require backup.”

• “Home electrification is unaffordable.”

• “Electrification will break the grid.”

• “Alternative fuels will make the infrastructure 
useful.”

• “Maryland should ‘leverage’ existing systems.”

Future of Gas



“Electric heat pumps require backup”
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• Backup heaters are not required for cold-climate heat pumps in 
Maryland’s climate, which are widely available in the market.

• The Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnerships (NEEP) developed 
and maintains a Cold Climate Air Source Heat Pump (ccASHP) List.

• Cold climate heat pumps perform much more efficiently at Maryland's 
"design day" temperature (17 degrees F) and have a higher 
coefficient of performance than the minimum performance condition 
specified by NEEP’s ccASHP requirements.



“Home electrification is unaffordable”

39

Electrification grants, credits, rebates
• IRA tax credits
• IRA rebates
• EmPOWER incentives
• Other Maryland incentives 

Gas Utility Myths
98% of MD homes would have lower costs by upgrading to a heat pump system 
rather than to a high-efficiency gas furnace and AC (2023 analysis for Maryland 
Building Energy Transition Implementation Task Force)
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BGE Distribution Grid Example 

 2011: BGE meets summer peak of 
just over 7,600 MWs.

 2011-present: BGE spends more 
than $4 billion on its distribution 
and transmission systems. 

 2023: PSC report forecasts for 
2031: Under high electrification 
scenario, with legacy technologies, 
BGE’s peak will be just over 
7,500 MWs; with best-in-class 
technologies, it will be 6,917 MWs.

“Electrification will break the electric distribution grid”

Reliability should be comfortably maintained by the 
transmission & distribution (T&D) systems

• Higher growth in peak load in 1950s and 1960s than 
likely with gradual replacement of fossil-based home 
heating systems with electric heat pumps.

• Maryland is a summer peaking state, and it will take 
years for winter peak—from electrifying home heating—
to catch up to summer peak.

• Maryland utilities’ reliability measures currently among 
the best in the U.S. 
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“Electrification will break the electric distribution grid”

Public Service Commission study findings

• “[P]eak load growth through 2031 with high electrification 
of the building sector will be comparable to or less than the 
Maryland system has seen over the past 40 years.”

• With best-in-class technologies and added energy 
efficiency and demand management, peak load growth 
through 2031 is 0.3 percent/year.

• Under high electrification, by 2031 building sector gas  
demand drops by 31-32 percent.
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“BGE and Pepco, the largest utilities, see limited load growth because they have 
significant headroom between the winter and summer peaks and because they 
forecast limited growth from non-electrification drivers like economic growth.”



“Alternative fuels will be a good use of gas distribution infrastructure”

42

Role of non-fossil fuels is limited. Options include hydrogen and 
various forms of gas including renewable, synthetic, and biomethane 
(alternative gaseous fuels or AGF)
• Significant challenges related to cost, emissions, safety, and energy use during production
• None are available now at scale or at a price similar to fossil gas
• Competition for AGF likely to be fierce
• AGF useful for hard-to-electrify economic sectors—aviation, industrial processes, and 

electric generation
• In contrast, new buildings are more cost-effective to electrify

Gas Utility Myths

Renewable Natural Gas is “very expensive” and 
“cost-prohibitive to offer for customers.”
—Eric Evans, director of strategy and risk integration, NiSource (Jan. 2023)



“Existing gas systems can be ‘leveraged’ to meet State climate goals”

• The existing gas systems of the State’s largest gas utilities are being replaced.

• The gas utilities are only about one-third of their way done building their new systems—
BGE will not finish its replacement program until 2045. 

• Maryland utilities are adding millions of brand new “sunk” gas distribution system costs 
every day.

• Customers have only paid for two percent of STRIDE investments so far.
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Opportunities and Obligations

OPC's Petition for Near-Term, Priority Actions and Comprehensive, Long-
Term Planning for Maryland’s Gas Companies
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Opportunities and obligations

•  Obligations of Commission
o To set just and reasonable rates
o To “supervise and regulate” utilities in the interest of the public
o To regulate utilities consistent with State environmental goals

• Opportunities for Commission
o To slow the rate of infrastructure investments
o To mitigate pace of rate increases
o To protect customers and State from potential responsibility for stranded gas 

infrastructure investments
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Opportunities and obligations

Summary of OPC Petition
• Commission has authority to investigate and reform gas company planning, practices, 

and operations.

• Technology, market trends, and climate policy are rendering the gas distribution 
business a declining industry.

