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For approval and certification of electric 
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Case No. PUE-2015-00107 

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY'S 
COMMENTS TO THE HEARING EXAMINER'S REPORT 

Pursuant to Rule 120 C of the Rules of Practice and Procedure ("Procedural Rules")1 of 

the State Corporation Commission (the "Commission"), 5 VAC 5-20-120 C, and the directive on 

page 80 of the Report of Glenn P. Richardson, Hearing Examiner, issued in the above-captioned 

proceeding on November 15, 2016 ("Hearing Examiner's Report" or the "Report"), Virginia 

Electric and Power Company ("Dominion Virginia Power" or the "Company"), by counsel, 

hereby submits its comments ("Comments") to the Report. 

SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

The Company is appreciative of the Hearing Examiner's thorough and well-reasoned 

findings and analysis. Transmission line proceedings are often stark reminders of some of the 

impacts - visual, economic, and otherwise - involved with energy facilities; and this case is no 

different. The Hearing Examiner's Report amply documents the statements and concerns of 

those opposing the proposed electric transmission facilities. It also details why the proposed 

transmission facilities are necessary. While the Company continues to support the Proposed I-66 

Overhead Route, the Hearing Examiner's logic is sound in rejecting an underground option (as 

1 5 V AC 5-20-10, et seq. 



well as associated cost allocation arguments) and instead selecting an overhead solution. 

Dominion Virginia Power urges the Commission to accept the Report's findings as to 

need, underground construction, non-applicability of Section XXII of the Company's retail tariff 

to the proposed transmission line facilities, health and safety, reliability, and economic 

development impacts. 

The Company respectfully disagrees with the Hearing Examiner's recommendation to 

approve the Carver Road Alternative Route. Every routing selection requires an analysis that 

balances many, often divergent, factors. The Carver Road Alternative Route suggests less visual 

impact and proximity to certain homeowners. On the other hand, the Proposed I-66 Overhead 

Route is less expensive, sh01ier, and more direct; has greater co-location opportunities with 

existing infrastructure; crosses fewer private parcels; requires less forest clearing, and has fewer 

wetlands impacts. The Company therefore requests that the Commission approve the I-66 

Overhead Route and find that it reasonably minimizes adverse impact on the environment, scenic 

assets, and historic resources of the area concerned pursuant to § 56-46.1 B of the Code of 

Virginia ("Va. Code" or "Code"). 

BACKGROUND 

On November 6, 2015, the Company filed an application ("Application") with the 

Commission for a certificate of public convenience and necessity ("CPCN") for the proposed 

Haymarket 230 kilovolt ("kV") double circuit transmission line and 230-34.5 kV Haymarket 

Substation pursuant to Va. § 56-46.1 and the Utility Facilities Act, Va. Code § 56-265.1 et seq. 2 

The Company proposed to (i) conve1i its existing 115 kV Gainesville-Loudoun Line #124, 

2 Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company For approval and certification of electric transmission 
facilities: Haymarket 230 kV Double Circuit Transmission Line and 230-34.5 kV Haymarket Substation, Case No. 
PUE-2015-00107 (filed Nov. 6, 2015). 
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located in Prince William and Loudoun Counties, to 230 kV operation; (ii) construct in Prince 

William County, Virginia and the Town of Haymarket, Virginia a new 230 kV double circuit 

transmission line to run approximately 5.1 miles from a tap point approximately 0.5 mile n01ih 

of the Company's existing Gainesville Substation on the converted Line #124 to a new 230-35.4 

kV Haymarket Substation; and (iii) construct a 230-34.5 kV Haymarket Substation on land in 

Prince William County to be owned by the Company (collectively, the "Haymarket Project," 

"Project," or "Haymarket Transmission Facilities").3 

Dominion Virginia Power proposed the Project to address three main reliability issues: 

(1) to provide service requested by an existing retail electric service customer ("Customer") for a 

new data center campus in Prince William County adjacent to the Customer's existing site; (2) to 

· maintain reliable service for overall growth in the area; and (3) to comply with mandatory North 

American Electric Reliability Corporation reliability standards. 

The Company submitted for consideration a total of five fully developed routes, which 

included: (1) the Proposed I-66 Overhead Route; (2) the Carver Road Alternative Route; (3) the 

Madison Alternative Route; (4) the I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route; and (5) the Railroad 

Alternative Route. Information regarding these different routes was provided in the Application, 

which included an Environmental Routing Study prepared by Natural Resource Group, LLC 

("NRG") with detailed information on routing and electrical constraints that contributed to the 

Company's ultimate selection of the I-66 Overhead Route as the Proposed Route over the four 

alternatives. 4 

On December 11, 2015, the Commission issued an Order for Notice and Hearing 

("Procedural Order") that, among other things: (1) directed the Company to publish notice of its 

3 Ex. 3 (Application) at 2. 
4 Ex. 3. 
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Application; (2) permitted interested parties to participate in the case by filing comments or 

notices of participation; (3) directed the Commission Staff ("Staff') to conduct an investigation 

of the Company's Application and to file testimony and exhibits thereon; (4) provided the 

Company with the opportunity to file rebuttal testimony; (5) scheduled an evidentiary hearing; 

and ( 6) assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all fmiher proceedings on the 

Commission's behalf and to file a final report. 5 The Virginia Department of Environmental 

Quality ("DEQ") coordinated a review of the proposed Haymarket Transmission Facilities and 

submitted a rep01i dated January 20, 2016, to the Commission analyzing potential impacts to 

natural and cultural resources. 6 

On April 22, 2016, respondent FST Properties, LLC ("PST Prope1iies") filed a Motion to 

Consider Adjustment to Ce1iain Routes requesting that the Hearing Examiner, if necessary, 

publish the FST Route Variation as depicted in Exhibit 1 to the motion and consider the route as 

paii of the Application.7 The Company filed a response stating that it had no objection to the 

route variation, and ~lso presented the PST Route Optimization for consideration. 8 On May 6, 

2016, the Hearing Examiner issued a Ruling that granted FST Prope1iies' motion and directed 

the Company to serve notice of the new route on impacted property owners.9 

The Commission held hearings specifically for public comments in Haymarket, Virginia 

on February 24, 2016, March 14, 2016, and May 2, 2016; and at the Commission in Richmond, 

Virginia on May 10, 2016. Approximately 170 public witnesses, including elected officials, 

representatives of local organizations, and residents provided testimony at those hearings. 

