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To the Members of the Senate Finance Committee: 

 

Thank you for conducting this hearing on Senate Bill 595- Residential Electricity and 

Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports. My name is Jenifer Bosco, and I am an attorney at the 

National Consumer Law Center, where I focus on energy and utility matters and debt collection 

issues that affect consumers. The National Consumer Law Center or NCLC is a nonprofit 

organization that, since 1969, has used its expertise in consumer law and energy policy to work 

for consumer justice and economic security for low-income and other disadvantaged people, and 

we submit this testimony on behalf of our low-income clients.  

NCLC has been actively involved in advocacy for consumers who have been financially 

harmed by alternative (or competitive) energy supply companies. We have released a report1 and 

an issue brief2 which describe abusive sales practices and inflated prices that have harmed 

 
1 National Consumer Law Center, Competing to Overcharge Consumers: The Competitive Electric Supplier Market 

in Massachusetts (April 2018), available at http://bit.ly/2H3ORJJ. 
2 National Consumer Law Center, Still No Relief for Massachusetts Consumers Tricked by Competitive Electric 

Supply Companies (Oct. 2018), available at https://www.nclc.org/issues/consumers-tricked-by-competitive-electric-

supply-companies.html. 



5 
 

Massachusetts consumers, with a particular emphasis on the unfair and deceptive marketing that 

has targeted low-income consumers, older adults, and those with limited English language 

proficiency. Common consumer problems have been reported by residential customers in the 

different deregulated states.3 Among other problems, our reports found that: 

• Consumers almost always pay more for competitive electric supply than they would have 

paid for service from their utility companies. 

• The very small number of consumers who do manage to save money see only minor 

savings compared with those consumers who pay higher prices. 

• A higher percentage of low-income households were signed up to buy competitive 

electric supply, compared with their non-low-income neighbors. 

• Consumer complaints in other states highlight problems with high prices, involuntary 

switching or slamming, unwanted telemarketing or door-to-door marketing, deceptive 

sales practices, and more. 

NCLC’s reports confirmed research done by the Massachusetts Attorney General, which 

among other findings revealed that residential customers paid $253 million more to competitive 

suppliers than they would have paid to their distribution utilities for electric service during the 

three years from July 2015 through June 2018, and that low-income customers are 

disproportionately harmed.4  

 
3 See, e.g., Federal Trade Commission, Statement of Commissioner Chopra Regarding the FTC EnergyGuide Rule at 

3 (Dec. 22, 2020), available at https://www.ftc.gov/public-statements/2020/12/statement-commissioner-chopra-

regarding-ftc-energyguide-rule. 
4 Mass. Office of the Attorney General, Are Residential Consumers Benefiting from Electric Supply Competition? 

An Analysis of the Individual Residential Electric Supply Market in Massachusetts (March 2018); Mass. Office of 

the Attorney General, 2019 Update (Aug. 2019), available at https://www.mass.gov/competitive-electric-supply. 
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As we have learned from investigations by the Maryland Office of Public Counsel5 and by 

analysts for the Abell Foundation,6 the problems identified in Massachusetts are nearly identical 

to the problems experienced by Maryland households. Over the course of just one year, 

Maryland residential consumers were found to pay at least $34,138,799 more than they would 

have otherwise paid to their distribution utility companies.7 

Senate Bill 595 would help mitigate some of this harm by implementing important public 

reporting improvements. Public disclosures of complaints, and quarterly reports of actual prices 

paid, would add needed transparency and accountability in this market. Detailed and frequent 

public reporting of the prices charged by competitive supply companies, including rates paid by 

customers after any introductory rates expire, compared with the standard offer/utility-procured 

prices, is essential for identifying patterns of high charges and protecting consumers. It is 

important to include reporting of prices actually paid by consumers over the duration of the 

contract as SB 595 proposes, rather than only reporting the “teaser” or introductory rates offered 

by suppliers. 

SB 595 contains specific reporting requirements about low-income customers. Since low-

income and other vulnerable consumers are likely to be targeted by marketers who use deceptive 

sales practices, and are more at risk of losing utility service if bills become unaffordable, this 

reporting requirement is vital to support protections for these consumers. This data will also be 

needed to analyze the impact of the competitive supply market on fuel assistance programs and 

 
5 Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, Maryland’s Residential Electric and Gas Supply Markets: Where Do We Go 

from Here? (Nov. 2018), available at 

http://www.opc.state.md.us/Portals/0/Hot%20Topics/Maryland%20Electric%20and%20Gas%20Residential%20Sup

ply%20Report%20November%202018.pdf. 
6 Abell Foundation, Maryland’s Dysfunctional Residential Third-Party Energy Supply Market: An Assessment of 

Costs and Policies (Dec. 2018), available at 

https://www.abell.org/sites/default/files/files/Third%20Party%20Energy%20Report_final%20for%20web.pdf. 
7 Maryland Office of People’s Counsel, Maryland’s Residential Electric and Gas Supply Markets: Where Do We Go 

from Here? (Nov. 2018). 
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other programs that were established to assist low-income consumers. NCLC strongly supports 

the inclusion of specific low-income reporting metrics in this legislation.8 

Further, the reported information will help this legislative body, the Public Service 

Commission, the Office of the Consumer Advocate and the Office of Home Energy Programs to 

exercise oversight and address problems in this market. Such reporting would not be unduly 

burdensome, and models already exist. For example, competitive supply companies comply with 

stringent reporting requirements in Connecticut.9 

In conclusion, NCLC supports SB 595, which would help policymakers and regulators to 

better protect Maryland consumers. If you have questions regarding this testimony, please 

contact Jenifer Bosco, Staff Attorney, National Consumer Law Center, at jbosco@nclc.org. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Jenifer Bosco, Staff Attorney 

National Consumer Law Center, on behalf of our low-income clients 

 

 
8 In addition, NCLC is not in support of the recent amendment to SB 31. In light of these concerns, if the 

amendment were adopted, comprehensive reporting requirements proposed in SB 595 would be even more 

necessary to protect low-income consumers.  
9 Conn. Public Util. Regulatory Authority, Docket No. 06-10-22. 
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SB 595 

Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports 

Finance Committee 

2/23/2021 

Good afternoon Chair Kelley, Vice Chair Feldman, and members of the Finance Committee. 

My name is Rev. Linda Boyd, and I am representing the Maryland Episcopal Diocese.  The 

Diocese represents 108 parishes and over 45,000 parishioners.  The Maryland Episcopal 

Diocese supports SB 595. 

