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é/ Executive Summary

(July 2017)

A Existing Capacity: Natural gas represents approximately 27 percent of the total installed
capacity in Maryland and Washington, D.C. while coal represents approximately 39
percent. This differs from PJM where natural gas and coal are relatively even at 35 and 34
percent respectively.

A Interconnection Requests: Natural gas represents more than 76 percent of new
interconnection requests in Maryland.

A Deactivations: Approximately 127 MW of capacity in Maryland retired in 2016. This
represents more than 32 percent of the 392 MW that retired RTO-wide in 2016.

A RTEP 2016: Maryland and Washington, D.C. RTEP 2016 projects total greater than $137
million in investment, all of which represents baseline projects.

A Load Forecast: Maryland and Washington, D.C. load growth is nearly flat, averaging
between -.1 and .5 percent per year over the next 10 years. This aligns with PIJIM RTO load
growth projections.
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é/ Executive Summary Cont.

(July 2017)

A 2020/21 Capacity Market: Compared to the PIM footprint, Mar yl andds ofdi st r i
generation, demand response and energy efficiency in both base and capacity
performance is similar. Washington, D.C. does not generate energy, but does contribute to
the capacity market through demand response and energy efficiency.

A 6/1/1471 5/31/17 Performance: Mar y|l and and Wa swerage gdilydacationd . C .
marginal prices were consistently above PJM average daily LMPs. Imported resources
represented 48 percent of generation produced in Maryland while nuclear averaged 23
percent. 100 percent of generation in District Columbia is imported.

A Emissions: 2016 carbon dioxide emissions in Maryland are slightly up from 2015, while
sulfur dioxides and nitrogen oxides continue to hold flat from 2015. All 2016 emissions in
Washington, D.C. hold flat from 2015.
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é/ Maryland & Washington, D.C. T Existing Installed Capacity
(MW submitted to eRPM, December 31, 201

Summary:
Waste, 109 MW

Naturafjas represents .

approximate®d percerf the Gas, 3,287 MW

total installed capacity in Maryland

while coal represents approximately Nuclear, 1,708 MW
39 percent.

Overall in PJM, natural gas and
coal are relatively eveBbat |

percenand34percent / |
respectively. /
/- 0il, 1,506 MW
/
Natural Gas  3,269.8 MW Coal, 4,694 MW Solar. 22 MW
Other Gas 17.3 MW Hy,dmr 292 MW
Wind, 28 MW
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! _ PIJM 1 Existing Installed Capacity

(MW submittedeBPMDecember 31, 2016)
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Waste, 922 MW
*@Gas, 63,347 MW

4

/ '\\ Nuclear, 33,932 MW
In PJM, natural gas and coal / \

make up nearly 70 percent total ; | \
installed capacity.

0il, 9,839 MW
Solar, 262 MW

Hydro, 8,358 MW
" Wind, 1,005 MW

Natural Gas 62,941 MW
Other Gas 405 MW Coal, 59,679 MW
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é/ Maryland and Washington, D.C. 1 Interconnection Requests

(Requested Capacity Rights, December 31, 2016)
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Maryland & Washington, D.C. T Interconnection Requests
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Maryland I Major New Generation
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4

WJ“‘M"M Maryland and Washington, D.C.i Progression History
e Interconnection Requests

(Requested Capacity Rights, 2004 - 2016)

2
[

5 o 3
o o ©
© Ul
e 3 N
K4 < <
2 s 2

In

5 ; : ; : Service
L ] o L] o] (o]
Applications Feasibility Impact Facilities Executed
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Following Final Agreement execution 4,602 MW of capacity withdrew from
PJM's interconnection process. Another 2,859 MW have executed agreements but were not in service as
of December 31, 2016 (Suspended or Under Construction). Overall, 3% of requested capacity in Maryland

and Washington, D.C. reaches commercial operation.
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é/ Maryland and Washington, D.C.i 2016 Actual
Generatlon Deactlvatlons
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Maryland and Washington, D.C.T 2016 Projected
Generation Deactivations (peactivati

dvotifications Receive2l0h6)

e S WhtpainN, e it
S W Three Mile

p_4 7'
V4 - _—
Istand 7/ P E~xC O vy
\ LB, ¢ W
K'H toret o A & (is“/ (

Hunterstown g -
=y M E Delta v 4 e PP

\ York E.Ci Peach Bottom /’ “ New Freedom

_-:;%;*7-."'—"_"—"—‘-’” ________________________________________________ . =N A’O\,‘;;J / /

MW Projected A Doas™ " Cotons Rock Ol
Unit : TO Zone
Capacity

Deactivation Date d . Bedington G edion ), AT B C

Iy

& % Salem. “Orchard
" ,’ B Zem | W
b\ Y \ ™ Riversde o Perryman, | HOPRTESK

. ) A N . oubs S0 gUnit 2™ B W

Crane 1* 190 BGE 55 Withdrawn s N eocma JOMWIRG ‘ A "\
y L -~ / Goob Brighton,
[ ES Vinchester . 4 A S

Crane 2* 195 BGE

54 Withdrawn ?»iiﬁiiquadow Brook Cre(egk\ PEPC O\

) — g Waugh\éﬁipel i
Front Royal PqusantViév,L _ "\}" 1 ; \ /
. - Loudoun . " d "N\ e 7’&«‘ {3 i ( L
Crane GT* 14 BGE 50 Withdrawn (NS & T\
v W LY . Ox J: Burches Hi{l-’ 1 Nt
Summary: / | ~ Spossimpoint \ ghFon JEEEE ] Worcester
? \ J | r ! . 19 Lol ’; County Landfil
) . | S o ‘\Z‘ ‘ I'%:.i ¢ cﬁrj \ _ '\I'\?“: \, - - S
A Cranaunits 1, 2 and GT submitted a Valley f (. RoF\D o &f
. . . Lo Spotsylvania \ghanceyor AR Ay off
4 - ¥ e i i
deactivation notice then withtlrew P Y\ st N2\ &
North Anna’ U e e g SR 'y
N AT, % LY | PS5 oo S
A . [ ' Ladysmith i & Y I
23generating units across PJM L 8 Sy 7
announced their intent to deactivate, |

ny ,'g_,q et 2;}3;/??’

Y-lle
=
<
I
y
&

. e )
\ Ny, & Logf §
i i . Elmont e . & 5';5’5“

ranging in date from 2@20 A\ LS & 4
\ Oy - ey & Al
onN 0 TN e T oy

N 1 Chickahominyy 28 % i

i W e a L9

WWW.pjm.com

PIM©2017


http://www.pjm.com/
http://www.pjm.com/
http://www.pjm.com/

Planning
Transmission Infrastructure Analysis

PIM©2017



http://www.pjm.com/
http://www.pjm.com/
http://www.pjm.com/

é/ Maryland & Washington, D.C. 1T RTEP Baseline Projects
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