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On October 30 and November 17, 2025, the Commission held a legislative-style 

hearing1 in the above-captioned case to review the semi-annual EmPOWER Maryland 

reports for the first and second quarters of 2025 as filed by The Potomac Edison Company 

(“Potomac Edison”),2 Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc. (“SMECO”),3 

Washington Gas Light Company (“Washington Gas”),4 Potomac Electric Power Company 

(“Pepco”),5 Delmarva Power & Light Company (“Delmarva”),6 and Baltimore Gas and 

Electric Company (“BGE”),7 (collectively, “the EmPOWER Utilities”), as well as the 

Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development (“DHCD”).8  

The Commission also reviewed Washington Gas’s Alternative EmPOWER Energy 

Efficiency and Conservation Plan,9 filings from the EmPOWER Utilities on data collection 

for their respective Residential New Construction Programs,10 the EmPOWER Reporting 

 
1 Notice of the October 30, 2025 hearing date and comment period for this matter was provided on September 
22, 2025 (Maillog No. 322595). Notice of the November 17, 2025 continued hearing date was provided on 
November 4, 2025 (Maillog No. 323995). 
2 Maillog No. 321564: The Potomac Edison Company’s Semi-Annual EmPOWER Maryland Report for the 
period of January 1 - June 30, 2025 (“Potomac Edison Report”) (August 15, 2025); Maillog No. 323731: 
Correction to Potomac Edison Q2 2025 Semi-Annual Report (October 28, 2025). 
3 Maillog No. 321536: Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s Q1/Q2 2025 Semi-Annual 
EmPOWER Maryland Report (“SMECO Report”) (August 15, 2025); Maillog No. 322249: Errata to 
Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s Q1/Q2 2025 Semi-Annual EmPOWER Maryland Report 
(“SMECO Errata”) (September 10, 2025). 
4 Maillog No. 321568: Washington Gas Light Company’s Semi-Annual EmPOWER Maryland Report for 
the period of January 1, 2025 to June 30, 2025 (“Washington Gas Report”) (August 15, 2025). 
5 Maillog No. 321583: Potomac Electric Power Company’s Mid-Year EmPOWER Maryland Report for Q1 
and Q2 2025 Energy Efficiency and Conservation and Demand Response Programs (“Pepco Report”) 
(August 15, 2025). 
6 Maillog No. 321581: Delmarva Power & Light Company’s Mid-Year EmPOWER Maryland Report for Q1 
and Q2 2025 Energy Efficiency and Conservation and Demand Response Programs (“Delmarva Report”) 
(August 15, 2025). 
7 Maillog No. 321573: Baltimore Gas and Electric Company 2025 Mid-Year EmPOWER Maryland Report 
for January 1, 2025 through June 30, 2025 (“BGE Report”) (August 15, 2025). 
8 Maillog No. 321531: State of Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development EmPOWER 
Maryland Limited Income Programs Semi-Annual Report Q1/Q2 2025 (“DHCD Report”) (August 15, 2025). 
9 Maillog No. 321580: Washington Gas Light Company’s Alternative Plan in Response to Commission Order 
No. 91461 (August 15, 2025). 
10 Maillog No. 322427: Southern Maryland Electric Cooperative, Inc.’s Filing in Response to Order No. 
91805–Residential New Construction Data Collection (September 16, 2025); Maillog No. 322498: Potomac 
Electric Power Company Data Collection for Residential New Construction–Additional Information 
(September 17, 2025); Maillog No. 322499: Delmarva Power & Light Company Data Collection for 
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and Process Improvement (“ERPI”) Work Group Status Report on the Provision of 

Residential New Home Construction Data,11 the Status Report on 15-Minute Interval 

Data,12 the Midstream Work Group Status Report,13 Cost Recovery Work Group Status 

Reports,14 the Future Programming Work Group Status Report,15 and the Finance Work 

Group Status Report.16 

 The Commission reviewed comments pertaining to the semi-annual reports, 

various work group reports, and other filings as filed by the Commission’s Technical Staff 

(“Staff”),17 the Maryland Office of People’s Counsel (“OPC”),18 the Maryland Energy 

Efficiency Advocates (“MEEA”),19 the Maryland Department of the Environment 

 

Residential New Construction–Additional Information (September 17, 2025); Maillog No. 322501: Potomac 
Edison’s Response to Order No. 91805 Residential New Construction Data Collection (September 17, 2025); 
Maillog No. 322504: Washington Gas Response to Order No. 91805 (September 17, 2025); and Maillog No. 
322505: BGE’s Response to Order No. 91805, Modification of Order No. 91711: Residential New 
Construction (RNC) Data (September 17, 2025). 
11 Maillog No. 323362: ERPI Work Group Status Report on the Provision of Residential New Home 
Construction Data (October 15, 2025). 
12 Maillog No. 323342: Status Report on 15-Minute Interval Data filed jointly by Pepco, BGE, Montgomery 
County, Maryland (“Montgomery County”), and the Commission’s Technical Staff (October 15, 2025). 
13 Maillog No. 323363: Midstream Work Group Status Report (October 15, 2025). 
14 Maillog No. 323364: Cost Recovery Work Group Report (October 15, 2025); Maillog No. 326032: Cost 
Recovery Work Group Status Report (January 9, 2026). 
15 Maillog No. 323473: Future Programming Work Group Status Report (October 20, 2025). 
16 Maillog No. 323533: Finance Work Group Status Report on the Extension of the Clean Energy Advantage 
Pilot Program (October 21, 2025). 
17 Maillog No. 323360: Comments of the Public Service Commission Staff 2025 Semi-Annual EmPOWER 
Maryland Programmatic Reports for the First and Second Quarters (October 15, 2025); Maillog No. 323910: 
Updated Comments on the 2025 Semi-Annual EmPOWER Maryland Programmatic Reports for the First and 
Second Quarters (“Staff Comments”) (October 31, 2025); Maillog No. 323361: Staff Comments on 
Washington Gas Light Company Alternative EmPOWER Maryland Program (October 15, 2025); Maillog 
No. 324393: Staff Comments on the Department of Housing and Community Development Greenhouse Gas 
Emission Goal Setting (November 14, 2025). 
18 Maillog No. 323352: OPC’s Comments on EmPOWER Maryland 2025 Q1-Q2 Semi-Annual Reports 
(“OPC Comments”) (October 15, 2025); Maillog No. 323354: OPC’s Comments on Washington Gas Light 
Company’s Alternative Plan (October 15, 2025); Maillog No. 324403: The Office of People’s Counsel’s 
Comments on the Maryland Department of Housing and Community Development’s EmPOWER Goals 
(November 14, 2025). 
19 Maillog No. 323344: Maryland Energy Efficiency Advocates’ Comments on the EmPOWER Maryland 
Q1/Q2 2025 Semi-Annual Reports (“MEEA Comments”) (October 15, 2025). MEEA includes Evergreen 
Action, Green and Healthy Homes Initiative, Maryland Legislative Coalition—Climate Justice Wing, 
National Housing Trust, Elders Climate Action Maryland, Climate Reality Greater Maryland, Sierra Club, 
and Cedar Lane Unitarian Universalist Environmental Justice Ministry; Maillog No. 324404: MEEA 
Comments on DHCD Goals for 2027-2029 (November 14, 2025). 
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(“MDE”),20 Dandelion Energy,21 Green & Healthy Homes Initiative (“GHHI”),22 BGE, 

Pepco, and Delmarva (collectively, “the Exelon Utilities”),23 the Maryland Energy 

Administration (“MEA”),24 and members of the general public.25  

Finally, the Commission reviewed post-hearing filings from MEEA,26 the Future 

Programming Work Group,27 DHCD,28 MEA,29 Washington Gas,30 Pepco and Delmarva,31 

SMECO,32 OPC,33and BGE.34 

The filings analyzed, among other things, the performance of the EmPOWER 

Utilities’ and DHCD’s portfolios for the first half of the 2025 program year as well as the 

progress made by several work groups on Commission directives. The hearing allowed the 

parties to provide additional testimony to the Commission on various aspects of the 2024-