5 Procedural Order at 5-16. 
6 Ex. 27 (DEQ Report). 
7 Motion of Respondent FST Properties to Consider Adjustment to Certain Routes at 3 (Apr. 22, 2016). 
8 Response of Virginia Electric and Power Company to Motion of Respondent FST Properties to Consider 
Adjustment to Certain Routes at 4 (May 3, 2016). 
9 Hearing Examiner's Ruling at 2 (May 6, 2016). 
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Pursuant to the Hearing Examiner's Ruling issued on March 21, 2016, which extended 

the procedural schedule outlined in the Procedural Order, three Respondents10 pre-filed 

testimony and exhibits on or before May 10, 2016; Staff pre-filed direct testimony and exhibits 

on June 2, 2016; and the Company filed rebuttal testimony and exhibits on June 9, 2016. 

Additionally, the DEQ filed a revised wetlands impact consultation letter on June 17, 2016. 11 

The evidentiary hearing commenced on June 21, 2016, at the Commission before the 

Honorable Glenn P. Richardson. The Hearing Examiner issued his Rep01i on November 15, 

2016, which recommends to the Commission, among other things, that there is a need for the 

Project, that the overhead Carver Road Alternative Route reasonably minimizes impacts and 

should be the approved route, and to issue Dominion Virginia Power a CPCN to construct and 

operate the Project. 

COMMENTS TO THE REPORT 

I. The Hearing Examiner's Report correctly found that a transmission solution is 
needed in order for the Company to meet its statutory obligations as a public utility 
of the Commonwealth 

The Company agrees with the Report's findings and statements regarding the need for the 

proposed Project, including: 

• Commission cannot deny an application for new transmission facilities simply because 

10 The Respondents who pre-filed testimony included: Somerset Crossing Homeowners Association, Inc. ("Somerset 
Crossing"); Southview 66, LLC ("Southview 66"); and FST Properties, LLC. Heritage Hunt HT, LLC; Heritage 
Hunt Commercial, LLC; Heritage Hunt Retail, LLC; Heritage Hunt Office Condominium, LLC; Heritage Sport & 
Health, LLC; RBS Holdings, LLC and BKM at Heritage Hunt, LLC (collectively, "Heritage") previously entered 
the proceeding as a respondent and filed testimony; however, Heritage withdrew from the proceeding on June 17, 
2016, two business days before the evidentiary hearing began, and did not pmticipate at the hearing. The Coalition 
to Protect Prince William County ("Coalition") pmticipated at the hearing as a respondent, but did not submit pre
filed testimony. Old Dominion Electric Cooperative ("ODEC") filed a timely notice of participation as a respondent 
to the proceeding, but did not submit pre-filed testimony or appear at the hearing. The Prince William County 
Board of Supervisors filed a timely notice of participation as a respondent to the proceeding, but later moved to 
withdraw on March 16, 2016, and did not pre-file testimony or participate in the hearing as a respondent. See 
Hearing Examiner's Ruling (Mar. 22, 2016). 
11 The DEQ issued a Revised Wetland Impact Consultation on June 2, 2016 (correcting the November 30, 2015 
consultation) and changed its recommendation from the Proposed 1-66 Overhead Route to the 1-66 Hybrid 
Alternative Route because in the agency's view it had less wetland impacts. See Ex. 27. 
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there may be sufficient infrastructure located elsewhere; 12 

• Commission has no authority to require the Customer (who is developing its data center 
in Prince William County "by right") to relocate; 13 

• Improper to ignore load of Customer's new data center; 14 

• Plain language of Va. Code § 56-46.1 B does not draw a distinction between new large 
block load customers and a public utility's other smaller load customers when 
determining whether a transmission line is needed; 15 

• Need for a new transmission line must be determined based on the aggregate load of all 
customers in the load area, including future projected load growth; 16 

• Va. Code § 56-234 requires Dominion Virginia Power "to furnish reasonably adequate 
service at reasonable and just rates to any person, firm or corporation along its lines 
desiring same," which includes new data center operations; 17 

• Dominion Virginia Power's existing distribution circuits do not have sufficient capacity 
to serve the aggregate load of the Customer's new data center, existing customers, and 
future projected load growth; 18 

• A new transmission line is needed for Dominion Virginia Power to meet its statutory duty 
to provide reasonably adequate service at reasonable and just rates to all of its customers 
in the Haymarket Load Area; 19 

• Prince William County is a highly desirable area for development in Northern Virginia, 
yet even if one "totally ignores" all future growth in the area, a new transmission line is 
needed to serve.the load of the Customer's new data center and the Company's existing 
customers;20 

• The Company has demonstrated an immediate need for the Haymarket Transmission 
Facilities· 21 

' 

12 Report at 62. Furthermore, despite anecdotal testimony about other locations (i.e., Innovation Park) allegedly 
being more suitable for data center development, the evidence does not support such a conclusion. Company 
Witness Mark Gill testified that proximity to a transmission or distribution source does not guarantee that new 
facilities for a given project will not be needed. Rather, any large block load would need to be evaluated on a case
by-case basis. Tr. 348. 
13 Report at 62. 
14 Report at 62. 
15 Report at 62-63. 
16 Report at 63. 
17 Report at 63. 
18 Report at 63. 
19 Report at 63. The "Haymarket Load Area" is depicted in Ex. Ex. 39 (Potter Rebuttal) at Rebuttal Schedule 1. 
20 Report at 64-65. 
21 Report at 64. 
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• The only load flow information needed to decide this case is the projected available 
capacity on Dominion Virginia Power's distribution circuits serving the Haymarket Load 
Area and the annual projected loads of the Customer's new data center, which clearly 
show that overloading will occur if a new transmission line is not built;22 and 

• There is no need to hire an independent consultant to determine whether the proposed 
transmission line is needed because the record is clear. 23 

In light of these findings, the Hearing Examiner's Rep01i found, "a new transmission line is 

needed so Dominion [Virginia Power] can meet its statutory duty to furnish reasonably adequate 

service and facilities at reasonable and just rates to any person, firm or corporation along its 

lines."24 The Co:rµpany agrees, and the record evidence fully supports this conclusion. 

