-----Original Message-----
From: kormosmj@pjm.com [mailto:kormosmj@pjm.com]
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2009 7:22 PM
To: Doug.Kaplan@SugarloafConservancy.org
Cc: boston@pjm.com; tromine@psc.state.md.us; fbender@psc.state.md.us; duanev@pjm.com; foleyp@pjm.com
Subject: RE: Reply requested
Mr. Kaplan:

 

            I am in receipt of your response to me dated February 15, 2009, as well as your follow up email dated February 27, 2009.  At this point, my initial February 13, 2009 response to your inquiries has not changed, however, I wish to make clear that I do not agree with the assertions made in your February 27th email.  As I  stated, PJM continues to review this technology and we remain open to reconsidering our position should the facts change significantly to indicate that a study may be warranted.

 

Thank you,

Mike Kormos
From: Doug Kaplan [Doug.Sugarloaf@comcast.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 15, 2009 2:01 PM
To: 'kormosmj@pjm.com'
Cc: Peggy Kaplan (E-mail); Frank Bender (E-mail)
Subject: Reply requested

Dear Mr. Kormas:
 

Thank you for your response to my inquiry.   With all due respect I must take exception to the reasons given to not even take a seriously look at HVDC technology.  The following is our response to your comments:

 

(PJM)….the Amos to Kemptown project did not present any of the challenges that generally justify the use of HVDC technology such as where (i) two asynchronous systems are interconnected, (ii) large pockets of isolated generation must be delivered to distant load centers, (iii) short circuit currents need to be limited, or (iv) precise control of the flow across the line is required or the circuit will cross long distances underwater.  

 

Although many HVDC links in operation or planned fit one or more of the categories listed, the list is by no means exclusive. There are many examples of projects, which do not. Details of different HVDC applications can be found on different manufacturer's reference lists available on the Internet. Furthermore, there is no reason why HVDC be precluded from being used for other applications. Many such applications are in advanced planning stages today.


(i) asynchronous systems - Examples of HVDC systems in the US which interconnect stations operating in synchronism are the Pacific DC Intertie, Square Butte, CU, IPP, Cross Sound and Neptune. The proposed Mid Atlantic Power Pathway, Alberta N-S, PacNW-NoCal, TransWest Express, Chinook and Zephyr projects will also interconnect synchronous systems.

(ii) long distance isolated generation outlet - None of the examples given above fit this category, Some are long distance, some are for generation outlet, none are isolated and some are for relatively short distance.

(iii) short circuit current limitation - Although this is a beneficial attribute of HVDC transmission, very few projects if any have been built for this reason alone.

(iv) controllability or underwater cable crossing - Power flow control is an advantage of HVDC regardless of its application. High power transmission with moderately long or long underwater or underground cable sections are only physically possible with HVDC. Fewer less expensive cable cores are needed with HVDC (2) than with AC (3). Examples of HVDC systems used for underground cable transmission are on the island of Gotland, Directlink in Australia and Murraylink in Australia. Gotland connects synchronous stations and operates in parallel with ac overhead transmission. Directlink was initially operated asynchronously but has since been paralleled with synchronous ac transmission.

 

(PJM) : (i) the overall cost of the project is increased because HVDC is considerably more expensive due to the HVDC conversion equipment required; (ii) the size of the Kemptown, Midpoint and Amos substations would increase significantly due to the HVDC conversion equipment, thereby limiting future expansion capability of the site; and (iii) the use of HVDC technology limits the ability to tap the line to reinforce the underlying systems. 

 

(i) (i)                   Although the cost of the equipment is surely a factor, other considerations mitigate this point and is the reason that the only intelligent way to determine the cost for any given project is to conduct a study which includes siting costs.  Some of the mitigation considerations are the overall cost of the cable, less expensive land acquisition costs due to the ability to use existing ROW and future savings as HVDC is by far more efficient and require less maintenance costs such as mowing below the overhead lines. 

(ii) (ii)                 A HVDC Light converter station has a much smaller size than a classical converter station. Practically all HVDC Light equipment is contained in the building. In a classical converter station, the semiconductor valves are in the large building and the small building on the side is for the control and auxiliary systems.

(iii) (iii)                While it is true that additional converter stations would be required to tap the line, the overall “Fast-acting emergency control systems on HVDC transmission lines can further increase the stability and reliability of the power system as a whole.”