 
20 Maillog No. 323307: Maryland Department of the Environment Comments on Case No. 9705 (October 
15, 2025). 
21 Maillog No. 323337: Dandelion Energy Comments on EmPOWER Maryland Plans, Semi-Annual Reports, 
and other Reports (October 15, 2025). 
22 Maillog No. 324378: Green & Healthy Homes Initiative’s Comments on the DHCD Goals (November 14, 
2025). 
23 Maillog No. 324405: The Exelon Utilities’ Comments on DHCD’s Goal and Impacts to Surcharge 
(November 14, 2025). 
24 Maillog No. 323345: Maryland Energy Administration Comments on the EmPOWER Maryland Semi-
Annual Reports January through June 2025 (“MEA Comments”) (October 15, 2025). 
25 https://webpscxb.psc.state.md.us/dms/search-public-comments. 
26 Maillog No. 324252: Additional Information on the Xcel Energy gas DR pilot program (November 12, 
2025). 
27 Maillog No. 324555: Future Programming Work Group Status Report on Demand Response Goals 
(November 19, 2025). 
28 Maillog No. 324628: DHCD Response to Bench Request for Data during Semi-Annual Hearing (November 
20, 2025). 
29 Maillog No. 324796: MEA Response to Bench Request for Grant Reimbursement Process (November 25, 
2025). 
30 Maillog No. 324807: Washington Gas Comments on OPC Presentation (November 25, 2025); Maillog No. 
324808: Washington Gas Response to Bench Requests (November 26, 2025); Maillog No. 325526: 
Washington Gas Reply Comments to Pepco’s Response (December 19, 2025). 
31 Maillog No. 324911: Potomac Electric Power Company’s and Delmarva Power & Light’s Responses to 
Bench Data Request (December 2, 2025); Maillog No. 325424: Pepco’s Response to Washington Gas’s 
Comments during the October 30, 2025 EmPOWER Maryland Hearing (December 17, 2025). 
32 Maillog No. 325387: SMECO’s Response to Commission Bench Data Request (December 16, 2025). 
33 Maillog No. 325314: OPC Response to Washington Gas Comments on OPC’s Presentation (December 12, 
2025). 
34 Maillog No. 324912: Baltimore Gas and Electric Company’s Response to Commission Bench Data 
Requests (December 2, 2025). 
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2026 EmPOWER program cycle, as well as the upcoming 2027-2029 program cycle. After 

considering the filings, testimony, and requests presented, the Commission notes the semi-

annual filings and makes the determinations and directives provided herein. 

I. Budget Requests 

1. DHCD MEEHA Program Budget 

DHCD proposes a budget transfer from its Base Efficiency and Whole Home 

Efficiency Programs to its Multifamily Energy Efficiency and Housing Affordability 

(“MEEHA”) Program. DHCD notes that its single-family programs have not met their 

desired production levels, whereas its MEEHA Program has experienced significant 

demand growth, leading to applications and production that are outpacing its original 

budgets. As a result, DHCD requests Commission approval to transfer $46,145,724 from 

its Base Efficiency and Whole Home Efficiency Programs to its MEEHA Program.35  

The Commission finds that the requested transfers would allow DHCD to meet its 

strong multi-family production needs while its single-family programs continue to grow 

and therefore grants DHCD’s budget transfer request. 

2. SMECO Residential Demand Response Program Budget 

 SMECO proposes a budget transfer within its Residential Demand Response 

Program from the outside services budget to the marketing budget. SMECO notes that the 

transfer would be intended to increase participation in its SmartTemp and other demand 

response programs, support portfolio-level demand response goal achievement, and 

strengthen education and awareness for its overall demand response program. SMECO 

 
35 DHCD Report at 18-20. 
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requests a $250,000 budget transfer to support outreach and recruitment and to develop 

and execute marketing material.36 Staff supported the request. 

 The Commission finds that the requested transfer would potentially help to increase 

participation in SMECO’s residential demand response program and therefore grants 

SMECO’s budget transfer request. 

3. SMECO Resource Study Budget Request 
 

SMECO notes that its 2024-2026 EmPOWER Program designated $500,000 

annually in unidentified Program Investigation, Design, and Development (“PIDD”) funds 

for incidental analysis and potential design modifications in anticipation of evolving 

program needs. SMECO requests the Commission’s authorization to spend $150,000 of 

these PIDD funds to study the impact of customer-member resources on its electric system, 

beyond traditional avoided generation and capacity costs. The subject resources would 

originate from EmPOWER energy efficiency and demand response programs, as well as 

distributed energy resources (“DERs”) such as solar generation and battery storage.37  

SMECO asserts that the study would help provide data-driven responses to recent 

Commission directives to assess opportunities across Commission dockets, as well as 

enable SMECO to better evaluate use cases for EmPOWER energy efficiency and demand 

response resources as part of its electric system planning efforts, potentially identifying 

untapped value within EmPOWER for benefit of SMECO’s customer-members. SMECO 

anticipates completing the study by June 2026.38  

 
36 SMECO Report at 6. 
37 Id. 
38 Id. at 6-7. 
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The Commission is supportive of the basis for SMECO’s requested study but finds 

that virtually no administrative information was provided as part of the utility’s request. 

SMECO did not provide timelines, the procedure it intends to follow, the number of 

customer-members it plans to include in its study, what it intends for the structure of the 

final tangible output from the study, an explanation for how the study would tie into the 

achievement of EmPOWER goals, etc. The Commission therefore denies SMECO’s 

request, without prejudice. If SMECO plans to refile its request, the Commission 

recommends that SMECO work with Staff and other interested parties to refine its 

proposal. 

4. Pepco Midstream Program Budget 

 Pepco proposes a budget transfer from its Combined Heat & Power (“CHP”) 

Program to its Commercial Midstream Program. Pepco notes that unused incentive funds 

remain in the budget for its CHP Program, which sunset on December 31, 2024. Given 

current market conditions and strong participation in its Commercial Midstream Program 

through the first half of 2025, Pepco requests a transfer of $4 million from its CHP Program 

incentive budget to its Commercial Midstream Program.39 

The Commission finds that funds remaining in Pepco’s CHP Program budget are 

going unused, as the program is no longer active and has no unpaid incentives. The 

Commission supports Pepco’s plan to reallocate the funds to support its Commercial 

Midstream Program and therefore grants Pepco’s budget transfer request. 

 

 
39 Pepco Report at 77-78. 
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5. Delmarva Small Business Program Budget Request 

 Delmarva proposes a budget transfer from its CHP Program to its Small Business 

Program. Delmarva notes that unused incentive funds remain in the budget for its CHP 

Program, which sunset on December 31, 2024. Delmarva’s Small Business Program has 

seen continued growth using a new implementation model, but the company claims that its 

potential is limited due to budget constraints. Delmarva requests a transfer of $400,000 

from its CHP Program incentive budget to its Small Business Program.40 

The Commission finds that funds remaining in Delmarva’s CHP Program budget 

are going unused, as the program is no longer active and has no unpaid incentives. The 

Commission supports Delmarva’s plan to reallocate the funds to support its Small Business 

Program and therefore grants Delmarva’s budget transfer request. 

II. Additional DHCD Requests 

1. Reporting Modifications 

 DHCD reports that it has seen continual growth in its Critical Medical Needs 

(“CMN”) clients, partially due to increased awareness of the program but also because of 

funding reductions to portions of DHCD’s Maryland Energy Assistance Program 

(“MEAP”), leading to the referral of qualified MEAP clients to the CMN Program. DHCD 

reported 287 CMN customers in the first half of 2025, including over six pages of detailed 

data tables in its semi-annual report pertaining to the CMN Program.41  

DHCD requests the Commission’s authorization to eliminate the detailed data 

tables from future semi-annual reports. DHCD asserts that the granular job-level data table 

 
40 Delmarva Report at 75-76. 
41 DHCD Report at 9-15. 
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offers limited added value for program evaluation, and that removal of the data table would 

streamline the reporting process and significantly reduce staff time spent on reporting.42  

The Commission denies this request without prejudice. DHCD may renew its 

request in a future filing after confirming with non-utility parties, including advocates, that 

the subject data is not being utilized and that the request to eliminate the data is not 

opposed. 

2. Funding from Washington Gas 

In Order No. 91711, in response to a request from DHCD to discontinue funding 

fossil fuel measures in covered buildings, the Commission deferred its decision on the 

request, directed interested parties to comment on DHCD’s request, and directed DHCD 

to include in its Q1/Q2 2025 semi-annual report how the funding it receives from 

Washington Gas would be used to service DHCD customers, if the Commission were to 

approve DHCD’s request.43 

DHCD responded by stating that it would still be able to utilize Washington Gas 

funds in covered buildings that do not switch the gas equipment to electric equipment by 

funding building shell measures that make the building envelope more energy efficient, 

and by funding water efficiency measures where the building continues to use natural gas-

fired hot water heating equipment. DHCD noted that any excess budget that is not spent 

would revert back to Washington Gas.44 The Commission approves this approach. 