Indeed, the Company must act to provide timely, adequate and reliable service 

indiscriminately to all customers in its service territory. During the evidentiary hearing, 

Company Witness Han-ison Potter demonstrated the capacity needs of the Haymarket Load Area 

are projected to grow, on average, by over 20% each year over the next four years.25 Existing 

distribution facilities can serve less than 50 MV A of additional or new load.26 With the 

Customer alone requesting service for 120 MV A of new load, the evidence proves the existing 

capacity is inadequate. A new transmission solution must be in place by the summer of 2018.27 

Staff Witness Neil J oshipura verified this need and testified that Staff agrees a new transmission 

line from the Company's Gainesville substation into Haymarket is needed.28 

Importantly, reliability benefits from the Project will accrue to all electric customers in 

the Haymarket Load Area. Company Witness Potter testified that all distribution customers west 

of Route 15 (approximately 456) will be served from the new Haymarket Transmission Facilities 

22 Report at 65. 
23 Report at 65. 
24 Repott at 66 (internal citations omitted). 
25 Ex. 40. 
26 Ex. 4 (Gill Direct) at 8-9. 
27 Ex. 40; Ex. 4 (Gill Direct) at 8-9. 
28 Ex. 19 (Joshipura Direct) at 6. 
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upon energization, including Baymarket Village Center and the Novant Health Haymarket 

Medical Center. 29 An additional 2,800 customers will have the Haymarket Transmission 

Facilities as their back up source in the event of outages.30 In other words, upon energization of 

the Haymarket Transmission Facilities, more than 3,000 Dominion Virginia Power customers 

will experience enhanced i·eliability due to closer proximity to circuits and the ability to switch 

load to other available circuits in the event of damage.31 

Accordingly, the Company respectfully requests the Commission accept the Hearing 

Examiner's findings and rule that the Project is required by the public convenience and 

necessity. 

II. Transmission Alternatives and Routing Considerations 

A. The Hearing Examiner's Report correctly recommends overhead construction 

The Company agrees with the Repmi's findings and statements rejecting underground 

construction, in this proceeding, including: 

• Underground transmission lines have only been approved in exceptional and limited 
circumstances established by the Commission and General Assembly;32 

• The proposed Haymarket transmission line does not meet any of the exceptional and 
limited circumstances;33 

• There was no evidence presented in the record that would suppmi a recommendation to 
approve the I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route based on any of the factors previously 

29 Ex. 39 (Potter Rebuttal) at 5. 
30 Ex. 39 (Potter Rebuttal) at 5. 
31 Ex. 39 (Potter Rebuttal) at 2, 5, 7. 
32 Repo1t at 66. Those circumstances include (1) when no overhead right-of-way is available and an overhead 
transmission line is not feasible; (2) the cost of undergrounding a transmission line is comparable to or less than the 
cost of overhead construction; (3) an underground transmission line is approved as a pilot project under House Bill 
1319, as amended and reenacted; ( 4) an underground transmission line is approved on an experimental basis to 
allow experience to be gained; (5) where a third party agrees to pay for the costs of underground construction; and 
(6) where a special tax district is created under Va. Code§ 15.2-2404 F to impose a tax or assessment on electric 
utility customers to pay the additional incremental costs to underground a transmission line. Id. at 66-67. 
33 Report at 67-68. 
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identified by the Commission;34 and 

• Any recommendation to underground the Haymarket transmission line would be contrary 
to an extensive body of Commission precedent holding that a public utility's general 
body of ratepayers should not be required to subsidize underground construction to 
mitigate local impacts and concerns. 35 · 

The Company agrees that no precedent exists for approval of the I-66 Hybrid Alternative. 

Underground facilities represent approximately 1.28% of Dominion Virginia Power's total 

transmission system, making those facilities rare exceptions, not the rule.36 The Hearing 

Examiner correctly found an exception should not be made in this proceeding for the Haymarket 

Transmission Facilities, and the I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route should not be selected by the 

Commission. 

The evidence demonstrates that the I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route will have greater 

impacts during construction to the residents and properties in close proximity. 37 The I-66 Hybrid 

Alternative Route is less reliable than any overhead solution.38 It is significantly more expensive 

- at least three times more expensive -than the Company's Proposed I-66 Overhead Route.39 

The I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route cannot be built in time to meet the identified need date, and 

represents more risk of construction delays and unce1iainty than an overhead route.40 As 

compared to the Proposed I-66 Overhead Route, the I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route does not have 

substantially different levels of impacts on scenic assets, historic districts, and the environment 

of the area concerned.41 Finally, the record also indicates that the I-66 Hybrid Alternative Route 

would potentially eliminate the construction potential of several planned development projects 

34 Report at 68. 
35 Report at 68. 
36 Ex. 46 (Koonce Rebuttal) at 2. 
37 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Briefat 37-39. 
38 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Brief at 31-34. 
39 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Brief at 34-37. 
40 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Brief at 39-40. 
41 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Brief at 40~44. 
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due to the necessary easements for the line and required overhead-underground switching 

station.42 

The Company acknowledges that potential visual impacts to residents directly abutting I-

66 would be mitigated, though not eliminated, through underground construction. But those 

visual concerns must be considered in the context of the existing landscape, which is already 

significantly impacted by modern, commercial development as well as a major highway corridor. 

New utility infrastructure will generally be vismilly consistent with the developed character of 

the area. In addition, the Commission must balance local visual concerns against all other 

relevant factors when selecting a route that reasonably minimizes adverse impact. In this 

instance, selecting a transmission alternative that will cost, at a minimum, an additional $115 

million, cannot be constructed in time to meet the need, is not as reliable, has greater impacts 

during construction and has is inconsistent with planned development is not reasonable. The 

Company respectfully requests the Commission adopt the Hearing's Examiner's finding to reject 

the I-66 Hybrid Alternative. 

B. The Hearing Examiner's Report correctly rejects application of Section XX.II to 
the Haymarket Transmission Facilities 

The Company agrees With the Report's findings and statements regarding Staffs cost 

allocation suggestion, including: 

• Charging the Customer $115.7 million would jeopardize the Customer's new data center, 
which is already under construction;43 

• Section XXII of Dominion Virginia Power's Terms and Conditions ("Section XXII") was 
never intended to apply in the manner suggested by Staff or the Coalition;44 

• No precedent exists to apply Dominion Virginia Power's line extension policy, or any 

42 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Brief at 44-46. 
43 Report at 72. 
44 Report at 72. 
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public utilities' line extension policy, to a transmission line;45 

• The history of Section XXII before the Commission provides the best evidence of the 
Commission's intent when approving the Company's line extension policy;46 

• The history of Section XXII before the Commission does not suppo1i its applicability to 
transmission lines;47 · 

• In Dominion Virginia Power's 2009 Going In case and its 2013 Biennial Review, the 
Company's witnesses testified uniformly that the facilities targeted for underground 
installations under Section XXII are rated below 50 kV -which are distribution 
facilities;48 

• There is no language in the Commission's Final Order in the 2013 Biennial Review 
indicating the line extension policy was ever intended to apply to transmission lines, and 
instead the Final Order expressly references the distribution system;49 