• Gas utilities’ rates of capital spending are inconsistent with projected decline in gas 
consumption.

• The gas companies’ misaligned capital spending practices put customers at risk of 
significant price increases.
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Opportunities and obligations

Summary of OPC Petition, cont'd.
• Certain gas company practices are inconsistent with customer interests, do not require 

significant investigation, and are ripe for action.

• Comprehensive and proactive planning is necessary to ensure just and reasonable 
rates and that the services and operations of Maryland’s gas companies are consistent 
with the public interest.

• The Commission should take advantage of existing guidance and resources in 
deciding how to proceed with gas utility planning.
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Opportunities and obligations

The Commission should reject the utilities’ false choice 

• There is a range of possible actions between:

o continuing business-as-usual capital spending, marketing, and incentivizing new gas 
services, on one hand, and

o an unsafe and unreliable gas system and gas company "extinction," on the other.

• The utilities can provide safe and reliable service with slower infrastructure spending, and 
much slower spending is necessary for rates to be just and reasonable.
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Safety considerations

• Safety of gas systems is paramount – but is not a STRIDE issue.

• Gas utilities have a duty to keep their systems safe irrespective of STRIDE – 
and can recover investments needed for safety.

• STRIDE is a cost recovery program – not a safety program.

• 2024 Ratepayer Protection Act (SB 548/HB 731) would have focused STRIDE on safety.

• Passage of Ratepayer Protection Act unnecessary for needed reforms.

• Electrification is the safest strategy.
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Who Will Make the Policy – 
and Who Will Pay For It?

The Urgent Need to Address Gas Infrastructure Spending

50



Urgent need for action

• Utilities are de facto setting the State’s policy in the vacuum of State inaction.

• Inaction means allowing utilities to set State policy—an abdication of the State’s role in 
regulating utilities and a failure to protect the captive customers of utility monopolies.

• Commission should reject the notion that any change of course from business as usual 
must be justified by lengthy processes, studies, or discussions.
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Urgent need for action

• Utilities are spending at an accelerated rate of more than $700 million each year on 
long-lived capital infrastructure, locking in customer costs for decades.

• More than $1 billion spent on additional gas infrastructure since OPC filed its petition. 

• Every day utilities are spending about $2 million on gas infrastructure.

• STRIDE spending is only about one-third of the way through, yet less than 2 percent of 
the investment costs have been recovered.
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Urgent need for action

• Key question for the utilities and Commission – important for both short 
term and long term:

• Who will pay—and how—for the massive current spending on gas 
infrastructure when gas consumption declines?

• BGE rate case testimony: With declines in gas consumption, “rate design 
needs to change.... You have to go to a model that's really more of a 
subscription service.”
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“Subscription” costs for “backup” gas heating
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Recommended Next Steps

How the Commission Can Advance Gas Planning and Protect Customers
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Recommended Next Steps

The Commission should recognize its obligation to reject or limit the scope of accelerated 
gas infrastructure spending when contrary to customer interests and State climate policy.

• Commission has broad discretion to act to ensure just and reasonable rates.

• STRIDE statute says the Commission “may” approve a STRIDE plan upon a filing that it 
is “reasonable and prudent”.

• STRIDE statute also must be read consistent with PSC’s broad mandate to regulate in 
the public interest and consistent with state environmental goals.

• Commission should impose the market discipline that a competitive market would 
impose.
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Recommended Next Steps – Short Term 

To the extent the Commission doesn’t believe it can address accelerated spending under 
STRIDE….

As the expert agency on the topic, it should provide clear information to the General 
Assembly that:

o The STRIDE statute is inconsistent with the interests of customers, growing 
competition from electric technologies, and the State’s climate goals.

o STRIDE is driving long-lived capital spending that in turn is driving massive 
distribution rate increases.

o Billions in gas infrastructure may become stranded because it is obsolete.
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Recommended Next Steps – Short Term

Year Expenditures Customer 
Contribution

2018 $38.7M ($4.0M)

2019 $51.6M ($3.7M)

2020 $48.8M ($1.0M)

2021 $68.8M ($3.8M)

2022 $70.6M ($2.4M)
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BGE Actual Line Extension Spending 
2018-2022

Year Expenditures

2023 $70.5M

2024 $72.7M

2025 $74.7M

2026 $75.8M

BGE Forecasted Line Extension Spending 
2023-2026



Recommended Next Steps – Short Term 

Line Extension Subsidies

• Record developed in latest BGE and WGL rate cases (CN 9692 and CN 9704)

• Order No. 90948 in BGE rate case deferred line extension issues to this case

• Commission has two options:
o Issue individual decisions based on records in rate cases; could entertain briefing
o Initiate a rulemaking to prohibit line extension subsidies and requests public comment

• No work group process is necessary
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Recommended Next Steps – Short Term
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Washington Gas Light marketing images



Recommended Next Steps - Short Term
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BGE marketing image March 20, 2023, of 
the BGE MyAccount of a member of the 
PSC Staff

BGE discovery response, asked about the image:

“The screenshot provided by Staff was simply a tile on 
both the web and App version of BGE’s MyAccount. It 
was not part of any marketing campaign.”