On a related matter, DHCD provided a summary of multifamily electrification 

efforts as part of its reporting on the Limited-Income Work Group and requested 

 
42 Id. at 21. 
43 Maillog No. 319913 at 3-4 (June 26, 2025). 
44 DHCD Report at 22. 
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clarification from the Commission regarding electrification funding. DHCD notes its 

understanding that the EmPOWER electric utilities and Washington Gas have agreed that 

the electric utilities would cover the cost of converting Washington Gas customers from 

gas equipment to electric equipment. DHCD points out that it utilizes budgets from the 

electric utilities as well as Washington Gas and seeks clarification from the Commission 

as to whether or not it should continue that practice when electrifying Washington Gas 

customers’ homes.45 

In response, the Commission reiterates its above-stated approval allowing DHCD 

to employ Washington Gas funds for shell measures that would make a building envelope 

more energy efficient, thus reducing the amount of heat loss and frequency and duration at 

which the equipment must operate, thereby reducing greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. 

DHCD may also utilize Washington Gas funds for water efficiency measures in a building 

that continues to use gas-fired hot water heating equipment. 

III. Work Group Reports 

1. ERPI Work Group 

In Order No. 91711, in response to a request made by MEEA, the Commission 

directed the EmPOWER Utilities to provide certain information related to their respective 

Residential New Construction Programs.46 The EmPOWER Utilities filed a Joint Request 

for Rehearing, stating that some of the information that they were directed to provide was 

not available to them, and they requested that the Commission suspend the portion of its 

directive requiring the EmPOWER Utilities to provide the total number of new homes 

 
45 Id. at 16-17. 
46 Maillog No. 319913 at 13-14. 
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connected to utility service each year, regardless of whether or not the home participated 

in the EmPOWER Program.47 In response, the Commission issued Order No. 91805, which 

directed the EmPOWER Utilities to individually file by September 17, 2025 what data they 

could and could not provide, as well as the cost associated with providing data. The 

Commission directed Staff to work with the utilities and MEEA after the filings were 

received to attempt to develop a consensus position as to what data would be provided as 

part of the utilities’ semi-annual reports.48 

On October 15, 2025, Staff filed, on behalf of the ERPI Work Group, a status report 

noting that a consensus had been reached. Those involved agreed that the EmPOWER 

Utilities are able to provide most of the information ordered by the Commission. The 

EmPOWER Utilities agreed to provide any remaining data they have available, noting that 

it is customer-reported and therefore not verified. Any information that cannot be collected 

would be clearly noted in the utilities’ respective reports.49 The Commission approves this 

consensus agreement and directs the EmPOWER Utilities to provide the agreed upon 

information as part of their individual semi-annual reports. 

2. Midstream Work Group 

On October 15, 2025, Staff filed, on behalf of the Midstream Work Group, a status 

report addressing Commission directives and rebate process challenges. The status report 

noted that, in response to Commission directives in Order No. 91711, the work group filed 

a uniform program manual (“UPM”) for heat pump water heaters (“HPWH”) and an 

implementation plan for midstream electrification measures, and noted that it developed a 

 
47 Maillog No. 320772 at 2. 
48 Maillog No. 322056 at 4. 
49 Maillog No. 323362 at 7. 
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clear process for modifications to the UPM and ensured that uniformity exists in large part 

for reported midstream metrics.50 

Regarding the rebate process challenges, the work group explained the midstream 

rebate process as involving the following five steps: 

1. a qualifying contractor purchases qualifying equipment 
from a qualifying distributor; 

2. the contractor develops a project scope with the 
customer, installs the equipment, and submits the rebate 
application to the distributor; 

3. the distributor submits a rebate request to the utility; 
4. the utility issues payment of the rebate to the distributor; 

and 
5. the qualifying distributor’s payment of the rebate to the 

contractor who performed the work.51 
 
While the UPM includes a goal that the utilities issue qualifying rebate funds to distributors 

within four to six weeks of project verification, there currently is no requirement governing 

when distributors must pay contractors. The work group reported contractor concerns with 

the rebate process, specifically the delay in payments made by distributors to contractors.52  

 The gap in payment times presents challenges for contractors. Contractors explain 

that they are left waiting for rebate funds, creating cashflow problems to pay distributors 

for purchased equipment and make payroll for their staff labor. Some contractors are 

awaiting payment of a significant amount of outstanding rebate funds, which they allege 

creates a serious financial burden for them. Increased incentive levels have exacerbated the 

problem, as contractors claim they now wait on even higher amounts of rebate payments.53 

 
50 Maillog No. 323363 at 1-2. 
51 Id. at 3-4. 
52 Id. at 4.  
53 Id. at 5. 
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 Midstream program challenges, including payment lag times, have been discussed 

within the work group for several years. While the Commission recognizes the difficulty 

associated with delays in incentive payments, it is unclear how effective the work group 

might be in addressing the issue given its inability to reach a consensus on related matters 

in the past. Furthermore, though the Commission is concerned by the allegations of lengthy 

timelines for payments, there is little if anything in the record that substantiates the claims 

from contractors, leaving the Commission with nothing to base any direction or decision 

upon.  

The Commission therefore directs Staff to investigate the claims of delayed 

incentive payments to contractors, either on its own, through the work group, or a 

combination of both. Staff should include in their investigation the allegations discussed at 

the hearing regarding the filing of fraudulent claims. As part of the investigation, the 

EmPOWER Utilities are directed to provide Staff with their respective actuary tables for 

the last 36 months to demonstrate the time frame between their disbursement of credits 

between them and distributors, and between distributors and contractors, to the best of their 

ability. Staff is directed to file a status report on its findings, including recommendations 

for Commission action, if any, by April 15, 2026.  

Finally, to support ongoing program evaluation, benchmarking, and process 

improvement, the Commission directs the utilities to provide the following data within 30 

days of this order for the time period of May 1, 2025 through September 1, 2025: 

1. the time between the sale to contractor and the 
submission of a corresponding rebate form from the 
distributor; 

2. the time between the receipt of rebate data from 
distributors and the utility’s issuance of the rebate to the 
distributor; and 
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3. the time between the utility’s issuance of the rebate to 
the distributor and payment to the contractor. 

 
The utilities should report average times and document the range of times across 

distributors. Updated data should be provided by the utilities in all future semi-annual 

reports. 

3. Finance Work Group 

On October 21, 2025, Staff, on behalf of the Finance Work Group, filed a status 

report on the Clean Energy Advantage Pilot Program, a financing program that helps fund 

projects for Maryland residents that are in line with EmPOWER goals. The Maryland 

Clean Energy Center and Montgomery County Green Bank–implementers of the program–

request an extension of the program through 2026 to allow the program to continue to 

develop. Pending Commission approval and acceptance from the EmPOWER Utilities, the 

implementers plan to graduate the program into a full EmPOWER program beginning with 

the 2027-2029 program cycle. The implementers assert that the extension would allow the 

pilot program to become synced with the standard three-year EmPOWER program cycle 

and be included in the applicable utility program cycle plans.54 The implementers are 

requesting a budget of $1.439 million for 2026, based on a forecasted 20 percent increase 

in pilot program loans.55 

The Commission notes that while some stakeholders support the extension, and 

others take no position on the request, no party opposes the extension of the finance 

program. Both Staff and OPC have taken a neutral position on the request for extension 

but recommend that a second evaluation of the program be performed by an independent 

 
54 Maillog No. 323533 at 2-3. 
55 Id. at 4-6. 
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evaluator in order to verify savings provided by the pilot program, alleging that the first 

evaluation conducted did not adequately address savings provided by the program.56 

The Commission recognizes that participation in the financing pilot program has 

increased since its inception, and that participation is expected to continue to increase, 

particularly in light of recent modifications to the program, including the extension of the 

zero-percent interest period from 12 to 24 months, the inclusion of customers with lower 

credit scores than initially authorized, and the increase to the loan cap amount from $35,000 

to $50,000.57 The Commission also recognizes that, even without the pilot program 

extension, multiple components of the program will need to continue to be maintained, 

including the Loan Loss Reserve and escrow funds, and a funding source will need to be 

determined.58 

For the foregoing reasons, the Commission approves the request to extend the pilot 

program through 2026. The Commission approves the continuation of funding the program 

under the PIDD umbrella. While the Commission is granting this request, it is also troubled 

that no evaluation was conducted prior to this extension request. An evaluation shall be 

conducted before any additional extensions or full program proposals may be made. The 

Commission directs that a second evaluation of the pilot program be conducted, with the 

results of the evaluation to be filed with the Commission by August 15, 2026. This should 

allow parties to submit comments to the Commission of the final report. Staff shall make 

a filing with the Commission within 30 days of this order identifying who is conducting 

 
56 Id. at 8. 
57 Id. at 2. 
58 Id. at 7. 
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and producing the final evaluation report. The Commission reserves the right to retract its 

approval of the program extension, depending upon the results of the second evaluation.  