This Bill requires electric companies, gas companies, and specified electricity and gas suppliers 

to submit monthly reports to the Public Service Commission (PSC) on the supply of electricity 

and gas to their residential customers.   Data shows that third-party energy suppliers serving 

low-income families in Maryland on state energy assistance charge much higher electric and 

natural gas rates than the regulated utility rates.   This over-charge is often hidden by the third-

party energy suppliers using a low introductory rate.  However, data has shown that most of 

these energy suppliers increase their rates within the first 12 months to a rate in excess of rates 

charged by regulated utilities.  

This results in these low-income households paying approximately $340 million dollars more 

to third party energy electrical suppliers than they would have to regulated electrical suppliers 

for the period 2014 to 2018. For natural gas supply, the figure is approximately $225 million 

dollars more.  These households receive state energy assistance paid by the state.  Because of 

the excess billing, the customer and state are both being victimized.  State energy assistance 

that flowed to third-party suppliers was approximately $10 million dollars for the period 2014-

2018.    

Third party electrical and gas suppliers are targeting people on energy assistance and charging 

them a variable rate that is many times more than that charged by BG&E or Pepco. Many of 

our parishioners are recipients of energy assistance and are being over-charged.   This Bill will 

require reporting of amounts charged to low-income households on state energy assistance.  We 

need this reporting requirement to shine the light of day on this egregious practice of over-

charging these households and to prevent further victimization of households and the state. 

We respectfully ask for your support of bill SB0595. 



SB 595 Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Bill
Uploaded by: Bresnahan, Tammy
Position: FAV



 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

SB 595 Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information – Reports 

SUPPORT 

Senate Finance Committee 

February 23rd, 2021 

 

Good Afternoon Chairman Kelley and Members of the Senate Finance Committee.  I am Peltier, 

I am also a volunteer for AARP MD. As you know, AARP Maryland is one of the largest 

membership-based organizations in the Free State, encompassing almost 900,000 members.  

AARP MD overwhelmingly supports SB 595 Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing 

Information – Reports and we thank Senator Washington for sponsoring this important 

legislation.  

 

AARP is a nonpartisan, nonprofit, nationwide organization that helps people turn their goals and 

dreams into real possibilities, strengthens communities and fights for the issues that matter most 

to families such as healthcare, employment and income security, retirement planning, affordable 

utilities and protection from financial abuse. 

 

AARP MD supports SB 595 which requires electric companies, gas companies, and electricity 

and gas suppliers to submit monthly reports to the Public Service Commission (PSC) on the 

supply of electricity and gas to their residential customers. The first report must be submitted no 

later than July 1, 2021, and must contain information for the previous 12 months.  The PSC must 

make each report available to the Office of People’s Counsel (OPC) and the Office of Home 

Energy Programs (OHEP) in the Department of Human Services. OHEP must use the reports to 

analyze information relating to low-income customers – those receiving energy assistance 

benefits from OHEP. The PSC, in consultation with OHEP, must provide a related overview 

report to the General Assembly each year and publish the report on its website. 

 

The 1999 Electric Choice Act was passed by the General Assembly and signed by then Governor 

Parris Glendenning. It was heavily lobbied by big energy. They lobbied and testified that 

“Deregulation” would provide economic benefits for ALL customer classes. After 20 years, 

what we know, after an introductory rate what we call a “teaser rate” most energy supplier rates 

are significantly higher than if a customer stayed with the regulated supplier like BGE, PEPCO 

or Delmarva.  

 

You get those calls, I get those calls, you get the mailers, I get the mailers, you get the knock on 

the door, and I get the knock on the door. They are in kiosks in malls, Costco, and even outside 

the Department of Social Services. Calls and solicitations like I received on Friday. “You have 

been over charged by your “Third Party Supplier”, we have $100 rebate check waiting for you, 
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press one (1) to get the details.”  Third-party electric suppliers rely on predatory sales tactics to 

trick folks into unwittingly signing up for contracts. Your constituents – especially those who are 

low-income, elderly, use English as a second language, and other vulnerable populations – are 

getting ripped off by these third-party suppliers which often charge significantly higher rates 

than the electric utility default service. Enough is enough. We’ve heard it all – aggressive 

marketing tactics on our own doorsteps, harassing telemarketing calls laced with lies, utility 

company impersonation, slamming, and more. The time has come to determine if electric choice 

is an economic win or an economic burden.   

 

SB 595 once implemented, will indicate whether or not low income, the elderly and 

neighborhoods of color are targeted by third party suppliers. Reporting will also indicate that 

once a customer switches to a third party supplier, if those introductory rates increase after the 

introductory offer expires. The data will also give us information on natural gas, which we 

estimate that if a customer chooses a third party supplier, pay more than double than if they 

would have stayed with the regulated utility.   

 

We respectfully ask the Senate Finance Committee for a favorable report on SB 595 Residential 

Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information--Reports. If you have questions, please contact 

Tammy Bresnahan at tbresnahan@aarp.org or by calling 410-302-8451.   

 

mailto:tbresnahan@aarp.org
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STATE OF MARYLAND 

OFFICE OF PEOPLE’S COUNSEL 

David S. Lapp, Acting People’s Counsel 

6 St. Paul Street, Suite 2102 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 

410-767-8150; 800-207-4055 

www.opc.maryland.gov 

 

BILL NO.:   Senate Bill 595 

    Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing  

    Information – Reports 

 

COMMITTEE:  Finance 

 

HEARING DATE:  February 23, 2021 

 

SPONSOR:   Senator Washington 

 

POSITION:   SUPPORT 

 

************************************************************************ 

 

 The Office of People’s Counsel (OPC) supports Senate Bill 595.  The bill requires 

gas and electric utilities and suppliers to report data and the Public Service Commission 

(PSC) to publish reports on the relative costs of electricity supply options.  This information 

will be beneficial to customers considering their supply options. 

 

Senate Bill 595 requires electric and gas utilities, as well as energy suppliers that 

bill residential customers, to submit monthly reports to the PSC using information in their 

billing systems.  The initial report must contain information for the previous 12 months.  

The reported information is only required for residential customer data and will include 

aggregated information regarding customers receiving energy assistance.  The reports must 

be made available to OPC and the Office of Home Energy (OHEP) programs.  OHEP must 

use the reports to analyze information related to low-income customers receiving OHEP 

energy assistance. 

 

The reports required under SB 595 will benefit consumers and promote the PSC’s 

oversight of the retail electricity market.  The bill includes an annual reporting requirement 

for the PSC to report to the General Assembly and a requirement for the PSC to publish on 

its website the information on supply options that is reported to the PSC under the bill.  

These annual reports will provide information for consumers on their supply options.  