• Given the testimony supp01iing Section XXII before the Commission, the Commission's 
acceptance of the tariff revisions based on that testimony, the lack of language in the 
Commission's Final Order indicating the line extension policy would apply to 
transmission lines, and the language in the Commission's Final Order in the Company's 
2013 Biennial Review expressly stating that the line extension revisions were designed to 
improve distribution system reliability, Section XXII was not intended by the 
Commission to apply to transmission lines.50 

Accordingly, the Hearing Examiner's Rep01i correctly concludes that "the Customer should not 

be charged a $115. 7 million transitional cost to underground the Haymarket transmission line. "51 

In addition to the above findings, the Company respectfully believes Staffs Section XXII 

arguments can and should be rejected because the plain language of Section XXII itself belies its 

application to transmission lines. Specifically, the only provisions of the Company's tariff where 

a transition cost could possibly be charged are for Approach Lines, Branch Feeders, and/or Bulk 

Feeders. Staffs Post-Hearing Brief confirmed, for the first time, that the genesis of Staffs cost 

45 Report at 72. 
46 Rep01t at 73. 
47 Report at 73. 
48 Report at 73. 
49 Report at 73. 
50 Report at 73. 
51 Report at 72. 
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allocation argument stemmed from the potential application of the terms "Approach Lines" and 

"Branch Feeders" to the Project. 52 Yet, the evidence clearly demonstrates that the proposed 

Haymarket Transmission Facilities do not meet the definitions of either of these terms. 

Approach Lines are defined as "Facilities installed from an existing source to the 

property of the customer or developer requesting Electric Delivery Service." The proposed 

Haymarket Transmission Facilities will be constructed from the Company's existing Gainesville 

Substation to the proposed Haymarket Substation, which will be on property that will be owned 

by the Company, not the end user Customer. In any case, the true "customer" of the Haymarket 

Transmission Facilities is not the end user Customer, but i·ather the segment of the Dominion 

Virginia Power acting as a wholesale customer or the load serving entity ("LSE"). In other 

words, the end user Customer is not being served at transmission voltage and therefore is not a 

"customer" for purposes of the "Approach Line" definition. 

Similarly, Branch Feeders are "Facilities installed on the property of the Customer or 

de\'eloper requesting Electric Delivery Service." Again, the Haymarket Transmission Facilities 

are being provided to the Company as the LSE, not the end user Customer. 

Fmiher, both Approach Lines and Branch Feeders include the phrase "customer or 

developer requesting Electric Delivery Service." This is a term in the tariff assigned the 

definition "Distribution Service, and the delivery of electricity under this tariff to Customers 

served at transmission level voltage, and related utility services, to the extent each is provided 

under this tariff by the Company. "53 While the Customer will be receiving "distribution 

service," that service will be through distribution circuits, not a transmission line, regardless of 

52 Staff Post-Hearing Brief at 10. 
53 Tr. 3 16-1 7. 
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whether it is overhead or underground. 54 Accordingly, both the intent of the underground 

provisions of Section XXII as set forth through the Commission proceedings identified by the 

Hearing Examiner and its plain language lead to the same conclusion with respect to the 

Haymarket Project - it does not apply. 

Finally, the Company notes that while the Hearing Examiner did not address the federal 

preemption argument, this issue was fully briefed in the Company's post-hearing brief. Should 

the Commission choose an underground option and find that Section XXII applies to the current 

circumstances, the record would support a finding of preemption. 55 In that event, the Company 

maintains and incorporates by reference those arguments. 

To summarize briefly, the Commission cannot directly charge the costs of a networked, 

high voltage transmission line to retail customers. The Haymarket Project will be operated by 

PIM Interconnection, L.L.C. ("PJM'.') to provide Federal Energy Regulatory Commission-

("FERC") regulated transmission Network Integration Transmission Service ("NITS") under the 

P JM Open Access Transmission Tariff ("OATT"). Dominion Virginia Power's costs for 

constructing and operating its transmission facilities used by PJM to provide NITS are recovered 

by Dominion Virginia Power under its FERC-approved formula rate. FERC has exclusive 

jurisdiction to set wholesale customer rates for such service, including the allocation of costs. 

Accordingly, the Commission is preempted from requiring retail customers, or a single retail 

ratepayer, to provide a contribution in aid of construction for integrated transmission lines. 

At bottom, applying Section XXII to force a private retail customer to contribute $115. 7 

million in supp01i of a public works project would be unreasonable, unfair, and in contravention 

54 Tr. 318-19. Indeed, Staff Witness Neil Joshipura testified the hybrid component of the 1-66 Hybrid Alternative is 
not providing electric delivery service. Id. 
55 Dominion Virginia Power Post Hearing Brief at 51-62. 
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of law. 56 The Customer had no notice that such a charge was a possibility when it began 

constructing its business in Prince William County. As stated by the Hearing Examiner's Report 

and to the Company's knowledge, no other Dominion Virginia Power retail customer, or the 

retail customer of any other public utility in the Commonwealth, has ever been charged under a 

line extension policy for a transmission line. 57 And other transmission projects driven by or 

necessitated by large block loads have not resulted in such a charge. 58 

Again, a decision regarding the applicability or inapplicability of Dominion Virginia 

Power's retail tariff to a networked transmission line is not required in this proceeding if the 

Hearing Examiner's findings rejecting underground construction are adopted. The Haymarket 

Transmission Facilities should be constructed in an overhead configuration, which would make 