4. Future Programming Work Group 

On October 20, 2025, Staff, on behalf of the Future Programming Work Group, 

filed a status report on GHG reduction goals for the EmPOWER Utilities and DHCD for 

the 2027-2029 program cycle, as well as on the potential establishment of a demand 

response goal. The work group reached a consensus as to the methodology to be used to 

calculate the new GHG reduction goal, referring to it as Time-adjusted Reduction of 

Avoided Carbon Emissions (“TRACE”). The TRACE methodology includes inputs such 

as GHG savings through assumptions on the estimated useful life (“EUL”) of measures, 

the metric tons of CO2 emissions per megawatt hour (“MWh”) saved, and the minimum 

savings goal of 2.5 percent of 2016 baseline usage for 2027 onwards as required for the 

electric EmPOWER Utilities.59  

While the work group reached a consensus on nearly all matters associated with 

future goals for the utilities, members of the work group disagree about what EUL should 

be used in the development of final goals to balance competing State priorities for setting 

goals. Some parties support a Long Life Measure (“LLM”) adjustment, finding that it 

would encourage utilities to pursue longer-lived measures, while others find it arbitrary 

and likely to lead to increased program costs.60 Still, on October 29, 2025, the work group 

filed a supplemental status report providing final, updated numbers regarding the 

recommended goals for each of the EmPOWER Utilities, both with an LLM adjustment 

 
59 Maillog No. 323473 at 2. 
60 Id. 
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and without.61 The work group notes that each utility’s total goal should be decreased by 

DHCD’s aggregate goal (separated out by utility), once DHCD’s goals are determined.62 

The Commission accepts the consensus recommendations of the work group to 

derive the electric goal but rejects the use of the LLM adjustment at this time, in large part 

due to the increasing surcharge that customers have been paying in support of the 

EmPOWER Program. Longer-life measures can be pursued without the increase in cost 

caused by the LLM adjustment. The Commission approves the revised goals for the electric 

utilities without the LLM adjustment presented in Table 2 of the Future Programming 

Work Group’s supplemental filing.63 

Regarding the establishment of GHG reduction goals for gas utilities for the 2027-

2029 program cycle, Washington Gas and BGE both propose that their goals be based on 

the minimum statutory requirements.64 Washington Gas explains that this approach would 

protect customer affordability and continue serving its customers with cost-effective 

measures that produce bill savings.65 BGE similarly notes that higher goals would lead to 

higher costs to ratepayers, which would cause additional strain on Marylanders in an 

already economically constrained environment.66 

Staff, OPC, and MEA support the Washington Gas and BGE proposal for gas goals 

at the minimum statutory requirement.67 MDE argues that gas utilities should have a GHG 

reduction goal that is at least as stringent as the electric utility companies’ GHG reduction 

 
61 Maillog No. 324555 at 2-3. 
62 Maillog No. 323473 at 2. 
63 Maillog No. 323780 at 2-3, Table 2.  
64 Specifically, Washington Gas proposes that its GHG reduction goal for 2027-2029 be 472,540 metric tons 
over the course of the program cycle, and BGE proposes that its GHG reduction goal for 2027-2029 be 
360,490 metric tons over the course of the program cycle. Maillog No. 323473 at 27-29. 
65 Id. at 28. 
66 Id. at 29. 
67 Id. at 29-30. 
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goal, provided that gas appliance incentives are eliminated. If gas appliances continue to 

be incentivized, MDE’s position is that the GHG goals for gas utilities should not be 

increased.68 MEEA proposed that the lifecycle gas savings goal for BGE be increased by 

10 percent to prioritize longer-lived GHG reductions, given that 55-60 percent of BGE’s 

gas savings in 2022 and 2023 came from behavioral programs with a 1-year EUL.69 MEEA 

does not appear to have proposed a similar increase to Washington Gas’s goal. MDE, OPC, 

MEEA, Montgomery County, and GHHI all submitted comments supporting the end of 

gas appliance incentives for the 2027-2029 program cycle.70 

The Commission approves the use of the minimum statutory goals proposed by 

BGE and Washington Gas. Given current concerns regarding energy affordability, as well 

as the legislature’s explicitly set goal for gas utilities, the Commission does not support 

going above what was statutorily authorized for the 2027-2029 program cycle. The 

Commission also declines the proposal from MEEA for a 10 percent adder to BGE’s goal 

for the same reasons that the Commission declined to adopt the LLM adjustment. 

The work group has not reached an agreement on DHCD goals, as there are 

differing interpretations within the work group of the statutory requirements associated 

with setting DHCD goals. The statute states, in relevant part, “for the period 2025-2033, 

the programs and services required under paragraph (1) of this subsection shall be on a 

trajectory to achieve greenhouse gas reductions after 2027 of at least 0.9% of the baseline 

determined under subsection (b) of this section.”71 Work group stakeholders other than 

DHCD interpret this to mean that DHCD’s GHG reduction goal would be based on a 

 
68 Id. at 30. 
69 Id. at 32.  
70 Id. at 30-33. 
71 Md. Ann. Code, Pub. Util. Art. (“PUA”) § 7-224(a)(2). 
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minimum annual savings goal of 0.9 percent of the electric and gas sales of eligible low-

income households, whereas DHCD interprets the statute to require a minimum aggregate 

savings goal of 0.9 percent of the electric and gas sales of eligible low-income 

households.72 On October 29, 2025, the work group requested additional time to review 

the statutory language. The Commission granted the request at the October 30, 2025 

hearing, and on November 14, 2025 several parties filed additional comments on the 

matter. 

Staff,73 OPC,74 MEEA,75 and the GHHI76 maintained their positions that the 

legislative intent was for DHCD’s goal to be based on annual savings rather than aggregate, 

despite the fact that the word “annual” does not appear in the statute. The filing from the 

Exelon Utilities did not take a position on the statutory interpretation, but did point out 

ways in which ratepayers could be negatively impacted if the annual goal interpretation 

were to be accepted, and ultimately requested that the Commission allow DHCD time to 

try to achieve its current goals, given that DHCD only recently achieved a full staffing 

level for its programs.77  

The Commission finds that the plain language of PUA § 7-224 does not require the 

DHCD goal to be based upon annual savings, as the word “annual,” or any similar 

reference, does not appear in the statute. The plain language is not vague or unclear; thus, 

the Commission’s statutory interpretation is based solely upon the plain language. 

Furthermore, the previous statute establishing a savings goal for DHCD, PUA § 7-211.1, 

 
72 Maillog No. 323473 at 34. 
73 Maillog No. 324393 at 1. 
74 Maillog No. 324403 at 5. 
75 Maillog No. 324404 at 8-9. 
76 Maillog No. 324378 at 4. 
77 Maillog No. 324405 at 2. 
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did expressly require an annual savings goal for DHCD as it stated, in relevant part, “The 

programs and services … shall be designed to achieve target annual incremental gross 

energy savings .…” Based upon the plain language of the statute, the Commission 

concludes that DHCD’s interpretation is correct. If the legislature’s intent differs from this 

interpretation, as several parties have alleged, the legislature may modify the statute to 

better reflect its intention.  

If the Commission were to interpret the statute as requiring an annual goal for 

DHCD as some of the parties suggest, it may require DHCD to achieve a significant 

increase in savings, thereby requiring a much larger budget for the DHCD programs, which 

would also lead to a significant increase in the monthly EmPOWER surcharge. 