 

http://www.opc.maryland.gov/


Office of People’s Counsel Testimony on SB595 

February 23, 2021 

Page 2 of 2 

 

OPC understands that amendments from the bill sponsor will require the PSC’s 

report to compare products that are similar or identify material differences between 

products.  These amendments will enhance the value of the information that the bill makes 

available to customers; the amendment benefits both customers and retail suppliers that 

want to compete on the merits of their offerings. 

 

 Recommendation: The Office of People’s Counsel respectfully requests a 

FAVORABLE REPORT on Senate Bill 595. 
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FAVORABLE 
Senate Finance Committee. February 23, 2021 

SB595 Energy Supplier Reporting 
Laurel Peltier. - Energy Supplier Reform Coalition 

 
Data is Fiscally Responsible. Data are Facts.  
 
SB585 is a fiscally responsible and smart legislation to confirm that hard earned 
rate payer, taxpayer and state proceeds’ funds are doing what they’re supposed to 
be doing: paying down Office of Home Energy Programs (OHEP) energy assistance 
recipient home energy bills. 
  
Today, Maryland does not report pricing levels for deregulated residential 
accounts. Both the PSC and the General Assembly have been asked multiple times.  
 
Though Maryland doesn’t report what these deregulated third-party supplier 
households are paying, Maryland does grant free financial funds to around 30,000 
of the 100,000 very low-income energy OHEP assistance households every year.  
 
Mountains of concrete evidence, both public data and consumer billing data, 
confirm that these very low-income OHEP (~$16,000 per year) households are 
paying significant premiums to switch to deregulated supply.  
 
Does that make financial sense for Maryland to grant an estimated $15,000,000 to 
deregulated energy assistance households and it is highly probable that some, or 



most, of those granted funds were applied to super-inflated utility bills? Bills that 
were $650 higher because the account was on an out-of-state-owned deregulated 
supplier?  No.  
 
That key question is being asked by a coalition that help this target every day: 
AARP Maryland, GEDCO, Fuel Fund, Interfaith Power & Light, NCLC, and many 
others. 
 
Why would Maryland not verify this data?  
 
If this was your own money, few would give away money and not know where it 
goes?  
 
Here’s a hypothetical.  
 
Each year you help and pay $500 for your mom’s medication. Meds that are quite 
important to her health. Every year you write a $500 check in January because it’s 
the right thing to do to help her out.  Your mom then calls in August and shares 
that she was buying expensive brand name drugs. She’s not sure how this 
happened, but now she had no more money for medications.  
 
That free $500 grant that you gave her had a purpose – to buy essential 
medications. Your $500 grant was not intended to be sent to pharmaceutical 
companies to pay for ads, coupons and higher profits. That $500 grant was given 
to help her with an essential need, to help pay for her medication, and she now 



has to scramble to find the cash to buy drugs for the balance of the year.  She’s 
now going to apply to a non-profit called the ‘Rx Fund’ for supplementary grants. 
She may apply at her church and get a grant for $100; every little bit helps.  
 
She should have known better, but she was unaware that when she went to the 
discount Rx plan, it was a variable rate contract and moved from generic drugs to 
brand name drugs in month 4. A nice guy came to her door and sold her the Rx 
Plan. She thinks he told her that she would save on her meds. He kept coming back 
to her house every day. 
 
Your mom is busy and doesn’t really know the details. She’s 70 and lives off Social 
Security, about $1,400 a month, in Baltimore County. Her rent is $800, and her 
BGE bill is a surprising $2,000 a year. Your whole family pitches in to help; she goes 
to the church food pantry, siblings give her extra cash, and help her fill out OHEP 
energy assistance applications. She worked her whole life as a cook, she just didn’t 
earn much. Now she’s retired and lived off Social Security.  
 
If you had a report, or an email, or even a receipt that showed she purchased 
brand name drugs, you probably would make sure the Rx was changed to generic. 
$500 is a lot of money for anyone. The crux of the problem was lack of 
information, lack or reporting. In the absence of data, problems go undetected.  
 
This story above is exactly what Maryland is doing with deregulated households 
receiving energy assistance grants.  It doesn’t make fiduciary sense. No reasonable 



party would give away money with an intended purpose and not ask if was being 
responsibly spent.  
 
Meds and home energy aren’t consumer products. They are both essential.  
 
Like regulated home energy supply, deregulated energy supply is an essential 
service. This week, Texans know exactly that home energy is not a consumer 
product, it’s not a mobile phone, a music subscription, or a streaming service.   
 
Home energy is water, food, shelter and heat. No one can cash in non-energy 
incentives and pay a utility bill at the local check cashing site.  
 
In the US, Baltimore has the highest energy burdens for low-income families 
according to the American Council for an Energy-Efficient Economy. Their report, 
which Baltimore is ranked #1, is sobering on many levels. This report was noticed 
by a reporter who visited us all at the Fuel Fund and CARES. Darlene’s story is very 
common. That story is attached.  
 
Twenty-six percent of Maryland’s income-eligible households (~100,000), whose 
profile is the same as the story above, access Maryland Office of Home Energy 
grants every year. These energy assistance funds are generated by a combo of 
funding: rate payer surcharges, federal taxpayer funds, and a portion of the 
Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiate (RGGI) proceeds and others.   
 



Roughly 30% of these households are on deregulated supply. For our Abell Report 
which focused on Baltimore City, 55% were on deregulated supply. In 2018 they 
paid $500 more for Retail Choice, and it’s now grown to $650. Only a few 
households of the 110 BGE bills collected were paying the same as BGE. Two paid 
less. The other 100 or so paid significant premiums.   
 
And these households are the last in our state that should face premiums for 
home energy.   
 
Here’s what Maryland DOES NOT know: 
 

• How much of the OHEP budget goes to inflated utility bills, what’s wasted? 
Less to go around. 

 

• The electricity pricing levels households on deregulated energy pay from 
actual bills. (Dept of Energy 861 reports by state by supplier. Attached. ) 

 

• The natural gas pricing levels households on deregulated energy pay. 
 

• Do non-low-income deregulated accounts pay more or less versus low-
income OHEP-coded accounts like other deregulated states’ accounts do? 