56 See Central Virginia Electric Cooperative v. State Corporation Commission, 221 Va. 807, 814 (198l)("[T]he 
basic legal consideration in evaluating line extension charges is one ofreasonableness; that is, the policy should not 
place an unreasonable burden on the customers or the [utility] as a whole."). Va. Code§ 56-234 further requires 
Dominion Virginia Power to furnish "reasonably adequate service and facilities at reasonable and just rates to any 
person, firm or corporation along its lines desiring the same." 
57 Report at 72. 
58 See Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company For approval and certification of electric transmission 
facilities: Poland Road 230 kV Double Circuit Transmission Line Loop and 230-34.5 kV Poland Road Substation, 
Case No. PUE-2015-00053, Final Order (Aug. 23, 2016); Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company For 
approval and certification of electric transmission facilities: Yardley Ridge 230 kV Double Circuit Transmission 
Line Loop and 230 kV Yardley Ridge Switching Station, Case No. PUE-2015-00054, Final Order (Aug. 23, 2016); 
Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company dlbla Dominion Virginia Power For approval and 
certification of electric facilities: Waxpool 230 kV Double Circuit Transmission Line, Bram bl et on - BECO 230 kV 
Transmission Line and 230-34.5 kV Waxpool Substation, Case No. PUE-2011-00129, 2012 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 353, 
Final Order (Dec. 28, 2012); Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company For a certificate of public 
convenience and necessity in King George County: Dahlgren 230 kV Double Circuit Transmission Line and 230-
34.5 kV Dahlgren Substation, Case No. PUE-2011-00113, 2012 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 319, Final Order (Oct. 4, 2012); 
Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company dlbla Dominion Virginia Power For approval and 
certification of electric transmission facilities in Prince William County andthe City of Manassas: Cannon Branch
Cloverhill 230 kV TransmissionLine and Cloverhill Substation, PUE-2011-00011, 2011 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 319, 
Final Order (Dec. 21, 2011); Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company For approval and certification of 
Beaumeade-NJVO 230 kV Underground Transmission line and 230-34.5 kV NIVO Substation under Va. Code§ 56-
46. 1 and the Utility Facilities Act, Va. Code§ 56-265. 1 et seq., and as a pilot project pursuant to HB 1319, Case 
No. PUE-2008-00063, 2009 S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 319, Final Order (May 29, 2009); Application of Virginia Electric 
and Power Company d/bla Dominion Virginia Power For a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
facilities in Failfax County: EPG 230 kV Transmission Line and EPG Substation, Case No. PUE-2008-00072, 2009 
S.C.C. Ann. Rept. 328, Final Order (Apr. 14, 2009). 
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any decision on this issue moot. 59 Should the Commission rule on this issue, however, the 

Company urges agreement with the finding contained in the Hearing Examiner's Report that "the 

Customer should not be charged a $115. 7 million transitional cost to underground the Haymarket 

Transmission Line"60 for the reasons set forth by the Hearing Examiner and based on a plain 

reading of the terms of Section XXII. 

C. Prince William County's Comprehensive Plan was appropriately considered 

Consistent with the requirements of Va. Code§ 56-46.1, the Hearing Examiner 

considered the locality's, here Prince William County, comprehensive plan after being requested 

to do so.61 The Report correctly notes that the County's Comprehensive Plan cannot be 

complied with as it relates to the corridors established for transmission lines rated above 150 kV 

because "there are no designated transmission line c01Tidors west of the [right-of-way] that 

contains Dominion's Line #124 that could be used to serve the Customer's new data center."62 

Indeed, as pointed out by Company Witness Mark Gill, when the County designated such 

transmission line corridors, it appears to have taken a snapshot of existing coTI'idors from 2008 

and declared that those areas are where all future transmission lines shall be routed. 63 Even 

when the County updated the map in 2012, it did not include transmission projects that were 

newly built or under construction. 64 

Accordingly, the Hearing Examiner coTI'ectly concluded, "in order to get power to the 

Customer's new data center, the Haymarket transmission line must, by necessity, depart from the 

59 See Report at 72, n. 540. 
60 Rep01t at 72. 
61 Report at 74. 
62 Report at 74. 
63 Tr. 352. 
64 Tr. 352. 
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designated corridors set forth in the County's Comprehensive Plan."65 

D. The Commission should select the 1-66 Overhead Route as the overhead option 
that reasonably minimizes adverse impacts in the area 

The Hearing Examiner's Repmi recommends that the Carver Road Alternative Route 

should be approved by the Commission because "it is the overhead route that best reasonably 

minimizes adverse impacts on the environment, scenic assets, and historic resources in the 

. Haymarket load area."66 Dominion Virginia Power identified the Carver Road Alternative Route 

as a viable alternative for construction and operation of the Project. The Company found that the 

Proposed I-66 Overhead Route better met the requirements of Va. Code§ 56-46.1 B to 

reasonably minimize adverse impact on the scenic assets, historic districts and environment of 

the areas concerned. In paiiicular, the Company maintains that the I-66 Overhead Route is more 

favorable than the Carver Road Alternative Route based on its shmier length, greater extent of 

collocation, minimized impacts on cultural resources, lesser impacts on private lands and 

planned developments, and significantly less impacts on forests and wetlands. It is also 21 % less 

expensive than the Carver Road Alternative Route costing approximately $10.9 million less.67 

The comparison table below summarizes the primary constraint and collocation 

opportunity differences between the Carver Road and I-66 Overhead Alternative Routes. 

65 Report at 74-75. The Report also notes that while the County sets out the "laudable goals" of promoting quality 
development and a quality visual environment throughout the County by encouraging underground transmission 
lines, those goals "do not supersede the Commission's duties and obligations under the Code with respect to the 
siting and construction of transmission lines." Id. at 75. 
66 Report at 78. 
67 See Ex. 19 (Joshipura Direct) at 16. The Proposed 1-66 Overhead Route is projected to cost approximately $51.0 
million, while the Carver Road Alternative Route is $61.9 million. 
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Route Descriptions 

For clarity, the Company recites the following route descriptions of the Carver Road 

Alternative Route and the Proposed I-66 Overhead Route, including variations presented through 

testimony or at the evidentiary hearing: 

Carver Road Alternative Route 

The Carver Road Alternative Route is approximately 6. 7 miles in length with an 

estimated cost of $61. 9 million. The route begins at a tap point on Line # 124 near the end of 

Cushing Road (SR 781) and travels northwest for 0.3 mile crossing to the north side of 1-66. 

The route then heads in a westerly direction for another 1. 7 miles paralleling the north side of 1-

66, utilizing Virginia Department of Transportation ("VDOT") right-of-way to the extent 

feasible. The route crosses multiple on/off ramps ofl-66, University Boulevard, and Lee 

Highway (US 29) on the same path as the proposed I-66 Overhead Route for the first 2.08 miles. 

The route then heads southwest for approximately 0.5 mile crossing to the south side of I-66 and 

generally paralleling the north side of Lee Highway (US 29). After crossing Daves Store Lane, 

the route follows the northern side of Daves Store Lane for 0.2 mile and then crosses Daves 

Store Lane a second time. The route then continues northwest for 0.2 mile crossing Daves Store 

Lane and John Marshall Highway (SR 55), utilizing VDOT right-of-way to the extent feasible. 