Furthermore, DHCD and the Exelon Utilities point out, reading the word “annual” into the 

statute would render DHCD’s goal highly improbable to meet, as the goal would be 

substantially higher than DHCD’s first EmPOWER goal which was established in 2024 

(and not met by DHCD), as well as its 2025 goal, which DHCD was well behind meeting 

after Q1/Q2 of 2025. Setting a goal even higher than previously unmet goals would likely 

lead to not only another unmet goal, but as previously noted, significant surcharge increases 

to ratepayers, as well. 

Still, PUA § 7-224(a)(2) clearly states that DHCD’s programs and services shall 

achieve GHG reductions of “at least” 0.9 percent of the stated baseline; therefore the 

Commission is looking for DHCD to pursue beyond the minimum required for the State’s 

most vulnerable ratepayers, as they have the potential to benefit the most from the 

EmPOWER Program, despite historically having been underrepresented within it. In order 

to allow the Commission to better understand the economic impact to the program as well 
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as ratepayers, and to allow DHCD to anticipate the impact of efforts to reach beyond the 

minimum requirement of 0.9 percent savings, DHCD is directed to provide with its 2027-

2029 program plans both a proposal to achieve its interpretation of the statutory goal of 0.9 

percent in the aggregate as well as the work group’s interpretation of the statutory goal of 

0.9 percent annually. Doing so will allow the parties, the Commission, and the legislature 

to better understand the impacts of an increased goal and consequently increased program 

budget. 

Finally, with regard to the DHCD savings goal, the Commission requires clarity on 

figures pertaining to DHCD. The report filed by the Future Programming Work Group 

notes DHCD’s position to be that its total GHG reduction goal for 2028-2033 is at least 

42,660 metric tons of CO2e, or an annual average of 7,111 metric tons of CO2e.78 DHCD’s 

Q1/Q2 semi-annual report for 2025 reported lifecycle GHG reductions of 30,429 metric 

tons CO2e.79 DHCD is to make a filing with the Commission by April 1, 2026 either 

confirming or correcting these savings figures in order to allow the Commission to properly 

determine the impact that an annual savings goal might have on DHCD’s program. If the 

figures are correct, DHCD shall include in its filing an explanation for the difference 

between the values in the Future Programing Work Group’s report and DHCD’s Q1/Q2 

semi-annual report. 

Regarding the potential establishment of a demand response goal, in its 

supplemental report filed on November 19, 2025, the work group requested additional time 

until February 13, 2026 to fully consider a potential demand response goal and provide 

 
78 Maillog No. 323473 at 34. 
79 Maillog No. 321531 at Apx. A. 
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additional information.80 The work group noted that additional discussion is needed to 

determine the means by which to measure the success of a demand response program, as 

well as the objectives of including a demand response goal in the EmPOWER Program, 

given that a megawatt (“MW”) reduction goal is not aligned with EmPOWER’s current 

goal of GHG reduction. Furthermore, some members of the work group believe that 

demand response matters may be impacted by non-EmPOWER items before the 

Commission, such as the Distributed Renewable Integration and Vehicle Electrification 

(“DRIVE”) Act and energy storage and therefore request additional time to ensure 

alignment across all related objectives.81 

For the reasons stated above, among others, and given that only OPC has proposed 

a demand response goal containing identifiable metrics, the Commission approves the 

work group’s request for additional time to consider the development and implementation 

of a demand response goal, and directs the work group to file its final recommendations on 

the establishment of a demand response goal by April 15, 2026. The Future Programming 

Work Group is also directed to discuss how to coordinate a demand response goal with 

non-EmPOWER programs such as DRIVE and energy storage, and how to incorporate the 

coordination into utilities’ semi-annual EmPOWER reports, with the work group filing a 

status report on the matter by April 15, 2026. 

5. Cost Recovery Work Group 

In Order No. 90957, issued December 29, 2023, the Commission noted support for 

the development of a Performance Incentive Mechanism (“PIM”), but did not approve of 

 
80 Maillog No. 324555 at 2. 
81 Id. 
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allowing the EmPOWER Utilities to earn a PIM while also earning a return on the 

program’s unamortized balance.82 The Commission directed the Cost Recovery Work 

Group to research and analyze certain specified aspects of PIM development, and to file a 

status report with the Commission by October 15, 2024.83 After reviewing that report, the 

Commission directed the Cost Recovery Work Group to continue its research and analysis 

of PIMs and to file a status report on its findings by April 15, 2025.84 

In the April 15, 2025 report, the work group noted that SMECO indicated that, due 

to its structure as a cooperative, it does not take a position on PIMs and does not plan to 

implement a PIM for its EmPOWER Program. Otherwise, the report noted that OPC does 

not support the use of a PIM to reward the EmPOWER Utilities due to the current 

unamortized balance and affordability concerns, while Staff, MEA, and the utilities 

supported a two-sided PIM with penalty and reward; however, Staff and MEA differ from 

the utilities on how they defined PIM penalties.85 

The Commission accepted the consensus items identified in the work group’s report 

but recognized that additional research and discussions would be necessary. To assist the 

work group, the Commission provided the following clarification and direction: 

1. an effective PIM requires a threshold for determining 
success, and the final savings target approved by the 
Commission, based on certain projected costs and 
benefits, should serve as the starting point for any PIM, 
with the work group free to propose modifications; 

 
2. PIMs should contain both a reward and a penalty; 
 
3. the PIM structure proposed by MEA and Staff 

encompassing both a reward and a penalty with a 

 
82 Maillog No. 306928. 
83 Id. at 74. 
84 Maillog No. 314502 at 43.  
85 Maillog No. 318042 at 2. 
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deadband where neither are imposed, is the most 
reasonable proposal before the Commission and should 
serve as the model for finalizing the details of PIMs;  

 
4. the work group was to consider and provide findings on 

determining the net benefit and rewards based on the 
total resource costs (“TRC”) instead of the standard 
societal cost test (“SCT”); and 

 
5. no reward should be provided unless there are tangible 

monetary savings available from the EmPOWER 
programs that can be provided to customers from which 
a reward to the utility could be derived. 

 
The Cost Recovery Work Group was directed to continue its analysis and negotiations, and 

to file a status report on its findings by October 15, 2025.  

 In the October 15, 2025 status report, the Cost Recovery Work Group noted 

differing thoughts within the work group as to which test should be utilized for determining 

the amount of net benefits achieved for purposes of a PIM, but that the work group 

concluded it should not be the TRC test.86 The status report also noted that the work group 

has “started reviewing an alternative PIM proposal,”87 and that the work group would like 

clarification from the Commission as to what it means by “tangible monetary savings” and 

“actual monetary benefits” as a requirement for the establishment of a PIM.88 

 The Commission has decided to table the discussion of PIMs. The Commission has 

entertained the possibility of a PIM as part of the EmPOWER Program for some time, 

providing feedback, direction, and clarification as needed. The Commission maintains its 

position that utilities should not be allowed a return through a PIM as long as the 

unamortized balance is still being paid on, which it is. It follows that—even if there was 

 
86 Maillog No. 323364 at 1. 
87 Id. at 2. 
88 Id. at 4. 
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an acceptable PIM proposal before the Commission which, currently, there is not—the PIM 

would not be put into play until at least 2031 when the unamortized balance is scheduled 

to be paid off. At this time, the Commission has decided to pause PIM discussions, 

choosing instead to put resources towards more timely, pressing matters such as energy 

affordability and the development of the 2027-2029 program cycle. 

IV. Washington Gas Demand Response 

 In Order No. 91711, the Commission directed Washington Gas to “provide in its 

2025 Q1/Q2 semi-annual report a more robust discussion regarding the avoided system 

costs and benefits stemming from its demand response program.”89 Washington Gas noted 

in response that its demand response program “is designed to deliver customer-level energy 

savings and emissions reductions, not system-wide infrastructure deferral.” Washington 

Gas further noted that, while broader system benefits may exist, quantifying them would 

require a standardized, stakeholder-driven framework beyond the scope of the individual 

utilities.90  

 The Commission is interested in receiving a firm determination as to whether there 

are or are not system benefits associated with demand response programs. The Commission 

therefore approves Washington Gas’s recommendation to have a framework established 

that would enhance transparency and ensure that system-level impacts are evaluated 

uniformly across the EmPOWER Utilities. The Commission directs the Evaluation 

Advisory Work Group (“EAG”) to develop a consistent methodology that aligns with the 

Maryland Jurisdiction-Specific Test (“MJST”) for determining broader demand response 

 
89 Maillog No. 319913 at 13. 
90 Washington Gas Report at 16. 
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system benefits. A status report containing the developed methodology is to be filed with 

the Commission by April 15, 2026. If Staff determines this date is not feasible, a proposed 

alternative date should be filed within 30 days of this order. 