 

• What percentage of Turn-Offs accounts are on deregulated supply and what 
were premiums? (not asked in SB595) 



 

• Where do these deregulated households reside? Are they concentrated in 
low-income areas like the PSC zip code reporting reveals? (not asked in 
SB595) 

 

• The variable rates that all suppliers embed in contracts except Constellation 
and Liberty Power. (not asked in SB595) 

 

• How many OHEP accounts are on 3rd-party supply? 8903 reporting is by 
quarter and people go on and off OHEP. (not asked in SB595) 

 
Here’s what we DO KNOW: 
Data is added as appendix 
The initial/promotional rates that supplier enroll customers PSC shopping site 
How many homes are deregulated electric supply: 415,000 – 18% 
How many homes are deregulated electric supply: 200,000 – 20% 
The number of complaints and what companies. PSC web site.  
The number of OHEP coded accounts on deregulated supply by utility by quarter. 
8903 
The zip codes and number of suppliers selling door-to-door. PSC report.  
Dept of Energy 861 data that reveals Maryland households have spent $430 
million more electricity since 2014.  
We know that most suppliers charge a significant premium to SOS  
 



Thank you for voting SB595 out of the Senate Finance Committee.  
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 February 23, 2021      112 West Street 
         Annapolis, MD 21401 
         410-269-7115 

 
Senate Bill 595 

 Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information--Reports 
  
Senate Bill 595 requires electric and gas companies to submit to the Public Service Commission 
(PSC) beginning July 1, 2021, monthly reports containing detailed billing information on the 
supply of electricity and gas to residential customers, differentiating between low-income 
customers and all other customers.    
 
A low-income customer as defined in the bill means an electric or gas customer who receives 
energy assistance from the Office of Home Energy Programs (OHEP) in the Department of Human 
Services. To receive energy assistance in Maryland a customer’s annual income must be at or 
below 175% of the federal poverty level. Pepco and Delmarva Power support transparency in 
pricing and contract terms and note that COMAR includes provisions dedicated to consumer 
protection. However, Pepco and Delmarva Power would like to clarify that this bill only obligates 
electric companies to provide data for Standard Offer of Service (SOS) Customers. Electric 
utilities have access to SOS Customers who receive assistance from OHEP and could provide this 
data to the Commission on a monthly basis. 
 
Third-party suppliers serving in the Pepco and Delmarva Power service territories provide us with 
what we term “bill ready” information.  This means that a third-party supplier provides Pepco and 
Delmarva Power with only the information necessary to bill a customer and does not provide the 
rate at which it has contracted with a customer.  Accordingly, any information sought in Senate 
Bill 595 for customers served by third-party suppliers should be provided by third-party suppliers, 
not electric companies.    
 
Proposed amendments to address these items are attached.  
 
 
Contact: 
Katie Lanzarotto       Ivan K. Lanier 
Senior Legislative Specialist      State Affairs Manager  
202-428-1309        202-428-1288 
Kathryn.lanzarotto@exeloncorp.com     Ivan.Lanier@pepco.com 

mailto:Kathryn.lanzarotto@exeloncorp.com
mailto:Ivan.Lanier@pepco.com


 
SB 595 Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information – Reports  

Proposed Amendments: 
 

Page 2, Line 7, after “BEGINNING  JULY  1, 2021,” insert “SUBJECT TO PARAGRAPH (2),” 

Page 2, after Line 14, insert “(2) IN REPORTS REQUIRED UNDER THIS SECTION, A PUBLIC 
SERVICE COMPANY SHALL ONLY INCLUDE INFORMATION FOR CUSTOMERS 
SUPPLIED BY THE ELECTRICITY STANDARD OFFER SERVICE OR UTILITY-
PROCURED GAS.” 

Page 2, Line 15, change “2” to “3”. 
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TESTIMONY IN SUPPORT OF SB595   

Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports 
Finance Committee 
February 23, 2021   

 
Dear Madame Chair, Vice Chair Feldman and members of the Committee, 

I respectfully ask all of you today for your support of SB595, which would require 

electric and gas utilities to report to the Public Service Commission average deregulated 

electricity and gas supplier rates paid by customers.  Most states require this reporting, 

Maryland does not.  This data is needed for several reasons: 

 

Higher Residential Electricity Costs: 

 

A November 2018 Office of the People’s Counsel report and a December 2018 Abell 

Foundation report documented that most customers who switched to a third-party 

electricity supplier, ended up paying more than if they would have stayed with their 

Standard Offer Service (regulated) utility company.    In fact the Abel foundation report 

found that Maryland households on third-party supply, paid roughly $255 million more 

from 2014 to 2017, than if they had been on their utility’s Standard Offer Service.  (Third 

Party Suppliers of Renewable Energy were excluded from these calculations) 

 

No Official Data Compilation Has Been Done: 

 

Neither the Public Service Commission nor any other government agency routinely 

collects data and uses it to assess whether the energy market is functioning to benefit all 

classes of consumers, as was the intent of the 1999 Electric Customer Choice and 

Competition Act.  Large commercial customers who have the resources to navigate the 

dozens of third party suppliers and are able to request bids, typically are benefiting from 

lower costs.  But that is not true for the residential market.  In 2017, well over 90% of 

households on third-party supply experienced higher costs regardless of the fact that 

there were dozens of suppliers to choose from.  

 



Disproportionately Harms Low-Income Households: 

 

There is ample evidence that low-income households are disproportionately harmed by 

third-party supply options and that their electricity costs are far higher than Standard 

Offer Service.  This has been well documented in other States (NY, CT, MA, IL) that 

have collected the data and done the evaluations SB595 would provide.  Ironically, this 

also means that much of the energy assistance from rate payers and private sources 

meant to reduce the burden of energy bills for low-income households, ends up going to 

pay for these out-of-state, higher third-party costs.  It is absurd, that no Maryland 

agency compiles data on how much energy assistance is actually fulfilling its purpose to 

reduce energy burdens for low-income households, and how much is simply being eaten 

up to pay for these higher third-party costs.  

 

MA, CT and NY, where data is available, have released reports that make clear that low-

income households are not only paying higher rates than residential customers as a 

whole, but that low-income households are disproportionately enrolled with third-party 

energy suppliers.   

 

In Conclusion: 

 

An assessment of the state of the residential retail energy market in Maryland is needed, 

and now is the time.  The existing data raises serious concerns, particularly for low-

income households served by energy suppliers.  SB595 would give us the data and 

reporting needed to analyze and fix this so that third-party supply would work to lower 

costs for low-income households, not raise it.   SB595 would provide the data to help us 

understand what actual rates are charged and how these retail plans are established and 

billed.  This information is needed to put necessary reforms in place that ensure the 

residential energy market functions to benefit all classes of customers and that we meet 

the end-goal of the Electric Choice Act.   

 

Thank you and I ask for a favorable report on SB595.   