 

Finally, the inaccurate statements you have made clearly show why it is necessary to have someone who is knowledgably of the HVDC technology to conduct an independent study.  I suggest you review the letter from William M. Gasuman, Senior Vice President of Pepco Holdings, Inc. to your Chairman, W. Terry Boston.  A few of his points as to the benefits of HVDC technology are:

 

​Will substantially increase reliability
​Will increase market efficiency

​Will significantly increase the power flow potential across the line

​Will alleviate significant congestion

​Will reduce the project’s footprint

​Will minimize the environmental impacts

​Will facilitate the siting & construction

 

Please realize that unsubstantiated comments only show the lack of knowledge as to the current state of HVDC technology.  This is truly the technology for today and the future. It is our hope that PJM and Allegheny Energy will stop trying to invent reasons for not looking seriously at HVDC technology and as a regional authority act responsibly by commissioning an independent study as to the merits of using HVDC for the PATH project. 

 

Your comments would be welcomed.

Doug Kaplan

President

Sugarloaf Conservancy

www.sugarloafconservancy.org
www.nomoretowers.org
 

 

-----Original Message-----
From: kormosmj@pjm.com [mailto:kormosmj@pjm.com]
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2009 2:45 PM
To: Doug.Sugarloaf@comcast.net
Subject: FW: Reply requested
 

Dear Mr. Kaplan:

 

I understand that you are still inquiring into studying the merits of High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) technology for the PATH project.  Please accept our apologies for not directly replying to your question sooner.  We should have made it clear to you that PJM received your letter and, as an independent entity, considered your question.  PJM coordinated with Allegheny to respond to several inquiries, including yours, by letter dated January 15, 2009 (January 15 Letter) and signed by Mr. Michael Hosier.  

 

Let me take this opportunity to explicitly reiterate PJM’s response set forth in the January 15 Letter (at 2) on this topic.  Specifically, as part of the PJM Regional Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP), PJM identified the potential reliability problems driving the need for the PATH project and did not limit the potential solutions to any particular transmission technology.   As noted by PJM in the January 15 Letter, the Amos to Kemptown project did not present any of the challenges that generally justify the use of HVDC technology such as where (i) two asynchronous systems are interconnected, (ii) large pockets of isolated generation must be delivered to distant load centers, (iii) short circuit currents need to be limited, or (iv) precise control of the flow across the line is required or the circuit will cross long distances underwater.  PJM further noted other factors considered, such as: (i) the overall cost of the project is increased because HVDC is considerably more expensive due to the HVDC conversion equipment required; (ii) the size of the Kemptown, Midpoint and Amos substations would increase significantly due to the HVDC conversion equipment, thereby limiting future expansion capability of the site; and (iii) the use of HVDC technology limits the ability to tap the line to reinforce the underlying systems.  Based on the foregoing challenges presented by the use of HVDC technology and the inapplicability of HVDC technology to this project, PJM did not find it appropriate to pursue a study to compare the costs between construction of an HVDC versus an HVAC line.  PJM did, however, evaluate and vet with its stakeholders at the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC) other alternatives to resolve reliability problems identified in the 2007 RTEP.  PJM selected the PATH project as proposed as the best alternative to resolve the reliability criteria violations.

  

However, PJM will remain open to reconsidering whether to conduct such a study should the facts change significantly to indicate that such a study may be warranted.  

 

If after receiving this response this issue still remains of concern, there will be additional opportunities to address such concerns at the state proceedings addressing the PATH project.

 

Sincerely,

 

Mike Kormos

Sr. Vice President, Operations

PJM Interconnection

 

 

 

From: Doug Kaplan [mailto:Doug.Sugarloaf@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, February 08, 2009 4:13 PM
To: Boston, Terry
Subject: Reply requested

 

Dear Mr. Boston

 

On December 17th , January 25th and January 31st I sent the note below through your website contact form.  As I have not received the courtesy of a reply, the following request is directed to your attention.  

 

Allegheny Energy has told a Commissioner of Frederick County and members of our group that PJM and not Allegheny Energy would be the appropriate company to commission an independent study on the merits of High Voltage Direct Current (HVDC) for the PATH project.  Can you please clarify the position of PJM on this matter?  
 

It would be appreciated if you could have someone in your organization provide a response.
 

Thank you,
 

Doug Kaplan

President

Sugarloaf Conservancy

www.sugarloafconservancy.org
www.nomoretowers.org
 


 
 
 
 