V. Washington Gas’s Alternative Plan and Coordinated Programs 

 In Order No. 91461 issued December 27, 2024, the Commission directed 

Washington Gas to file as part of its 2025 Q1/Q2 semi-annual report a detailed, alternative 

program proposal that did not include gas appliance incentives.91 The filing was to include 

adequate information on the cost and impacts of Washington Gas meeting its legislative 

goals without the inclusion of the incentives. In directing Washington Gas to make the 

filing, the Commission restated the previous instances in which it denied the requests from 

certain parties to eliminate gas appliance incentives and reiterated its basis for doing so, 

but also acknowledged some uncertainty as to the role of natural gas in Maryland’s energy 

future, and that ratepayer-funded incentives to install gas burning appliances in new 

construction may not be aligned with State policy.92 As such, Washington Gas was directed 

to make the alternative filing in order to provide the Commission with additional 

information to assist in determining the appropriate course of action. 

 Washington Gas filed its alternative plan on August 15, 2025, explaining that it 

developed the plan by benchmarking other gas-only and dual-fuel utilities to identify non-

gas equipment measures that could replace some of the energy and GHG savings lost from 

the removal of gas equipment measures.93 While Washington Gas was able to identify 23 

non-gas equipment measures and two pilot programs to add to its offerings, it determined 

 
91 Maillog No. 314502 at 18. 
92 Id. 
93 Maillog No. 321580 at 4. 
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that it would not be able to meet the GHG savings forecast contained in its Commission-

approved 2024-2026 program plan, which was set using a baseline that included significant 

GHG savings coming from gas appliance programming.94 

 Washington Gas noted that, because gas equipment measures are a highly cost-

effective and impactful way to reduce GHG emissions for a gas-only utility, in order to 

achieve the statutory GHG target without the inclusion of gas equipment, it would need to 

substantially scale customer incentives and programmatic costs for pre-existing non-gas 

equipment programs and measures in order to increase participation.95 Washington Gas 

stated that this would lead to significant increases in the EmPOWER surcharge for its 

customers: namely, 75 percent for residential customers and 149 percent for commercial 

customers by Year 3 of the alternative plan as compared to 2025 rates.96 Washington Gas 

also noted the likelihood that, by removing measures that result in lower GHG emissions 

and reduced costs, the alternative plan would drive customers into holding on to less 

efficient gas equipment for longer, while simultaneously paying a higher EmPOWER 

surcharge.97 For these reasons, Washington Gas requests that the Commission reject the 

alternative plan.98 

OPC recommended that the Commission order Washington Gas to eliminate 

incentives for gas appliances by January 1, 2026, except for limited circumstances in some 

commercial applications, stating that the alternative plan demonstrates Washington Gas 

can achieve its statutory GHG reduction target without the inclusion of gas appliances.99 

 
94 Id. 
95 Id. at 4-5. 
96 Id. at 5. 
97 Id. 
98 Id. at 7. 
99 In making this proposal, OPC requests that the Commission order a work group to evaluate and report on 
any exceptions for commercial applications where no viable electrification options exist. OPC asserts that 
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OPC argued that, among other things, the costs and bill impact comparisons in the 

alternative plan were overstated and that Washington Gas could increase opportunities for 

GHG savings in its commercial and industrial (“C&I”) programs.100 OPC also 

recommended that Washington Gas be directed to re-evaluate its C&I program to include 

electrification measures into its plan for the next cycle,101 and requested that the 

Commission reject any increase to Washington Gas’s EmPOWER surcharge, unless the 

company demonstrates that it exhausted all options for meeting its GHG reduction goal 

within its allotted budget.102 

MEEA also recommended that Washington Gas eliminate gas incentives and 

transition to non-equipment programs for its 2027-2029 programs.103 MEEA claimed that 

Washington Gas’s alternative plan did not explore alternative delivery methods or consider 

how the company could scale participation in residential non-equipment measures other 

than in its residential coordination program in order to reach statutory goals.104 Similar to 

OPC, MEEA also noted its concern that the bill impact comparisons between Washington 

Gas’s current programs and the alternative plan are not comparable, given that the 

alternative plan rate impacts are for 2027-2029 rather than 2024-2026, when the 

amortization expense and return differ.105 MEEA also alleged that Washington Gas’s 

 

the Commission should, in conjunction with an order for Washington Gas to eliminate rebates for gas 
appliances, also approve Washington Gas’s requests to (1) require the electric utilities to increase GHG 
reduction targets in the residential coordinated programs that they offer with Washington Gas; and (2) 
prohibit the EmPOWER electric utilities from offering incentives for gas energy efficiency measures. 
Maillog No. 323354 at 20.  
100 Id. at 6-16. 
101 Id. at 20. 
102 Id. at 20-21. 
103 MEEA recommended that eliminating gas equipment incentives by January 1, 2027 would allow the 
market time to adjust. Maillog No. 323344 at 6. 
104 Id. at 17. 
105 MEEA provided the data request response that shows the correction, though bill impacts and costs above 
the current program levels were shifted to 2027-2029. Id. at 21-22, Appx. B at 10-11. 
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analysis did not appropriately reflect actual market conditions and utilized incorrect net to 

gross ratios.106 

MDE submitted comments supporting the end of EmPOWER incentives for new 

installations of gas equipment, arguing that allowing the continuation of such incentives is 

inconsistent with State policy. In support of its position, MDE stated that it has been 

directed through an Executive Order to transition away from fuel-burning to zero-

emissions heating in buildings, and that, under the Building Energy Performance Standards 

that covered large buildings, the buildings subject to the standards must achieve net-zero 

GHG emissions by 2040 or the building owner(s) must pay a fee for emissions over target 

levels.107  

Staff continues to support the incentivization of natural gas equipment by 

Washington Gas for the remainder of the 2024-2026 program cycle, and noted that the 

Future Programming Work Group will have discussions on the continuation of gas 

appliance incentives in the 2027-2029 program cycle.108 In support of its position, Staff 

reiterated its belief that there has not been a clear indication from the General Assembly 

that incentives for gas equipment should no longer be provided. Staff further recommended 

that, if the Commission does direct the removal of incentives for gas appliances, 

Washington Gas’s goals should be adjusted downward to minimize any ratepayer 

impacts.109 

The Commission maintains its position of allowing the continuation of incentives 

for gas appliances. While Washington Gas’s alternative plan demonstrates that a program 

 
106 Id. at 22-25. 
107 Maillog No. 323307. 
108 Maillog No. 323361 at 2. 
109 Id. 
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without gas incentives could be potentially cost-effective, such a program comes at 

potentially higher costs and programmatic risks that would need to be addressed prior to 

implementation. For those reasons, requests for the elimination of gas appliance incentives 

are denied.110 The Commission does, however, direct Washington Gas to explore 

opportunities to achieve greater C&I emissions reductions, and to include its findings on 

these C&I directives in its 2027-2029 program plan.  

