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Th energy storage trade associations submit the following comments on the Final Draft
Working Group report for consideration by the Maryland Energy Storage Working Group.
These organizations collectively include the American Clean Power Association (“ACP”),
MAREC Action (informally, “Mid-Atlantic Renewable Energy Coalition”) and the Solar Energy
Industries Association (“SEIA”).

The American Clean Power Association (ACP) is the leading voice of today’s multi-tech clean
energy industry, representing over 800 energy storage, wind, utility-scale solar, clean
hydrogen and transmission companies. ACP is committed to meeting America’s national
security, economic and climate goals with fast-growing, low-cost, and reliable domestic power.

MAREC Action is a coalition of over 50 utility-scale solar, wind, and battery storage developers
and manufacturers dedicated to the growth and development of clean energy across the PIM
grid region.

The Solar Energy Industries Association (SEIA) is an independent 501(c)(4) nonprofit trade
association for the solar and storage industry in the United States. SEIA works with its 1,200
member companies and other strategic partners to fight for policies that create jobs in every
community and shape fair market rules that promote competition and the growth of reliable,
low-cost solar power and energy storage.

General Comments

The working group should add the following recommendations to the Commission in the cover
letter to the report:

1. Authorize the completion of a benefit-cost analysis for all size categories of energy
storage in Maryland, which would inform program design, and set clear timelines for the
completion of the study consistent with the goals in H.B. 910.

2. Schedule Commission-led public workshops with PJM to identify how MESI program
design can maximize reliability benefits, reduce wholesale costs for MD customers, and
facilitate the orderly retirement of existing fossil generation.



3. Open a Commission proceeding to set firm targets by utility and size class and clarify
authorized budgets or spending and cost recovery mechanisms.

4. Direct the utilities to file proposed programs for procurements of transmission-
connected ESS resources and FTM-distribution connected resources to begin in 2025.

The industry wants to highlight that storage is a critical capacity resource that can support
reliability in Maryland. In fact, storage is the only resource in the PJM queue today that has the
capacity accreditation value to put a dent in replacing retiring resources. (Note that solar
effective load carrying capability (ELCC) has decreased significantly in PJM’s recent analysis
and is 8-13% for 2026-27 capacity auction, compared to 57% for 4-hour storage.
https://www.pjm.com/planning/resource-adeguacy-planning/effective-load-carrying-capability )

Seventeen storage projects are active in the PJM queue in the expedited Fast Lane, Transition
Cycle 1, or Transition Cycle 2 process with a maximum facility output (MFO) of 2,550
megawatts (MW), or the MW capacity equivalent of 1,627 MW. There are an additional seven
projects listed as solar; storage with 1,176 MFO and 921 MW Capacity. This number includes
all interconnection requests in Maryland that are in AH1 or prior and listed as Active, Under
Construction, Engineering & Procurement, Partially in Service — Under Construction, or
Suspended. While the Associations recognize that there will be attrition among these projects,
the full list is included for reference. Data Downloaded August 20, 2024.
https://www.pjm.com/planning/service-requests/serial-service-request-status

According to PJM’s schedule, these projects could be signing interconnection agreements
as soon as the end of this year for Fast Lane, end of 2025 for Transition Cycle 1, and end
of 2026 for Transition Cycle 2. (Note: Per the Cycle Timeline noted on PJM’s Planning
website https://www.pjm.com/planning) in order for these projects to continue development
and come online, there must be a viable market mechanism and procurement process
must start to take place in 2025, so these projects do not withdraw.

Maryland through TC2 (AH1 and prior)

Number of projects|MFO MW Capacity
Solar 50 2,710.6 1,312.2
Storage 17 2,550.5 1,627.0
Solar; Storage 7 1,176.0 921.3
Natural Gas 0 - -
Wind 1 80.0 11.8
Hydro 1 15.0 15.0
Total 74 6,532.2 3,887.3

Cost benefit analysis



https://www.pjm.com/planning/resource-adequacy-planning/effective-load-carrying-capability
https://www.pjm.com/planning)

To determine the appropriate level of compensation for energy storage resources under any
program design, the PSC should direct the MESI to hire a consultant to conduct an analysis to
determine the expected benefits that the resources will bring to the system and their expected
cost. This analysis should build on the work of the MD UBCA WG. The UBCA WG developed a
BCA framework, however, they were not charged with calculating compensation levels for
storage. We recommend that the Commission authorize funding for the MESI Manager to
retain a consultant to conduct a BCA study that leverages the UBCA framework. The BCA
would both estimate the consumer benefits of potential storage programs (e.g. peak reduction
grid services) and provide program design recommendations for maximizing value. Maryland
UBCA Framework for DERS - Work Group Report (nationalenergyscreeningproject.org)

Document Comments Related to FTM Transmission Connected Storage

Page 46 — Comment about Energy Storage Study

e The industry agrees with the statement recommending the Commission initiate an
official study that quantifies the minimum amounts, durations, and locations of storage
to support Maryland policy goals and a benefit-cost analysis of storage deployment.