From here, the route heads southwest for about 0.2 mile before heading northwest along the 

Norfolk Southern Railroad tracks for about 0.1 mile. The route then crosses the railroad tracks 

and continues in a southwest direction for about 0. 7 mile, crossing Yountville Drive and 

Somerset Crossing Drive. The route then travels southwest for about 0.3 mile, crossing Carver 

Road, and then heads in a generally northwest direction for 0.5 mile before crossing Old 

Carolina Road. From here, the route generally continues n01ihwest for 0.6 mile, passing through 
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forested areas surrounding residences and crossing Haymarket Drive. The route then heads 

northeast for 0.2 mile before turning west for another 0.2 mile. The route then follows the 

eastern side of James Madison Highway (US 15) for 0.1 mile, crosses James Madison Highway 

(US 15), and heads southwest for approximately 0.3 mile before heading northeast for about 0.2 

mile and terminating at the proposed Haymarket Substation.68 

Proposed 1-66 Overhead Route 

The Proposed Route, referred to as the I-66 Overhead Route, is approximately 5 .1 miles 

in length with an estimated cost of $51.0 million. The route begins at a tap point on Line #124 

near the end of Cushing Road (SR 781) and travels northwest for 0.3 mile crossing to the north 

side of I-66. The route then heads in a westerly direction for another 1. 7 miles paralleling the 

north side of I-66 utilizing VDOT right-of-way to the extent feasible. The general alignment of 

the I-66 Overhead Route is outside of the I-66 sound wall (approximately 15 to 40 feet) to reduce 

the restrictions on construction due to the need for potential lane closures and/or construction 

timing restrictions. The route crosses multiple on/off ramps ofI-66, University Boulevard, and 

Lee Highway (US 29). From the Lee Highway (US 29)/I-66 interchange, the route heads 

southwest for 0. 1 mile before turning and heading nmihwest 1.9 miles following the northern 

side of I-66 and crossing Catharpi~ Road (SR 676) and Old Carolina Road. The route then 

crosses to the south side of 1-66 and heads in a southwest direction for 0.3 mile crossing James 

Madison Highway (US 15). The route then heads in a southwest direction for 0. 1 mile, crossing 

John Marshall Highway (SR 55), and continues northwest on the south side of John Marshall 

68 Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 2-3. 
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Highway (SR 55) 0.4 mile before turning south and terminating at the proposed Haymarket 

Substation. 69 

The proposed 1-66 Overhead Route also includes three route variations. The Walmart 

Variation will route the line behind a Walmart located at the intersection of John Marshall 

Highway (SR 55) and James Madison Highway (US 15).70 The Walmart Variation is preferred 

by FST, Staff and the Company. The Jordan Lane Variation is a minor variation of the proposed 

I-66 Overhead Route that has no known opposition. This minor variation may become a 

necessary segment of the route if Dominion Virginia Power cannot secure an overhead easement 

over Jordan Lane from the Town of Haymarket and Prince William County. 71 As set forth in the 

rebuttal testimony of Company Witness Diana Faison, Dominion Virginia Power requests the 

Commission approve the Proposed I-66 Overhead Route and alternatively authorize construction 

of the Jordan Lane route variance ifthe Company is unable to obtain the necessary easement 

from the Town of Haymarket and/or the County within a reasonable amount oftime.72 

Finally, during the evidentiary hearing, Peter Cooper testified on behalf of Cloverleaf 

Trust, which owns property on State Route 55 adjacent to the Walmart property. The property is 

commonly known as the Clavelli property because LJ Clavelli is the trustee. Mr. Cooper 

requested a modification to the Walmaii Variation in order to minimize impacts on the Clavelli 

. prope1iy, which involves shifting an angle structure across the highway to the south ofI-66 and 

crossing I-66 at an angle. 73 

69 Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 4. 
70 See Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 90 for a detailed description. 
71 See Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 89-90 for a detailed description. 
72 Ex. 45 (Faison Rebuttal) at 9. 
73 Depicted in Ex. 49. As described at the evidentiary hearing, before this minor variation could be executed, the 
Company would need drawings from the developer of the Clavelli site to confirm what is being planned on the 
impacted corner. Tr. 640. 
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Route Alternatives Comparison Summary 

Table 1 summarizes the key route comparison attributes for the Carver Road Alternative 

Route and Proposed I-66 Overhead Route. This information is adopted from the Company's 

application materials previously filed with the Commission, including direct and rebuttal 

testimony. 74 

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK] 

74 In paiticular, see Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 58-65. 
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TABLE 1 

Haymarket 230 kV Transmission Line and Substation Project 
Carver Road Alternative and 1-66 Overhead Routes Environmental Features Comparison Summary 

Carver Road Proposed 1-66 
Environmental Features Unit Alternative Overhead 

Land Use Features I Constraints 

Land Ownership Crossed (total length) miles 6.7 5.0 

Private Lands Crossed (total) miles 4.7 1.8 

Prince William County miles 4.7 1.5 

Haymarket Township miles 0.0 0.3 

VDOT Crossings (roads) • miles 2.0 3.1 

Private Parcels Crossed by Right-of-Way (total) number 75 36 

Prince William County number 75 23 

Town of Haymarket number 0 13 

Existing Land Use (VDOF) 

Forested miles 3.8 1.4 

Planned Developments Crossed b miles 1.6 0.4 

(number) 8 4 

Rural Crescent (PWC) miles 0.2 0.0 

Other Land Use Constraints 

Residences within 500 feet 0 number 222 679 

Residences within 200 feet d number 36 166 

Residences within 100 feet e number 14 72 

Buildings within Right-of-Way (total) number 3 0 

Residences number 0 0 

Industrial/Commercial number 0 0 

Outbuildings number 3 0 

Cemeteries within 500 feet number 1 0 

Churches within 500 feet number 1 0 

Schools within 500 feet number 1 1 

Environmental Constraints 

Wetlands Crossed in Right-of-Way (total) miles 0.9 0.5 

(acres) (11.5) (5.9) 

Palustrine Emergent miles 0.2 0.1 

(acres) (2.4) (1.4) 

Forested miles 0.7 0.3 

(acres) (8.3) (3.9) 

Waterbody Crossings (total) number 8 5 

Perennial number 2 0 

Forested Lands Crossed r miles 3.8 2.8 

(acres) (46.2) (31.3) 

Resource Protection Areas Crossed (PWC) miles 0.6 0.0 

(acres) (6.7) (0.0) 

Cultural Resources Constraints 

NRHP-Eligible Battlefield (VDHR) Crossed miles 2.9 1.9 

(number) (2) (2) 

Historic High Sensitivity Areas (PWC only) miles 0.4 0.0 

(number) (1) (0) 
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TABLE 1 

Haymarket 230 kV Transmission Line and Substation Project 
Carver Road Alternative and 1-66 Overhead Routes Environmental Features Comparison Summary 