 

In Partnership, 

 
Senator Mary Washington, District 43 

  

 



SB0595-893923-01 AMMENDMENT.pdf
Uploaded by: Washington, Mary
Position: FWA



  

 

 

 

*/893923/1* AMENDMENTS 

PREPARED 

BY THE 

DEPT. OF LEGISLATIVE 

SERVICES 

 
 

19 FEB 21 

12:51:28 

 

 

 

AMENDMENT TO SENATE BILL 595  

(First Reading File Bill)  

 

 On page 3, in line 11, after “SUPPLIER” insert “THAT: 

 

    1. IS ORGANIZED IN A MANNER THAT COMPARES 

SIMILAR SUPPLY SERVICES WITH ONE ANOTHER, SUCH AS COMPARING: 

 

    A.  STANDARD OFFER SERVICE WITH SERVICE THAT 

MEETS THE MINIMUM RENEWABLE ENERGY PORTFOLIO STANDARD 

REQUIREMENTS; OR 

 

    B. SERVICE COMPOSED ENTIRELY OF RENEWABLE 

ENERGY WITH ANOTHER SERVICE COMPOSED ENTIRELY OF RENEWABLE 

ENERGY; OR 

 

    2. IDENTIFIES MATERIAL DIFFERENCES IN SUPPLY 

SERVICES OR SUPPLY SERVICE PACKAGES”. 

 

 

SB0595/893923/1    

 

 

BY:     Senator Washington  

(To be offered in the Finance Committee)   
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 8614 Westwood Center Drive 

Suite 100 

Vienna, VA 22182-2260 

703.333.3900 

WGLEnergy.com 

Senate Finance Committee 

February 19, 2021 

 

Senate Bill SB0595 – Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports 

 

POSITION: UNFAVORABLE REPORT 

 

Thank you, Chairman Kelley and members of the Senate Finance Committee, for the 

opportunity to comment on SB0595.  

 

WGL Energy is a retail supplier with customers across multiple jurisdictions and strongly 

believes in the functionality of competitive electricity and natural gas markets.  

 

This bill requires retail energy suppliers to submit monthly reports to the PSC regarding 

detailed electric and natural gas residential customer billing information on low-income and 

non-low income customers. Such information includes total kilowatt–hours or therms billed, 

total dollar amount billed, and total number of customers billed. WGL Energy opposes the bill 

for the following reasons outlined below.   

 

Aggregate competitive supply prices cannot be directly evaluated against utility SOS prices. 

Competitive supply products and utility default service products are fundamentally different 

products and cannot be directly compared. SOS prices do not include all the services and 

related costs that a competitive retail supplier’s price includes. The intention of this bill makes 

it inappropriate to simply try and compare two numbers and make state-wide policy decisions. 

This must be avoided. 

 

Comparing competitive supply prices to SOS prices is apples to oranges. To provide an 

example, at WGL Energy all of our residential customers are supplied by 5% extra wind (in 

addition to the legal RPS percentage requirement), so even our basic product is considered a 

“premium environmental” product and can be viewed more favorably than SOS. 

 

Additionally, many of our residential customers choose price protection products having 1 or 

2-year contract terms. Commodity risk from SOS or utility-procured gas cannot be removed, 

so this price-certainty from WGL Energy helps households budget for their energy needs. 

 

Therefore, how can one reasonably compare products on just price when all these variables 

are present in the market?   
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Policymakers and regulators have made significant improvements to the customer shopping 

experience as well as increasing pricing transparency, as discussed below.  

 

Last year, user-friendly electric and gas shopping websites endorsed and administered by the 

PSC were created. These standalone sites publicly disclose all types of supply offerings and 

also display the PTC.1  

 

It is important to note these streamlined sites did not previously exist. Customers are able to 

find various supplier offers that align with their desire for price stability through long term 

fixed price offers, environmentally supportive supply offers, energy efficiency measures 

aimed at reducing a customers’ overall bill – like Nest thermostats, rewards programs that are 

included with a supply offer, or projected savings relative to the utility SOS rate, and more. 

All of these offers are available today in the market. And the central resource of information 

to learn about energy choice, compare publicly listed supply offers to the PTC, and to shop, 

are effectively housed in the newly PSC endorsed shopping websites. 

 

Therefore, rather than produce billing information reports that inaccurately compare 

fundamentally different products that will lead to misguided conclusions, WGL Energy 

supports a consumer education marketing campaign on energy choice. In parallel with this 

effort, requiring utility communication and education messages via bill inserts to point 

customers to the PSC shopping websites where customers can shop with confidence. 

 

Because of the concerns noted above, we respectfully ask the Committee for an unfavorable 

report of SB0595. We would be happy to answer any additional questions and thank you for 

your consideration. 

 

 

Antonio Soruco, State Regulatory & Legislative Affairs Manager  

P 703.287.9468  |  M 571.612.9802  | Antonio.Soruco@wglenergy.com 

 

 

 

 
1 MD PSC Electric Shopping Website: https://www.mdelectricchoice.com/. MD PSC Gas shopping website: 
https://www.mdgaschoice.com/.  

mailto:Antonio.Soruco@wglenergy.com
https://www.mdelectricchoice.com/
https://www.mdgaschoice.com/
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Comments of the Retail Energy Supply Association 

Senate Finance Committee 
Hearing on SB0595 – February 23, 2021 

Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing 
Information – Reports 

 
Position - Oppose 

 

Thank you, Madam Chair, Mister Vice-Chair and members of the Committee, for the 
opportunity to provide comments on SB 595 by the Retail Energy Supply Association 
(RESA). RESA opposes SB 595 and respectfully requests that the Committee render an 
unfavorable report on this legislation.  

The purpose of this legislation requires electricity and natural gas suppliers to submit to 
the Public Service Commission monthly reports containing detailed billing information on 
the supply of electricity and natural gas to residential customers. The monthly report 
requires historical billing information, consumption volume and customer count data by 
low-income and non-low income customers. 

RESA is concerned that the information gathered by this legislation would not provide a 
useful comparison between shopping and non-shopping customers and could be used 
to draw misleading comparisons and conclusions. The proposed legislation requires that 
electricity or gas suppliers “that bills” customers for supply provide a monthly report. 
This may not be useful since most suppliers do not perform the billing, the local 
distribution companies perform this function. Additionally, the information “shall be 
organized by categories” low-income versus other than low-income. This is problematic 
since suppliers do not know which customers fall into which category. RESA is also 
concerned about the confidentiality of the requested data. Rather than directing the 
suppliers to provide the reports requested by this legislation, RESA recommends that 
the Commission and suppliers focus resources on efforts to enhance competition and 
customer education, enabling and empowering all customers to choose the best retail 
energy supply options to suit their needs. 
 