In its filing and at the hearing, Washington Gas noted its concerns regarding 

EmPOWER electric utilities offering incentives and claiming savings on gas measures, 

thereby creating competition between them that could lead to, among other things, 

increased administrative costs, incentives, and surcharges.111 At the hearing, Washington 

Gas focused on related changes made by Pepco to its program in 2025 that impacted 

Washington Gas’s ability to meet its statutory GHG reduction goals.112 Washington Gas 

requested the following of the Commission:  

(1) affirm program boundaries, clarify that gas efficiency 
incentives and associated GHG reductions remain with the 
gas utility, while electric efficiency and electrification may 
be funded and claimed by the electric utility; 
 
(2) direct Pepco to withdraw its per therm incentives and sole 
rights from its custom program, restoring dual participation 
for projects delivering both electric and gas savings; and 
 
(3) initiate a stakeholder work group process, either through 
the future program work group or a revival of the gas and 
electric utility coordination work group, which was what 
was established to create the current residential coordinator 
framework.113  

 

 
110 See Order No. 91461 at 14-18 for a comprehensive historical review of the Commission’s allowance of 
gas appliance incentives. 
111 Id. 
112 Tr. 143:8-152:16 (October 30, 2025).  
113 Tr. 151:8-152:16 (October 30, 2025). 
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In post-hearing filings, Pepco and Washington Gas disagreed over several matters, 

including statutory interpretation, what the Commission has approved, the appropriateness 

of Pepco’s terms and conditions for their dual-fuel measure incentives, the nature of their 

collaboration before bringing an issue to the Commission, and technical and policy issues 

with how measures with integrated savings should be treated.114 Pepco also requested that 

the Commission affirm Pepco’s ability to claim dual-fuel savings from a single measure, 

and deny Washington Gas’s request to prohibit cross-fuel incentives.115  

Washington Gas requested that the Commission remove all cross-fuel incentive 

provisions and sole-claiming language, order the utilities to adhere to the structure used 

prior to 2025 for C&I Custom Programs, and convene a work group to develop a 

coordinated C&I custom framework that includes clear boundaries ensuring that gas 

incentives and GHG reduction savings remain with the associated gas utility, while electric 

efficiency and electrification measures be funded and claimed by the electric utilities.116 

Washington Gas recommended that the work group deliver its findings to the Commission 

by April 15, 2026.  

The Commission finds that the structure of coordinated programs needs to be 

examined more closely before fully informed guidance can be given. In the interest of 

arriving at a quicker resolution than a work group might be able to provide at this time, the 

Commission appoints Commission Advisor Melanie Santiago-Mosier as mediator for 

Washington Gas, Pepco, and any other EmPOWER utility necessary to determine what 

modifications to the coordinated programs may be necessary and appropriate for providing 

 
114 Maillog Nos. 325424 and 325526.  
115 Maillog No. 325424 at 3. 
116 Maillog No. 325526 at 7-8. 
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an equitable sharing by gas and electric utilities of GHG reductions for achievement of 

goals while minimizing costs to ratepayers. Staff shall provide the relevant personnel to 

assist Commission Advisor Santiago-Mosier with the mediation. Commission Advisor 

Santiago-Mosier may solicit feedback from other stakeholders if she determines it is 

appropriate. The Commission requests resolution or issues for decision be filed with the 

Commission no later than April 15, 2026, but welcomes an earlier filing if consensus is 

reached or it is determined there is a fundamental impasse that must be resolved by the 

Commission.  

VI. Dandelion Energy Requests 

Dandelion Energy’s comments on the EmPOWER Utilities’ semi-annual reports 

contained several recommendations regarding heat pumps and incentives. Dandelion 

Energy recommends the implementation of higher budgets and incentives for all-electric 

homes serviced under the utilities’ Residential New Construction Programs. Specifically, 

Dandelion supports the implementation of a $3,200 geothermal heat pump tier.117  

The Commission recognizes the potential benefit to differentiating incentives 

according to ratepayer benefits and directs the utilities to include in their 2026 Q1/Q2 semi-

annual reports an analysis of the incentive structures within their respective Residential 

New Construction Programs to ensure they are appropriately compensating for higher 

savings while also minimizing free ridership and ratepayer impact. 

Dandelion Energy also recommends that the measure-life of geothermal heat pump 

systems be updated from the current EUL of twenty years.118 The Commission finds that 

 
117 Maillog No. 323337 at 2-3. 
118 Id. at 3. 



32 

the EAG is the appropriate place to examine the appropriate EUL for appliances. The 

Commission therefore directs the EAG to research the matter to determine the appropriate 

EUL to ensure appropriate GHG reduction calculations.  

VII. OPC Requests 

 OPC notes that, except for SMECO’s year-round program, the EmPOWER 

Utilities’ demand response programs are designed to provide summer peak load relief, yet 

the utilities’ dispatches have not been coincidental with system or monthly utility peaks in 

the summer.119 OPC contends that this results in missed opportunities by the utilities, and 

that increasing the alignment with both system-wide and utility-specific peaks would 

benefit all customers by helping to reduce capacity obligations and lower transmission cost 

allocations.120 The Commission encourages OPC to work with the EmPOWER Utilities to 

determine if changes to the demand response programs should be made to enhance GHG 

reduction. 

 OPC notes that Potomac Edison is the only utility not on track to meet or exceed 

its savings goal based on achievement through the first half of 2025 for the Residential 

New Construction Program.121 While Potomac Edison attributed this low progress to a 

slowdown in construction and lack of uptake, OPC contends that the issue stems from the 

lack of savings achieved per participant due, in part, to “a negative reduction (i.e. an 

increase) in emissions from gas customers of 1,457 metric tons that is unexplained and 

unique to Potomac Edison.”122 OPC asserts that increased participation in the ENERGY 

 
119 OPC Comments at 52. 
120 Id. at 53. 
121 Id. at 41. 
122 Id. at 42-43. 
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STAR Next Gen program would help improve Potomac Edison’s numbers, but notes that, 

while Pepco, Delmarva, SMECO, and BGE are prominently promoting the NextGen 

program and incentives, Potomac Edison does not mention the NextGen program or 

incentives online.123 The Commission hereby directs Potomac Edison to publicly advertise 

the ENERGY STAR NextGen program and incentives online. 

 OPC also asserted that certain data should be reported in the utility semi-annual 

reports regarding the moderate-income offerings as part of the Home Performance with 

Energy Star Program.124 OPC should discuss with Staff and the utilities what information 

can be provided at minimal costs to help track the success of the moderate-income 

offerings. 

VIII. 15-Minute Interval Data 

 In Order No. 90957, the Commission directed the utilities that have green button 

connect, i.e., the Exelon Utilities, to include in their August 2024 semi-annual reports a 

detailed explanation of whether or not they are able to provide 15-minute interval peak 

demand data and, if so, the process for doing so, in order to assist with making 

electrification determinations.125 In response, the Exelon Utilities generally opposed 

providing the 15-minute interval data, citing potential technical challenges and cost.126  

On December 27, 2024, the Commission issued Order No. 91461, noting that 15-

minute interval data has the potential to be beneficial in several ways, and finding that the 

Exelon Utilities did not provide information as directed in Order No. 90957. The 

 
123 Id. at 45. 
124 Id. at 33. 
125 Maillog No. 306928: Order No. 90957 at 59-60 (December 29, 2023). 
126 Maillog No. 312892: Comments of Montgomery County on the Revised Utility 2024-2026 EmPOWER 
Maryland Plans at 14 (October 15, 2024). 
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Commission therefore directed the Exelon Utilities to “file by February 18, 2025 a detailed 

explanation of their ability to provide 15-minute interval peak demand data, as well as an 

estimate of the cost and ratepayer impacts that would be incurred to implement such data 

reporting.”127 

On February 18, 2025, the Exelon Utilities filed their response, noting that each of 

their utilities’ smart meter systems is capable of collecting customer meter usage in 60-

minute intervals, and that modifications would be required to the smart meters and other 

utility systems in order to capture 15-minute interval data.128 The Exelon Utilities claimed 

the modifications would involve extensive IT and meter engineering projects that would 

require significantly enhanced data storage and processing capabilities, introducing risks 

to system performance and data integrity.129 The Exelon Utilities estimated the cost of the 

modifications to be $38 million, with a potential increase or decrease of up to 50 percent.130 

Montgomery County responded by arguing that the Exelon Utilities have the 

capability to provide the data through the advanced meter infrastructure (“AMI”) that is 

already in place, and that the Exelon Utilities understated the potential savings and 

avoidable service upgrades that may result from the provision of 15-minute interval data.131  

In Order No. 91711, the Commission directed Staff, the EmPOWER Utilities, 

Montgomery County, and MEEA to collaborate on this matter to determine if there is a 

solution that does not require Commission intervention, and to file a status update with the 

Commission by October 15, 2025. 

 
127 Order No. 91461 at 42. 
128 Maillog No. 315999 at 2. 
129 Id. 
130 Id. 
131 Id. at 5-6. 
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The status report filed on October 15, 2025 noted several consensus items among 

the group, including that the $38 million estimated cost to reprogram residential meters to 

a 15-minute interval as a stand-alone project is prohibitive in the context of rising energy 

prices and energy affordability in Maryland, the potential benefits of 15-minute interval 

data remain unclear, and a formal interpretation of section 220.87 of the National Electric 

Code is needed before next steps can be determined.132 The Exelon Utilities and 

Montgomery County have agreed to continue discussions to work towards a solution that 

will meet the needs of all parties.  