e The industry would like to vet the inputs and assumptions of any analysis that is
procured. Two studies that we recommend Maryland consider for the full benefits-costs
of energy storage:

o State of lllinois study
o State of Massachusetts study

Page 53-56: Comment about Front of the Meter Transmission Connected Storage

e The industry supports incentivizing the development of FTM transmission connected
storage projects both through a full tolling procurement program as well as
performance-based incentive programs. It is our belief that the state will need both fully
contracted and fully merchant FTM, transmission connected energy storage assets to
achieve its energy storage targets. Energy storage assets in this category should be
able to participate in either a long-term contracting incentive program or a performance-
based incentive program, but not both.

e The full tolling procurement program should take the form of a long-term, fixed-price
contract (a tolling agreement) between energy storage device owners and the state-
chosen entity for 15-20 years.

e We would also ask the final working group report to also include the other two
procurement models discussed in the workgroup meeting — partial-toll agreements and
index-storage credit mechanism.

e The partial-toll agreement is an option for a long-term contract on the capacity
portion of the storage resource. Given PJM’s central capacity market structure,
this would be a financial contract only for an agreed upon price over a certain
period (e.g. 10-15 years). The offtaker would pay the storage owner a set price



https://uploads-ssl.webflow.com/665e6f7e8f49ea56f1d1fe37/66b63a37475811860f0718a8_Energy%20Study_FINAL_3.0.pdf
https://www.mass.gov/doc/state-of-charge-report/download

agreed upon during the solicitation, and in return the storage owner would
participate in the PIJM capacity market and return any capacity revenues back to
the offtaker. This partial-toll structure would lower risk to utility customers as it
would be for a lower price given it is for capacity only, and the developer would
own the energy and ancillary services product risk. The long-term contract for
capacity would provide the project with more financial security compared to being
solely a merchant project.

e The partial-toll model has worked well in other areas. For example, in California,
projects bid in their project and may have an option for a price as a full-toll,
another price as a partial-toll, or as a partial-toll with an energy hedge (or decide
to only bid for one contract type). The administrator can then evaluate the costs
and tradeoffs of these options and choose the best to fit their needs.

The industry supports FTM transmission connected energy storage inclusion in Phase I.

Pages 56-58: Utilities as Administrators of FTM Transmission Connected Energy Storage

e The industry is open to utilities as administrators but recommend that the Commission
establish clear and transparent selection criteria, require an independent evaluator to
monitor the procurement process, and ensure there is a clear oversight and
independence in the review if the proposed projects include utility-owned projects. For
example, in California utilities have a Procurement Review Group that includes
Commission staff, ratepayer advocates, and other independent entities like
environmental groups.

Page 58: Tolling Agreement Contract Length

e The industry supports a full tolling agreement between 15-20 years in length.

Page 64: Long Duration Energy Storage Inclusion

e The industry does not recommend setting a minimum Long-Duration Energy Storage
(LDES) target to remain neutral on the size and duration of storage across all market
segments. Instead, an alternative approach would be to ensure procurement efforts
extend beyond the initial Phase 1 target year of 2027. For instance, while a solicitation
may focus on 2027, it could also accept proposals for projects extending to 2030 or
2033. This would benefit LDES projects and support front-of-the-meter transmission-
connected storage that might be through the PJM interconnection queue but still
awaiting network upgrades. If procurement is limited to projects delivering by 2027,
those with commercial operation dates (CODSs) in the following years (e.g., 2028 or
2029) could face uncertainty about their financial viability. Extending the procurement



timeline would ensure these projects have the financial stability needed to continue
development and contribute to Maryland's goal of 3 GW of storage capacity.

Comments related to FTM distribution-connected storage

SEIA and several utilities are submitting a joint proposal to further flesh out what a utility-led
procurement program could look like for FTM distribution-connected storage for 2025-2026
while a grid-services based program is being developed. We recommend the approach
outlined in those comments as a way to launch programming in that size bucket while
continuing to move forward on a grid services program for FTM distribution-connected
programs and transmission-connected programs.

To support long-term robust program design for all distribution-connected projects, we believe
the following timeline is achievable for program designs in Phase | to help meet Maryland’s
energy storage targets by delivery year 2027:

1. Final quarter of 2024 — first half of 2025: Conduct a benefit-cost analysis for all
energy storage projects in Maryland (including BTM and transmission-connected
size classes).

2. July 1, 2025: Based on BCA analysis, implement a limited procurement program to
meet statutory obligations

3. Second half of 2025 and first half of 2026: Based on BCA and lessons learned in
procurement design process, develop program rules for tariff-based grid services
mechanism for distribution-connected resources, which could include riders to
address demand changes for energy storage projects. Determine appropriate level
for an initial deployment incentive based off 3rd party reports

4. July 2026: Lauch grid services/deployment incentive program for FTM distribution-
connected projects