The data collected by these reports will no doubt be used to determine what customers 
paid for retail energy supply against amounts those customers would have paid for the 
utility’s default Standard Offer Service ("SOS"). However, competitive supply products  
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and utility default SOS products are fundamentally different products and cannot be 
directly compared. Absent a full unbundling, SOS prices reflect wholesale supply costs  
plus administratively-determined adders. SOS prices do not include all the services and 
related costs associated with the procurement of the commodity that a competitive 
retail supplier's price includes.  
 
This false comparison should be avoided. Moreover, price alone does not provide a full 
picture of the value of a supplier's offering. In today's market, more and more value-
added products and services are included in supplier offerings. A customer may select a 
long-term fixed price energy supply product to lock in their price, allowing them to 
budget their energy costs more effectively. At a single point in time, this fixed rate may 
be higher than the SOS rate, but this basic analysis does not recognize that this product 
can protect consumers from increases in rates charged by the utilities over the long 
term.  
 
Paying a premium for price certainty is not limited to the electric and natural 
gas markets. Comparing supplier fixed prices with periodically fluctuating utility SOS 
prices is like concluding that a customer with a 30-year, 4% fixed rate mortgage is 
overpaying if variable mortgage rates subsequently dip below 4%. Many mortgage 
customers choose a 30-year fixed rate mortgage even though the interest rate is 
typically higher than a variable rate product. There is a value associated with the 
customer selecting a fixed price product over a product with a rate that changes 
periodically, and that value would not be quantified or reflected in the requested data. 
 
Another customer may select a product that includes a smart thermostat or another 
energy efficiency product that allows them more control over their energy usage, 
enabling them to reduce their overall energy consumption. This customer may pay a 
higher volumetric rate for their energy, but by reducing their usage through energy 
efficiency means they can control and lower their overall energy bills. 
 
Yet another customer may choose a retail energy supply product that awards them 
cash back, rebates, grocery discounts or coupons, or other loyalty benefits that allow 
the customer to obtain discounted goods or services. These types of benefits have 
economic value to the customer as well but are not reflected in a cursory price 
comparison between supplier prices and SOS rates. Most importantly, these offers allow 
customers to make the choices that best suit their lifestyles and needs. 
 
A robust competitive market that is accessible by all Maryland customers will continue 
to innovate and develop more offerings like these to help customers more effectively 
manage their energy usage and energy costs. Measuring the success of the retail  
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market only by looking at price fails to adequately capture the true value of choice, 
convenience, and innovation. Educating customers on retail choice and the options  
available from the competitive market will empower customers to find and choose the 
best energy supply options to meet their needs. 
 
The proposed legislation needs to recognize that most suppliers in Maryland do not 
directly bill the customer. There is a program in place, often referred to as ‘Utility 
Consolidated Billing’ where the supplier passes along to the local distribution company 
its charges for the month which are then placed on the customers utility generated bill. 
The utility is then responsible for providing the customer with the bill and performing 
the credit and collection function to ensure timely payment. Since most suppliers do not 
send the customer a bill, it is unclear based on this proposed legislation if suppliers are 
even subject to compliance. 
 
This legislation requires that suppliers report the information organized by categories 
differentiating low-income versus other than low-income. This is problematic since 
suppliers do not know which customers fall into which category. Suppliers do not have 
access to this information and do not know which customers are low-income or not low-
income. This information is guarded data held by the local distribution companies and 
the state agencies that are responsible for providing energy assistance. Compliance 
with this section of the legislation will be impossible. 
 
RESA recommends that the Commission spend the time that would be allocated to 
collecting this data on advancing customer education and enhancing the competitive 
market to enable customers to shop and select the best energy supply products 
available to meet their individual needs. While the competitive market offers much more 
than lower prices, as discussed above, the competitive market is also where the lowest 
possible retail energy supply prices can be found. A report commissioned by RESA, and 
developed by Intelometry 1 reveals that Maryland electricity consumers could have 
saved in excess of $40 million in the month of January 2021 compared to the four 
Maryland utilities SOS prices if consumers chose those suppliers that had lower prices 
than the SOS rates.  There were on the average 39 electricity supply offerings below 
the SOS rate in January. 
 
Thus, for customers who want to shop based solely on lowest price, there are benefits 
in the market right now; yet, these customers generally appear unaware of them. A 
concerted and organized customer education effort would go a long way to informing  
 

 
1 A Houston, TX based company specializing in technology, data and consulting services organization that 
specializes in retail electricity and natural gas market operations. 
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customers about their right to choose their energy supplier and the products and 
services available to them in the marketplace today. 
 
Lastly, RESA is concerned about the manner in which competitively sensitive pricing 
information may be collected and disseminated as a part of this legislative initiative. 
Supplier pricing information is competitively sensitive and must be kept confidential. 
Confidentiality issues are best avoided by declining to direct suppliers to provide the 
data reports. In a competitive environment, the data as outlined in this legislation is so 
competitively sensitive, it would provide enough information for the competitors to 
figure out the pricing mechanisms of each other. 
 
For the reasons discussed above, RESA respectfully request that the committee render 
an unfavorable report on this legislation. 
 
Thank you for your attention and allowing RESA to provide these comments. 
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Senate Bill SB0595 – Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports 

 

POSITION: UNFAVORABLE REPORT 

 

Thank you, Chairman Kelley and members of the Senate Finance Committee, for the 

opportunity to comment on SB0595.  

 

WGL Energy is a retail supplier with customers across multiple jurisdictions and strongly 

believes in the functionality of competitive electricity and natural gas markets.  

 

This bill requires retail energy suppliers to submit monthly reports to the PSC regarding 

detailed electric and natural gas residential customer billing information on low-income and 

non-low income customers. Such information includes total kilowatt–hours or therms billed, 

total dollar amount billed, and total number of customers billed. WGL Energy opposes the bill 

for the following reasons outlined below.   

 

Aggregate competitive supply prices cannot be directly evaluated against utility SOS prices. 

Competitive supply products and utility default service products are fundamentally different 

products and cannot be directly compared. SOS prices do not include all the services and 

related costs that a competitive retail supplier’s price includes. The intention of this bill makes 

it inappropriate to simply try and compare two numbers and make state-wide policy decisions. 

This must be avoided. 

 

Comparing competitive supply prices to SOS prices is apples to oranges. To provide an 

example, at WGL Energy all of our residential customers are supplied by 5% extra wind (in 

addition to the legal RPS percentage requirement), so even our basic product is considered a 

“premium environmental” product and can be viewed more favorably than SOS. 

 

Additionally, many of our residential customers choose price protection products having 1 or 

2-year contract terms. Commodity risk from SOS or utility-procured gas cannot be removed, 

so this price-certainty from WGL Energy helps households budget for their energy needs. 