The Commission notes the October 15, 2025 filing and directs the group to file an 

updated status report by April 15, 2026. 

IX. Utility Incentive Expenditures 

 In Order No. 91711, in response to electric utilities spending less than 75 percent 

of their allocated budgets in 2024, while also - but for BGE - allocating less than 70 percent 

of their total expenditures to customer incentives,133 the Commission directed the 

EmPOWER Utilities to include in their 2025 Q1/Q2 semi-annual reports an explanation 

for why more of their program expenditures and allocated budgets are not going towards 

customer incentives. While Pepco, Delmarva, SMECO, and BGE filed a response to the 

Commission’s directive, MEA argues that the utilities - except for BGE - failed to 

appropriately respond to the Commission’s instructions.134 

 MEA states that it would like to see the EmPOWER Utilities examine whether a 

greater share of program expenditures could reasonably be directed toward customer 

 
132 Maillog No. 323342 at 3-4. 
133 Maillog No. 318027 at 6. 
134 Maillog No. 323345 at 6. 
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incentives.135 Specifically, MEA wants EmPOWER Utilities to dedicate a minimum of 70 

percent of program expenditures on customer incentives, or explain why the 70 percent is 

not attainable.136 The Commission agrees, and supports the path recommended by MEA. 

Accordingly, the EmPOWER Utilities are directed to take the following actions intended 

to lead to increased spending on customer incentives: 

1. direct utilities to conduct a forward-looking evaluation 
of their expenditure structures, specifically identifying 
opportunities to streamline non-incentive costs to free up 
resources for incentives; 

 
2. require utilities to analyze whether alternative program 

designs could deliver the same or greater savings with 
lower non-incentive costs; 

 
3. instruct utilities to benchmark Maryland’s incentive-to-

expenditure ratios against peer jurisdictions and report 
on lessons learned that could inform EmPOWER’s 
future design; and 

 
4. encourage utilities to present concrete pathways for 

increasing customer incentive allocations in future 
filings, rather than simply justifying current levels. 

 
The EmPOWER Utilities are further directed to explain what needs to occur in order for 

utilities to put a minimum of 70 percent of its expenditures toward customer incentives 

under current budgets and in future program cycles. Finally, if any utility does not believe 

that the minimum of 70 percent is achievable, or that certain programs should be excluded 

from such a measurement, it must provide the Commission with justification. The utilities 

are directed to include the above information by April 15, 2026. 

IT IS THEREFORE, this 6th day of February, in the year Two Thousand Twenty-

Six, by the Public Service Commission of Maryland, ORDERED:  

 
135 Id. at 7. 
136 Id. at 8. 
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(1) that DHCD’s request to transfer $46,145,724 from its Base Efficiency and 

Whole Home Efficiency Programs to its MEEHA Program is approved; 

(2) that SMECO’s request to transfer $250,000 from the outreach budget to the 

marketing budget of its Residential Demand Response Program is approved; 

(3) that SMECO’s request to spend $150,000 of its PIDD funds to study the 

impact of customer-member resources on its electric system is denied, without prejudice; 

(4) that Pepco’s request to transfer $4 million from its CHP Program incentive 

budget to its Commercial Midstream Program is approved; 

(5) that Delmarva’s request to transfer $400,000 from its CHP Program 

incentive budget to its Small Business Program is approved; 

(6) that DHCD’s request to eliminate detailed CMN job tables from future 

semi-annual reports is denied without prejudice; 

(7) that DHCD may utilize Washington Gas funds for shell measures to make 

a building envelope more energy efficient and water efficiency measures in buildings that 

continue to use gas-fired hot water heating equipment;  

(8) that the consensus position reported by the ERPI Work Group regarding the 

reporting of Residential New Construction Program data is approved, with the data to be 

provided by the utilities as part of their semi-annual reports; 

(9) that Staff shall investigate the claims of delayed incentive payments to 

contractors as specified herein, filing a status report on its findings, including 

recommendations for Commission action, if any, by April 15, 2026; 

(10) that the EmPOWER Utilities are directed to provide the data noted herein 

pertaining to incentive payments made as part of their respective Midstream Programs, first 
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within 30 days of this Order to cover the time-period from May 1, 2025 - September 1, 

2025, then as part of all future semi-annual reports; 

(11) that the request to extend the Clean Energy Advantage Pilot Program 

through 2026 is approved, subject to the conditions stated herein; 

(12) that a second evaluation of the Clean Energy Advantage Pilot Program shall 

be conducted as stated herein, with the results of the evaluation to be filed with the 

Commission by August 15, 2026; 

(13) that Staff shall identify to the Commission within 30 days of this order who 

will conduct and produce the final evaluation report for the second evaluation of the Clean 

Energy Advantage Pilot Program; 

(14) that the consensus recommendations from the Future Programming Work 

Group as to how to derive the electric goal is approved; 

(15) that the request in the Future Programming Work Group report to utilize an 

LLM adjustment for electric goals is denied; 

(16) that the revised goals for the electric utilities without the LLM adjustment 

presented in Table 2 of the Future Programming Work Group’s supplemental filing are 

approved; 

(17) that the use of the minimum statutory goals by gas utilities is approved as 

stated herein; 

(18) that MEEA’s proposal for a 10 percent adder to BGE’s gas savings goal is 

denied; 
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(19) that DHCD is directed to provide with its 2027-2029 program plans both a 

proposal to achieve its interpretation of the statutory goal of 0.9 percent in the aggregate as 

well as the work group’s interpretation of the statutory goal of 0.9 percent annually; 

(20) that DHCD is directed to file by April 1, 2026 confirmation or correction of 

its savings figures reported in its Q1/Q2 2025 semi-annual report and in the Future 

Programming Work Group report as stated herein;  

(21) that the Future Programming Work Group’s request for additional time to 

consider the development and implementation of a demand response goal is approved; 

(22) that the Future Programming Work Group is directed to file its final 

recommendations on the establishment of a demand response goal by April 15, 2026; 

(23) that the Future Programming Work Group is directed to file by April 15, 

2026 its findings as to coordination of a demand response goal with non-EmPOWER 

programs such as DRIVE and energy storage, as well as how to incorporate the 

coordination into utilities’ semi-annual EmPOWER reports; 

(24) that the EAG is directed to develop a consistent methodology that aligns 

with the MJST for determining broader demand response system benefits, and file a status 

report containing the developed methodology by April 15, 2026; 

(25) that requests for the elimination of gas appliance incentives are denied; 

(26) that Washington Gas is directed to include in its 2027-2029 program plan 

its findings regarding opportunities to achieve greater C&I emissions reductions; 

(27) that Commission Advisor Melanie Santiago-Mosier shall serve as mediator 

for Washington Gas, Pepco, and any other EmPOWER utility necessary to determine what 

modifications to the coordinated programs may be necessary and appropriate for providing 
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an equitable sharing by gas and electric utilities of GHG reductions as stated herein, with 

a filing containing a resolution and/or issues for Commission decision to be made no later 

than April 15, 2026; 

(28) that the utilities are directed to include in their 2026 Q1/Q2 semi-annual 

reports an analysis of the incentive structures within their respective Residential New 

Construction Programs to ensure they are appropriately compensating for higher savings 

while also minimizing free ridership and ratepayer impact; 

(29) that the EAG is directed to examine the appropriate EUL for geothermal 

heat pumps as stated herein; 

(30) that Potomac Edison is directed to publicly advertise the ENERGY STAR 

NextGen program and incentives online; 

(31) that the Exelon Utilities and Montgomery County are directed to file an 

updated status report on the matter of 15-minute interval data by April 15, 2026; 

(32) that the EmPOWER Utilities are directed to include in their respective April 

15, 2026 report the information stated herein as it applies to the minimum 70 percent 

expenditure on customer incentives; and  

(33) that, to the extent that any requests not addressed herein have not been 

addressed in previous Commission orders, they are denied without prejudice. 

/s/ Kumar P. Barve     

/s/ Frederick H. Hoover, Jr.     

/s/ Bonnie A. Suchman    

/s/ Odogwu Obi Linton    

/s/ Ryan C. McLean     

Commissioners 