Gas Marketing

• Types of gas utility marketing under COMAR 20.07.04.08(D):
o Informational (costs may be recovered from customers)
o Promotional, institutional, community affairs (costs must be paid by shareholders)

• Commission should initiate process to determine:
o What types of gas marketing may be classified as "informational"
o How the Commission should address complaints that gas company marketing paid by 

shareholders is deceptive

• Any work group process should be time-limited and have specific directives.

Recommended Next Steps – Short Term
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Recommended Next Steps – Short Term

• EmPOWER
• Commission proceedings in Case No. 9705 regarding incentives for gas equipment

• Utilities due to address incentives in August 1 filings

• Midstream program performance

• Central air conditioner incentives

• Gas Procurement
• Long-term commitments

• Design-day issues
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The Commission should direct the gas utilities to file certain key information, to the 
extent not already provided:

• Historical and projected gas infrastructure expenditures

• Detailed information on pipeline infrastructure

• Demand forecasts and assumptions

• Fuel supply portfolios

Recommended Next Steps – Short Term
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For details see slides 67-68 



Recommended Next Steps – Long Term
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• Address issues raised in Appendix A to OPC Petition

• Appendix to this presentation contains information on analyses and inquiries from 
gas planning proceedings in other states



Appendix

Recommended Informational Directives to Gas Utilities, Gas Planning in 
Other States, and Utility-Specific Capital Investment and Revenue 
Requirement Projections

66



Commission should ask the utilities to provide 
the following (1/2):

Future of Gas

67

Category Data

Infrastructure Spend • Historical spend
• Projected spend including 

o Projected pipeline replacement/STRIDE investments
o Projected spend on a) reliability projects and b) load growth projects 

• Depreciation assumptions such as: depreciable life per category 

Pipeline Infrastructure Details and 
Location

• Miles of pipe by
o Materials (cast iron, wrapped steel, plastic, etc.) 
o Size of pipe (4”, 8”, etc.)
o Age
o Pipeline category (service lines, distribution main, feeder mains, transmission pipelines, storage pipelines, etc.)

• Customer connections 
o on a segment of distribution main segment 
o off a feeder main or transmission pipeline (i.e., how many customers/households are reliant on a specific segment)

• Flag any ‘dead-end’ segments (the last segment of pipe in a distribution vein)
• Flag redundancy (are multiple pipes serving the same load?) 
• Pipe’s history of leaks (class I or class II) and risk rating/prioritization of segment replacements including:

o Amount of time before segment replacement is scheduled to occur (this won’t capture emergent safety concerns, but it could allow for 
advanced planning for segments that are scheduled to be replaced for material/age/other reasons)



Commission should ask the utilities to provide 
the following (2/2):
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Category Data

Demand Forecast • Total demand per customer class
• Historical and projected throughput per customer class
• Assumptions supporting forecast including:

o Customer growth per customer class, breaking down residential into single-family and multi-family homes
o Annual gas consumption per customer class, including the assumptions into single-family and multi-family homes
o Assumptions underlying design day calculations
o Assumptions used in evaluating the economics of new customer connections including (but not limited to): 

 Gas consumption per customer type per year,
 Expected number of years of gas offtake per customer type,
 Gas throughput per customer type,  
 Length of new service line provided at no cost to the new customer

o Fuel price and electric price forecasts

Fuel Supply Portfolio • Supply portfolio including commodity contracts, transportation contracts, and storage contracts. Including contract length and 
quantity/volume committed.  