 

Therefore, how can one reasonably compare products on just price when all these variables 

are present in the market?   
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Policymakers and regulators have made significant improvements to the customer shopping 

experience as well as increasing pricing transparency, as discussed below.  

 

Last year, user-friendly electric and gas shopping websites endorsed and administered by the 

PSC were created. These standalone sites publicly disclose all types of supply offerings and 

also display the PTC.1  

 

It is important to note these streamlined sites did not previously exist. Customers are able to 

find various supplier offers that align with their desire for price stability through long term 

fixed price offers, environmentally supportive supply offers, energy efficiency measures 

aimed at reducing a customers’ overall bill – like Nest thermostats, rewards programs that are 

included with a supply offer, or projected savings relative to the utility SOS rate, and more. 

All of these offers are available today in the market. And the central resource of information 

to learn about energy choice, compare publicly listed supply offers to the PTC, and to shop, 

are effectively housed in the newly PSC endorsed shopping websites. 

 

Therefore, rather than produce billing information reports that inaccurately compare 

fundamentally different products that will lead to misguided conclusions, WGL Energy 

supports a consumer education marketing campaign on energy choice. In parallel with this 

effort, requiring utility communication and education messages via bill inserts to point 

customers to the PSC shopping websites where customers can shop with confidence. 

 

Because of the concerns noted above, we respectfully ask the Committee for an unfavorable 

report of SB0595. We would be happy to answer any additional questions and thank you for 

your consideration. 

 

 

Antonio Soruco, State Regulatory & Legislative Affairs Manager  

P 703.287.9468  |  M 571.612.9802  | Antonio.Soruco@wglenergy.com 

 

 

 

 
1 MD PSC Electric Shopping Website: https://www.mdelectricchoice.com/. MD PSC Gas shopping website: 
https://www.mdgaschoice.com/.  

mailto:Antonio.Soruco@wglenergy.com
https://www.mdelectricchoice.com/
https://www.mdgaschoice.com/
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SENATE BILL 595 – RESIDENTIAL ELECTRICITY AND GAS SUPPLY BILLING INFORMATION - 

REPORTS 

 

UNFAVORABLE 

 

SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE  

February 23, 2021 

 

NRG Energy, Inc. (“NRG”) submits these comments in opposition to SB 595 – Residential 

Electricity and Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports. 

 

NRG is a Fortune 500 company, delivering customer focused solutions for managing electricity, 

while enhancing energy choice and working towards a sustainable energy future. We put 

customers at the center of everything we do. We create value by generating electricity and 

serving more than 3 million residential and commercial customers through our portfolio of 

retail electricity brands – including here in Maryland, where NRG owns seven companies that 

are licensed by the Public Service Commission to serve retail customers.  

 

NRG opposes SB 595 for the simple reason that it ignores the fact that the energy supply 

market is competitive, and customers choose products and services and pricing plans from 

competitive retail suppliers based on a variety of factors, including most notably, the value of 

the offer to the customer.  

 

Offers available in the competitive market cannot easily be compared to the regulated standard 

offer service rate, which is procured according to a prescribed plan approved by the PSC and 

which is fundamentally different than any other product available in the competitive market. 

Simply put, no competitive suppliers offer customers a pricing option comparable to SOS, 

where electricity supply for 25% of non-shopping residential load is procured by the regulated 

utilities under two-year contracts twice annually, and where weighted average rates are 

determined for a summer period that runs from June 1 to Sept 30 and a non-summer period 

that runs from Oct 1 through May 31.  

 

These “SOS” rates fail to include all of the costs incurred by the regulated utilities to provide 

this service at retail to customers. They do not include costs like office rent, information 

technology, human resources, and various other administrative costs that all competitive retail 

supplier prices must include. As such, any comparisons to the resulting SOS rates are inherently 

flawed. Making such a comparison is like comparing apples and cucumbers.  

 

Moreover, competitive suppliers compete with each other to offer value to consumers, 

sometimes in the form of savings relative to the utility SOS rate, but more often in the form of 

some other benefit or value to the customer, be it renewable energy content, loyalty rewards – 

like airline miles or hotel points – energy efficiency measures aimed at reducing a customers’ 



NRG Energy, Inc.   2 

 

overall bill – like Nest thermostats – gift cards to local merchants, or by managing the risk of 

market fluctuations by providing price stability through longer term fixed prices. The data being 

sought by SB 595 ignores this fact and seeks to force a comparison of offers from the 

competitive market to the utility SOS rates. Such information is highly sensitive and with some 

analysis could be used to decipher pricing strategies and other proprietary business practices 

upon which suppliers compete. The information would be shared with multiple state agencies 

and reported to the general assembly and publicly on the PSC’s website. It is for these reasons 

that NRG opposes SB 595.  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to share our perspective on SB 595 and for the above reasons 

NRG urges the Committee give the bill an unfavorable report. 

 

 

 

NRG Energy, Inc. Contact Information 

Sarah Battisti, Director Government Affairs, NRG Energy, Inc., 804 Carnegie Center, Princeton, 

NJ 08540, 717-418-7290, sarah.battisti@nrg.com  

 

Leah Gibbons, Director Regulatory Affairs, NRG Energy, Inc., 3711 Market Street, Suite 1000 

Philadelphia, PA 19104, 301-509-1508, lgibbons@nrg.com  

 

John Fiastro, Fiastro Consulting, 1500 Dellsway Road, Towson, MD 21286, 443-416-3842, 

john@fiastroconsulting.com  

 

Brett Lininger, Old Line Government Affairs, 10 West Pennsylvania Ave., Suite 200, Baltimore, 

MD 21204, 443-527-4837, blininger@nemphosbraue.com  

 

Joe Miedusiewski, Old Line Government Affairs, 10 West Pennsylvania Ave., Suite 200, 

Baltimore, MD 21204, 410-321-4580, americanjoe@oldlinelobbying.com  
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SENATE BILL 595 
SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE  

 
UNFAVORABLE 

VISTRA 
  

Senate Finance Committee 
February 23, 2021  

 
Vistra respectfully submits this testimony in ​opposition to SB 595 – Residential Electricity 
and Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports​.  
 
Vistra is a premier, integrated, Fortune 275 energy company with operations in Maryland that 
focus on delivering an innovative, customer-centric approach to retail electricity.​1 
 
Vistra opposes SB 595 and would like to respectfully request this Committee to provide an 
unfavorable report on this legislation. While Vistra supports the general intent of the legislation, 
which is price transparency to consumers, the methodology SB 595 uses to achieve this goal and 
the comparison to the default rate is fundamentally flawed. 
 
