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STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN JAMES H. CAWLEY


On January 6, 2009, PPL Electric Utilities Corporation (PPL, or Company) filed its Application for authorization to construct a new 500 kV transmission line approximately 101 miles in length through portions of Lackawanna, Luzerne, Monroe, Pike and Wayne Counties.
In support of establishment of need for the S-R line, PPL testified that the 2008 RTEP analyses also identified 27 NERC Category C.5 violations.
  Thereafter, PJM conducted a further mid-year update of the 2008 RTEP.  This March 2009 Retool Study (“March 2009 Retool”) was reviewed with the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC) at its March 13, 2009 meeting and provided to parties in this proceeding on March 16, 2009.  The results of this March 2009 Retool included 10 NERC Category C.5 violations.  Multiple violations continued beginning as early as 2012, despite a significant decline in load as a result of the extraordinary economic circumstances of 2008.

Category C includes events such as the loss of two circuits on a single tower line (i.e., NERC Category C.5).  In this case, PJM assumes damage to an electric structure that takes two lines out of service simultaneously.  PJM also assumes that DSM resources may make a difference in the Category A and B violations, but they would not affect the Category C violations at all since this category is tested under normal summer peak conditions, not emergency peak conditions.
   PPL therefore concludes that inclusion of the DSM resources would not affect the Company’s claim that this project is needed.

Categorically dismissing DSM resources as future solutions to avoid costly, environmentally, and aesthetically imposing transmission structures may be a bit premature.  PPL has sufficiently justified the need for the line through its testimony regarding the NERC category A and B violations, the economic benefits of congestion reduction, the reliability enhancements related to the replacement of deteriorating existing transmission structures, and its provision for access to new and existing generation facilities in Pennsylvania.  But the testimony on Category C violations was confusing to say the least.  For example, PJM argues it provides for 300 MW of consequential loss of load.
   PPL believes, however, that “load shedding” is not an appropriate planning criteria.  Moreover, given likely future investments in smart meters and smart grids, and the movement to more automated demand response systems, and potential future storage technologies, it seems premature to categorically dismiss the use of DSM resources to resolve future reliability problems.  

It is also not clear what “planned/controlled” means with regard to Category C violations.  What response time is necessary before a resource is considered “planned/controlled?”   If transmission and generation have been the traditional solutions to reliability, how is generation any different from DSM resources when resolving these particular reliability needs?  Lastly, given the likely rare occurrences of a C.5 event, why could not this be treated as an “emergency” event?


I am hopeful that our next transmission filing, or future technical sessions with various stakeholders, will address these issues with more clarity.  It would seem a waste  of our efforts to promote DSM resources if they will have little or no effect on avoiding costly transmission projects.   
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� PPL Electric St. 7-RJ, pp. 1-2.


� Tr. 1297.  PPL Electric RB at 38, RD at 121.


� Mr. Herling explained that NERC criteria related to Category C events allow for planned  loss of load, but such load loss must be a function of system design, not operator action.  Where system design provides for the automatic loss of customer load as a consequence of a NERC Category C event, that loss of load is modeled by PJM in assessing compliance with NERC Reliability Standards for that event.  Such loss of load can be the result of system design, for example, where a customer is served only from the two lines that are lost in a double circuit tower line event, or through the action of protective relaying schemes, but it cannot depend on the intervention of a system operator seeking to “shed load” after the event has occurred.