• Supply from RNG, hydrogen, certified/responsibly sourced gas (RSG), Including contract length and quantity/volume committed.
• Assumptions including: 

o Infrastructure investments (transmission line, storage facilities) required to support delivery of supply 
o Availability of RNG, hydrogen and RSG 



Massachusetts 
Future of Gas
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Docket 20-80 Investigation by the 
Massachusetts Department of Public 
Utilities on its own Motion into the 
role of gas local distribution 
companies as the Commonwealth 
achieves its target 2050 climate 
goals

Proceeding conducted by: 
Massachusetts Department of Public 
Utilities, as requested by the 
Massachusetts Attorney General  

Utilities: Gas but with noted 
implications for the electric industry

Year Initiated: 2020

• Status: Ongoing
o Order on Regulatory Principles issued on Dec. 6, 2023 
o Gas utilities in process of developing climate compliance plans and other reports, as required by the order

• Studies conducted: 
o Studies conducted by each gas utility, focused on strategies to achieve net zero emissions, adding greater 

detail and alternative approaches to the Massachusetts roadmap study
o Pathways analysis: For each pathway, investigate costs of emission reductions, cost recovery methods, 

cost mitigation, electrification strategies, impacts on reliability, equity, and economic development. 
Including recommendations, actions, initiatives, and milestones to reduce GHG emissions from the sale 
and distribution of natural gas. 

• DPU did not compare scenarios and select a preferred pathway, but made conclusions on 6 regulatory design 
issues: 
o Support customer adoption of and conversion to electrified and decarbonized heating technologies; 
o Blend renewable gas supply into gas-resource portfolios;
o Pilot and deploy innovative electrification and decarbonized technologies; 
o Manage gas embedded infrastructure investments and cost recovery; 
o Evaluate and enable customer affordability; and 
o Develop LDC transition plans and chart future progress. 



Recurring Report in the Massachusetts Future 
of Gas Proceeding
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Report and Jurisdiction Time Horizon and Cadence Comments

Climate Compliance Plans 
(CCP)

• Forecast Period: 5 and 10 years
• Cadence: 5-year updates, with 

reporting every 9 months

• LDCs to discuss their plans for reducing scope 1 and 3 emissions, to 
satisfy demand reliably, affordably, and equitably using available 
technology 

• LDCs to use demonstration projects to identify investment 
alternatives, evaluate previous metrics, and make recommendations 
for future plans 

• LDCs should provide two methods for meeting required emissions 
reduction including total investments and justification for why one 
method is superior to the other

• Electric distribution companies within LDC territory should participate 
in report planning process



New York
Future of Gas
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Docket 20-G-0131 by the New York PSC to 
establish planning and operational 
practices that best support customer needs 
and emissions objectives while minimizing 
infrastructure investments and maintaining 
reliable, safe, and adequate service

Proceeding conducted by: New York Public 
Service Commission

Utilities: Gas only

Year Initiated: 2020

 

• Status: Ongoing. 
o Order Adopting Gas System Planning Process issued on May 12, 2022.
o Every LDC or group of LDCs under a parent company in New York State had a different date for filing its 

Long-Term Plan (LTP) between 2022-2025.
o Results of pathways analysis continue to be relitigated or revisited

• Studies Conducted:
o Individual LDC LTPs included LDC-specific pathways analysis 

 Impacts on low-income and disadvantaged customers
o Depreciation Study (LTPs have not incorporated this analysis—but including them would’ve been 

helpful)
 Three scenarios: 1) all new investments depreciated by 2050, 2) all gas plant depreciated by 2050, 

3) 50% customer defection by 2040 and only 10% of customers remain by 2050

• Studies conducted under separate proceedings:
o Integration Analysis conducted by the New York State Energy Research and Development Authority 

(NYSERDA) and New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) (Docket 22-M-
0149)
 A short and long-term decarbonization study encompassing the joint LDCs. 
 Modeled statewide and economy-wide benefits, costs, and GHG emissions reductions in different 

scenarios that could achieve the emissions goals in the Climate Leadership and Community 
Protection Act (CLCPA)



Recurring Report in the New York Future of Gas 
Proceeding

Future of Gas
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Report and Jurisdiction Time Horizon and Cadence Requirements

Long Term Plans (LTP) • Forecast Period: 20-years
• Cadence: Initial filing then annual 

updates to report the utility’s progress in 
implementing the LTP, filed by each LDC

• Long-term gas plan filed by each gas LDC, followed by annual updates to 
report progress on implementing the LDP. 

• LTPs to provide the following under different scenarios:
o Demand forecasts, including estimates of expected sources of growth 

and/or reduction in peak demand resulting from demand side 
forecasts.

o Supply forecasts, to align with demand forecasts. Should include 
components such as firm pipeline contracts, gas storage, peaking 
supplies, demand response, energy efficiency, electrification, and 
contingency supplies such as trucked CNG. Should also include enough 
geographic granularity to allow for adequate transparent planning 
level and risk/vulnerabilities of current or future supply. Also disclose 
assumptions related to demand response, energy efficiency, and 
electrification. 

o Reliability standards.
o Proposed solutions to reliability and meeting demand such as a no-

infrastructure option and NPAs, NPA screening process, leak-prone 
pipe and impacts on low to middle income or vulnerable communities.