Currently, Maryland does not support supplier consolidated billing; therefore, it appears that 
competitive electricity suppliers would not be subject to the legislation.​2​ As such, the legislation 
would compare an average annual rate charged by the utility against the specific Standard Offer 
Service rate at the time. A questionable data comparison at best. It should be further noted that 
regulated Standard Offer Service rate, which is procured according to a regulation, approved by 
the PSC -​ fundamentally different than any other product available in the competitive 
market​. Notably, electricity supply for 25% of non-shopping residential load is procured by the 
regulated utilities under two-year contracts twice annually, and rates are determined for a 
summer period that runs from June 1 to Sept 30 and a non-summer period that runs from Oct 1 
through May 31. 
 
Furthermore, if competitive retail electric suppliers were to be subject to the reporting rules put 
forth in SB 595, many suppliers have multiple rates for different customer segments providing 
different value propositions. SB 595 “butters” over those different value propositions to one 
average annual rate that is likely not representative of what any specific customer of that supplier 

1 ​The company brings its products and services to market in 20 states and the District of Columbia, including six of 
the seven competitive wholesale markets in the U.S. and markets in Canada and Japan, as well. Serving nearly 5 
million residential, commercial, and industrial retail customers with electricity and natural gas, Vistra is the largest 
competitive residential electricity provider in the country and offers over 50 renewable energy plans. The company 
is also the largest competitive power generator in the U.S. with a capacity of approximately 39,000 megawatts 
powered by a diverse portfolio, including natural gas, nuclear, solar, and battery energy storage facilities. In 
addition, the company is a large purchaser of wind power. The company is currently constructing a 
400-MW/1,600-MWh battery energy storage system in Moss Landing, California, which will be the largest of its 
kind in the world when it comes online.  
2 See (B)(1)(III) 

Colin Fitzsimmons | Vistra | colin.fitzsimmons@vistracorp.com | 717.817.1453 
Katie Nash | Energy Advocacy Maryland | katie@energyadvocacy.com | 301.524.9142 
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is actually paying. SB 595 seems to further suggest that low-income customers would be subject 
to this “average” annual rate, which does not necessarily follow from the data requested. The 
data analysis would furthermore be subject to a fundamentally flawed analysis in the comparison 
of average annual data to a specific Standard Offer Service rate.  
 
SB 595’s analysis of retail electric rates and comparison to the Standard Offer Service rate is the 
equivalent of averaging the private and public university tuition rates in Maryland, dividing into 
low-income and non-low-income student categories and then comparing to the 2021 Spring 
Semester In-State tuition for the University of Maryland – College Park and then making 
judgements on overall tuition affordability for all low-income Maryland college students off that 
comparison. Does that make sense? Of course not, but that is what SB 595 is attempting to do for 
retail electric service rates. 
 
Maryland lawmakers seeking additional information and/or data may find that Maryland’s 
utilities can provide data they are seeking. Additional work has been done to provide data online 
on the Public Service Commission websites. Additionally, the Federal Energy Information 
Agency has much of this information available publicly. These clarifications are important as we 
continue to work for affordable rates and exciting products and services for the energy offers in 
the state. 
 
Vistra would like to assure the members of the Senate Finance Committee that Maryland’s 
energy supply market is competitive and through competition saves all Marylanders money 
through lower rates.​3​ It is also important to note that shopping customers in Maryland select 
products, services, and pricing plans from competitive retail suppliers based on a variety of 
factors, not just price. Marylanders shop for renewable energy, low-risk fixed price contracts, 
and lower-cost value offers - among other reasons.  
 
While Vistra respects and shares the sponsor’s advocacy for consumers, this legislation would 
likely lead to flawed policy decisions based on fundamental flaws inherent in the legislation’s 
methodology.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to share our perspective on SB 595 and for the above reasons 
Vistra urges the Committee to give the bill an unfavorable report.  

3 ​RESA Maryland Market Savings Report 

Colin Fitzsimmons | Vistra | colin.fitzsimmons@vistracorp.com | 717.817.1453 
Katie Nash | Energy Advocacy Maryland | katie@energyadvocacy.com | 301.524.9142 
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February 19, 2021  
 

Chair Delores G. Kelley  
Senate Finance Committee  
3 East, Miller Senate Office Building 
Annapolis, MD 21401  
  
RE: UNFAVORABLE – SB 595 – Residential Electricity and Gas Supply Billing 
Information - Reports 
 
Dear Chair Kelley and Committee Members:  
 

The Maryland Public Service Commission opposes SB 595 – Residential Electricity and 
Gas Supply Billing Information - Reports. While this legislation is well intended, the 
Commission does not have authority from the Maryland General Assembly to regulate retail 
supplier offerings or pricing. Therefore, the objective of the data collection and reporting is 
unclear.  
 

In addition, it is questionable whether the Commission will be able to comply with the 
requirements of the legislation. Each monthly report to the Commission that will form the basis 
of our analysis and report to the General Assembly must contain, broken down by electricity or 
gas supplier and categorized by income, the total (1) kilowatt-hours or therms billed; (2) dollar 
amount billed; and (3) number of customers billed. The Commission will need to obtain 
information possessed by the Department of Human Services Office of Home Energy Programs, 
as well utilities and certain suppliers.  

 
Currently in Maryland, most suppliers use utility consolidated billing; the utility bills the 

customer and remits payment to the supplier. Few suppliers use dual billing (when the supplier 
bills their own charges, and the utility bills only for distribution).1 Therefore, few if any retail 
suppliers would be subject to the legislation and reporting requirements. The majority of the 
reporting requirements would fall on the utilities, which possess information regarding Standard 
Offer Service that is already publicly available and therefore does not require legislation. It is 
unknown whether the utilities can provide usage, price, and customer data broken down by retail 
electricity or gas supplier. In fact, my understanding is that not all utilities will be able to provide 
retail supplier price information.    

 

                                                 
1 The Commission is currently considering Supplier Consolidated Billing in Rulemaking 70. 
Hearings will take place on February 22-23, 2021.  
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The Commission created new gas and electric energy choice websites in 2020, which 
provide transparency for policymakers and the public about licensed suppliers and all of the 
details of their current offers, including prices and other terms such as fixed and variable rates, as 
well as renewable offerings. The Federal Energy Information Agency also publishes supplier 
pricing data on its website.  
 

Thank you for the Committee’s consideration.  For the above reasons, I urge the 
Committee to give the bill an unfavorable report.  Please contact Lisa Smith, Director of 
Legislative Affairs, at 410-336-6288 if you have any questions.   
 

Sincerely,  

 
Jason M. Stanek  
Chairman  