Carver Road Proposed 1-66 
Environmental Features Unit Alternative Overhead 

Engineering Constraints 

Total Length miles 6.7 5.0 

Prince William County miles 6.7 4.1 

Town of Haymarket miles 0.0 0.9 

Roads Crossings (total) number 25 20 

County or Local Roads number 9 4 

Railroad Crossings number 2 0 

Routing Opportunities 

Collocation Opportunities (total) miles 4.4 4.5 

(percent) (66) (90) 

Railroad miles 0.4 0.0 

Road miles 3.6 4.5 

Electric Line miles 0.3 0.0 

Road and Railroad miles 0.1 0.0 

Length of Greenfield Route Required miles 2.3 0.5 

a This includes VDOT right-of-way and may include state-, county-, and locally owned roads. 
b The number of planned developments is likely understated as it does not include the Southview 66 development 

which was discussed during the evidentiary hearing. 
c Residences within 500 feet includes; Carver Road Alternative (82 houses and 140 multi-family units) and 1-66 

Overhead Alternative (114 houses and 565 multi-family units). 
d Residences within 200 feet includes; Carver Road Alternative (12 houses and 24 multi-family units) and 1-66 

Overhead Alternative (15 houses and 151 multi-family units). 
a Residences within 100 feet includes; Carver Road Alternative (2 houses and 12 multi-family units) and 1-66 Overhead 

Alternative (4 houses and 68 multi-family units). 
r Based on aerial photograph review. 

Please note, table sums reflect rounding 

As shown in Table 1, the primary, and seemingly only, advantage of the Carver Road 

Alternative Route is the fewer number ofresidences within 100, 200, and 500 feet of the route, 

which the Hearing Examiner's Report acknowledges. 75 Impo1iantly, the actual view from these 

houses would depend on location and elevation where a person is standing, nearby landscaping, 

as well as the actual line features, which consist of a structure every approximately 700 feet. 76 

While the Company understands the concern regarding the visual impact of the Proposed 

I-66 Overhead Route on the residences along I-66, it does not believe that this single criterion 

75 Report at 76. 
76 Tr. 587-589; Ex. 46 (Koonce Rebuttal) at 9. 
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should justify the selection of the Carver Road Alternative Route, which has impacts measurably 

greater than the corresponding impacts associated with the I-66 Overhead Route. Indeed, the 

data summarized in Table I demonstrates that impacts on wetlands, forest lands, planned 

developments, resource protection areas and historic battlefields, as well as the new right-of-way 

required and overall length, would be greater, and in several instances significantly so, along the 

Carver Road Alternative than the I-66 Overhead Route. Three issues warrant additional 

discussion that were not addressed in the Hearing Examiner's Report. 

First, impacts on planned developments are understated in the Hearing Examiner's 

Report. Southview 66, a developer that participated in the proceeding, objected to the I-66 

Hybrid and Carver Road (and Madison and Railroad) Alternative Routes. 77 The developer stated 

that the Carver Road Alten:-ative Route would impair visibility of the property from US 29 and 

preclude development of a proposed hotel on a portion of the propeiiy. 78 On the other hand, the 

Proposed I-66 Overhead Route does not impact Southview 66's plans. 79 

Further, while the Carver Road Alternative Route would cross eight planned 

developments (exclusive of Southview) for a total of 1.6 miles (19.9 acres), the Proposed I-66 

Overhead Route would only cross four planned developments for a total of 0.4 miles (4.8 acres; 

Table 2). Therefore, a greater number of planned developments and much greater length and 

acreage of planned development lands would be adversely impacted by construction and 

operation of the Carver Road Alternative. 80 

77 Ex. 11 (Fuccillo Direct) at 1-3. 
78 Ex. 11 (Fuccillo Direct) at 2-3. 
79 Ex. 11 (Fuccillo Direct) at 3. 
80 See Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 15-21 (summarized in Table 2). 
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TABLE 2 

Haymarket 230 kV Transmission Line and Substation Project 
Planned Developments Along the Carver Road Alternative and the 1-66 Overhead Routes 

Carver Road Alternative 1-66 Overhead Alternative 
Development Name Development Type 

Miles Crossed Acres Crossed Miles Crossed Acres Crossed 

Cushing Road Commercial/Industrial <0.1 0.4 <0.1 0.4 

Village Place at Residential 0.1 2.2 0.0 0.0 
Gainesville 

McGraw's Corner Multi-Family/Commercial 0.2 2.6 0.0 0.0 

Regency Somerset Unknown <0.1 0.3 0.0 0.0 

Somerwood Medical 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 

Haymarket Landing Residential 0.6 6.9 0.0 0.0 

Hunter at Haymarket Mixed Use 0.3 3.2 0.0 0.0 

Midwood Center Age-Restricted Residential 0.3 3.7 0.1 1.1 

Market Center at Mixed Use 0.0 0.0 0.1 1.0 
Haymarket 

Heritage Hunt Sims Commercial/industrial 0.0 0.0 0.2 2.3 
Property and Fuel 
Station 

TOTAL 1.6 19.9 0.4 4.8 

The second factor that warrants careful analysis is the length and type of new right-of-
, 

way required. The Proposed I-66 Overhead Route intentionally follows existing infrastructure 

for the majority (90%) of its length. Co-locating with existing linear infrastructure is a normal 

baseline expectation for transmission line routing generically and by the Commission 

specifically. 81 New, or "greenfield," right-of-way often has a much greater impact than can be 

noted by a simple mile-by-mile comparison between routes. Specifically, forested areas adjacent 

to an interstate have already been deteriorated due to the noise and disturbance of the vehicle 

traffic. Forested area in a less developed area would not be experiencing the same effects. 

Similarly, incremental impacts from development of a transmission line on residences and other 

development near or along an existing linear corridor are generally less than impacts where there 

is not an existing corridor. 

81 See Dominion Virginia Power Post-Hearing Brief at 22-23. 

24 



Finally, the Company notes that the Carver Road Alternative Route crosses a small 

portion of a parcel that has been dedicated to Prince William County to build an extension to 

Somerset Crossing Drive.82 In order for the Carver Road Alternative Route to be viable, 

Dominion Virginia Power would need to work with Prince William County to negotiate an 

overhead easement within this dedicated parcel. If negotiations were unsuccessful, a variation of 

the Carver Road Alternative Route would likely be required in which the route shifted east, 

toward and into the Somerset Crossing residential development in order to avoid this County-

dedicated parcel ofland. Accordingly, like with the Jordan Lane Variation discussed above, the 

Company requests that should the Commission approve the Haymarket Transmission Facilities 

via the Carver Road Alternative Route, the Commission also alternatively authorize the 

necessary variance to avoid the County-dedicated parcel if the Company is unable to obtain an 

easement within a reasonable time. 