Colorado 
Future of Gas
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Docket 21R-0449G by the Colorado PUC to 
establish gas utility plans to meet “clean heat” 
emission reduction targets established in 
Senate Bill 21-264

Proceeding conducted by: Colorado Public 
Utilities Commission

Utilities: Gas only 

Year Initiated: 2021

• Status: Ongoing. 
o Commission Decision Adopting Rules issued on Dec. 1, 2022. 

 Along with their first GIPs, the utilities had to present at least one clean heat 
portfolio that meets the emission reduction targets and one that implements 
the maximum amount of established clean heat resources within a 2.5 percent 
retail cost impact cap. Note that this docket did not include an investigation 
into cost recovery and utility incentives. 

o On May 2024, order issued on Xcel’s GIP; order on Public Service Company’s (PSCo) 
GIP has not been released.
 Xcel GIP order found that “legacy planning processes” and business-as-usual 

gas investment are “no longer acceptable nor in the best interest of ratepayers" 
and ordered Xcel to update its forecasts to consider electrification policies and 
to evaluate NPAs for all large infrastructure projects.

• Analysis Conducted: 
o Pathways analysis – (based on demand forecasts), gas commodity planning, 

infrastructure investments (NPAs, LPP, etc.) inventory/assessment of existing 
infrastructure.



Recurring Reports in the Colorado Future of 
Gas/Clean Heat Proceedings
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Report and 
Jurisdiction

Time Horizon and Cadence Comments

Gas 
Infrastructure 
Plans (GIP)

• Forecast period: Three years
• Cadence: Biannual, with an 

update six months after each 
filing 

Extensive reporting requirements, including:
• Methodology, criteria, and assumptions used to develop the gas infrastructure plan. Including the description 

of system planning and infrastructure modeling processes, including the assumptions and variables that are 
inputs into the process. 

• Description of budget planning process and expected level of accuracy of cost projections.
• For each year of the plan: total number of projects and total annual capex. 
• Maps indicating locations of individual planned projects, pressure district or geographic area served by the 

individual planned projects. 
• Summary of stakeholder participation.
• Forecasts of design peak demand, customer count, sales and capacity requirements, gas content, and system 

wide GHG emissions.
• Project specific information including projected life of project, total cost estimate, associated annual gas 

requirement (assuming both conventional and accelerated depreciation), project location, and analysis of 
alternatives. 

Clean Heat Plans • Forecast period: greater of 
through 2050 or 20 years

• Cadence: Filed every four years

• Include a five-year gas demand forecast, portfolios that reflect different clean heat trajectories, and an analysis 
of each portfolio that examines clean heat resources implemented, emission reductions, total costs, and 
impact on gas demand. 



Leak Prone Pipe Programs Under Review
Future of Gas
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Jurisdiction Ruling Status

Washington DC
WGL’s ProjectPipes3

FC1175 and FC 1179
Order 22003 dated June 12, 2024

DCPUC rejected WGL’s PROJECTpipes 3 Plan Application.

DCPUC opened FC 1179, to review WGL’s strategically targeted pipe 
replacement plan and directs WGL to file an updated and restructured 
plan that balances reduction in future leaks and risk of stranded assets as 
the district continues with its energy transition. DCPUC further orders 
that the plan should be “narrowly focused on the aging highest-risk pipe 
segments that are highly susceptible to leaks, increased GHG emissions 
from leaks, and subsequent failures in the near future if not replaced.”

Illinois
Peoples Gas’ Safety 
Modernization Program 

23-0069
Order dated Nov 16, 2023

On appeal. On June 7, 2024 PGL filed an appeal seeking reversal of the 
Commission’s Final Order and Final Order on Rehearing.

Previously, on Nov 16, 2023, the Commission disallowed funding and 
paused PGL’s pipeline replacement program and initiated a new 
investigation into the optimal approach for replacing high-risk pipe and 
the prudent level of investment.



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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BGE Capital Investment Projections



The impact of “accelerated” spending

77

Future of Gas

BGE Revenue Requirement Projections



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Columbia Capital Investment Projections



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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Columbia Revenue Requirement Projections



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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WGL Capital Investment Projections



The impact of “accelerated” spending
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WGL Revenue Requirement Projections
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