In conclusion, route selection must include a consideration of overall landscape while 

also comparing individual constraints and opportunities. Although the Company acknowledges 

that the Carver Road Alternative Route is a viable route, the Hearing Examiner's 

recommendation of the route appears to overemphasize a singular adverse impact (potential 

visual impacts to nearby residences) and largely ignore other measureable factors that favor the 

I-66 Overhead Route. 

For clarity regarding the other overhead options that were publically noticed, the 

Company notes that the Madison Alternative Route, as compared to the Carver Road Alternative 

Route, is approximately $6.0 million more expensive, is 1.5 miles longer, and has more 

residences within 500, 200, and 100 feet of the right-of-way. 83 The Railroad Alternative Route, 

82 Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 8. 
83 Ex. 3 (NRG Environmental Routing Study) at 15-21; Ex. 19 (Joshipura Direct) at 16. 
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as noted by the Hearing Examiner's Rep01i, is no longer viable due to Prince William County's 

acquisition of an open space easement over ce1iain property during the pendency of this 

proceeding.84 Accordingly, neither Dominion Virginia Power, nor any other party to this 

proceeding, advocates their selection. 

Of the five options presented in this proceeding for the proposed Haymarket 

Transmission Facilities, the I-66 Overhead Route is the shortest, least costly, can be built in time, 

best minimizes impacts to the environment, has a high percentage of co-location with an existing 

transportation corridor, and does not eliminate developable prope1iy. The Company respectfully 

requests the Commission select and approve the Proposed I-66 Overhead Route as the route that 

reasonably minimizes adverse impact to the environment, scenic assets and historic resources of 

the area in the most comprehensive manner. However, should the Commission disagree with the 

Company's analysis and confirm the Hearing Examiner's recommendation, the Carver 

Alternative Route, with the potential adjustment described herein, is viable and constructible, 

and the Company will implement the Commission's order. 85 

III. The Hearing Examiner's Report appropriately finds no adverse health or safety 
issues associated with the Project 

The Hearing Examiner's Rep01i correctly dismisses concerns regarding electric and 

magnetic field ("EMF") levels and finds that the Project represents no hazard to human health. 86 

No record evidence supports a contrary finding. Rather, the Company's EMF calculations show 

the EMF levels at the edge of the right-of-way for the proposed Haymarket Transmission 

84 Report at 7 5. 
85 Regardless of the route chosen, Dominion Virginia Power agrees with the Hearing Examiner's recommendation 
that the Company comply with the Summary of General Recommendations contained in the DEQ Report as well as 
the recommendation that approval not be conditioned on the Alternative Recommendation wherein DEQ's Office of 
Wetlands and Stream Protection, the Virginia Department of Historic Resources, and Prince William County 
recommended underground construction. 
86 Report at 78. 
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Facilities would range from 5.495 to 117.445 milligauss ("mG"),87 which is less than a hair dryer 

produces (at 300 mG). 88 What is more, the general scientific consensus of health agencies is that 

at levels associated with the operation of 230 kV transmission lines, or other common sources of 

EMF in the environment, the research does not support the conclusion that EMF causes any 

long-term, adverse health effects.89 

Accordingly, the Commission should adopt the findings and conclusion contained in the 

Repmt as to health and safety concerns associated with the Project. 

IV. The Hearing Examiner's Report rightly finds the Project will improve Dominion 
Virginia Power's system reliability in the area 

The Company agrees with the Repmt's findings and statements regarding reliability 

improvements associated with the Project including: 

• The proposed Project will improve the reliability of the Company's system in the 
Haymarket Load Area; 90 

• The additional capacity from the Project will provide the Company greater 
opportunity to switch load to other available circuits in the event of an outage, which 
can result in shmter restoration times;91 and 

• ·Construction of new distribution circuits from the proposed Haymarket Substation 
will decrease the length of circuits to ce1tain customers, thus promoting greater 
reliability for those customers.92 

As discussed in Section I above, these reliability benefits will accrue to all Dominion Virginia 

Power customers in the Haymarket Load Area on day one of energization of the Project. The 

Project fmther offers reliability benefits for the future, as the proposed Haymarket Substation 

will have space to add a third transformer should additional capacity be needed from future 

87 Ex. 3 (Appendix) at 109-111. 
88 Ex. 7 (Shevenock Direct) at 4. 
89 Ex. 3 (Appendix) at 112. 
90 Repmt at 79. 
91 Report at 79. 
92 Report at 79. 
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development in the area or a delivery point request from Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative, 

which also provides distribution service in the area fed from the same transmission system. 93 

V. The Hearing Examiner's Report correctly finds the Project will have a positive 
impact on the economy in Prince William County and the Town of Haymarket 

Lastly, the Company agrees with the Report's finding that "the Haymarket transmission 

line will have a very favorable, and positive, impact on future economic development."94 

Staff concluded that the Customer's campus, which cannot be served without the new 

Haymarket Transmission Facilities, is expected to generate new employment opportunities and 

substantial tax revenue and, therefore, "will likely have a significant positive impact on Prince 

William County."95 Staff also acknowledged that the Project will "[s]upport[] the critical 

business processes of the national and international technology companies" of Prince William 

County.96 In addition to the positive effect on economic development associated with the 

Customer's campus, the Project will also allow for continued economic growth in the area. 

As summarized by the Hearing Examiner's Report, the proposed Haymarket 

Transmission Facilities will eliminate potential loading problems on the Company's distribution 

system and allow economic development to continue unimpeded in Prince William County.97 

The proposed Project will promote economic development in the Commonwealth. of Virginia, 

including.the area of the Haymarket Project, by serving an area that is rapidly growing including 

the additional load requirements associated with new data centers being developed. 

93 Ex. 39 (Potter Rebuttal) at 5-6; Ex. 28 (Gill Rebuttal) at 17-18. 
94 Report at 79. 
95 Ex. 19 (Joshipura Direct) at 21. 
96 Tr. 248-49. 
97 Report at 79. 
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CONCLUSION 

Wherefore, for the reasons stated herein, Dominion Virginia Power respectfully requests 

the Commission issue a Final Order that (i) adopts findings (1) and (3)-(10) of the Hearing 

Examiner's Report; (ii) rejects finding (2) and instead approves the I-66 Overhead Route, with 

the noted variations,98 as the route that reasonably minimizes adverse impact to the environment, 

scenic assets and historic resources of the area concerned; (iii) issues a certificate of public 

convenience and necessity to the Company to construct and operate the Project; and (iv) grants 

any such other relief as deemed necessary and appropriate. 

98 See discussion at p. 19. 
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