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HISTORY OF THE CASE 

On May 31, 2018, Virginia Electric and Power Company d/b/a Dominion Energy Virginia 
("Dominion" or "Company") filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") an 
application for approval and for a certificate of public convenience and necessity ("CPCN") to 
construct and operate electric transmission facilities in Chesterfield County, Virginia, and Henrico 
County, Virginia ("Application"), Dominion filed the Application pursuant to § 56-46.1 of the 
Code of Virginia ("Va. Code") and the Utility Facilities Act, Va. Code § 56-265.1 et seq. 

The Company proposed to: (i) rebuild, entirely within an existing right-of-way or on 
Company-owned property, approximately 21.3 miles of the existing 230 kV Chesterfield — Lakeside 
Line #217 from the Company's Chesterfield Substation in Chesterfield County to the Company's 
Lakeside Substation in Henrico County; (ii) remove or replace certain structures on Chesterfield — 
Chickahominy Line #287 located on or near the Company's Chesterfield Power Station, two of 
which share a common structure with Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217; and (iii) perform minor 
work at the Chesterfield and Lakeside Substations (collectively, the "Rebuild Project").' 

The proposed route for the Rebuild Project is approximately 21.3 miles of existing 
transmission line right-of-way currently occupied by the existing 230 kV Chesterfield — Lakeside 
Line #217. The route is in Chesterfield (0.5 mile) and Henrico (20.8 miles) Counties. The Rebuild 
Project originates in Chesterfield County at the Chesterfield Substation located at the Chesterfield 
Power Station off Coxendale Road. From the Chesterfield Power Station, the route generally heads 
northeast from the station property for 0.5 mile and continues northeast into Henrico County after 
the line crosses the James River. The line continues in a northeasterly direction for approximately 
5.6 miles. Then, for 2.4 miles, the line heads in a northwesterly direction before heading due north. 
The line continues in a north-northwesterly direction for 12.8 miles and terminates at the Lakeside 
Substation in Henrico County off Hilliard Road. The existing structures for the entire Rebuild 
Project range in height from 45 to 228 feet, and the proposed structures range in height from 55 to 
228 feet. The existing average structure height is 63 feet, and the proposed average structure height 
is 74 feet.2 

Ex. 2, Application at 2, 
2  Id., Appendix at 287. 

SCC-62 



Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 crosses the following roads in Henrico County: Hoke 
Brady Road, Kingsland Road, Varina Road, Strath Road, Buffin Road, New Market Road (S.R. 5), 
Doran Road, Kinvan Road, Fourdale Lane, Beowulf Drive, Wilson Road, Route 895, South 
Laburnum Avenue, Messer Road, Darbytown Road, Charles City Road, Williamsburg 
Road (S.R. 60), Bedford Street, Gay Avenue, Interstate 64, Thornhurst Street, Colwyck Drive, 
Nine Mile Road (S.R. 33), Cedar Fork Road, Creighton Road, Mechanicsville Turnpike (S.R. 360), 
Richmond-Henrico Turnpike, Wilkinson Road, Interstate 95, and Brook Road (S.R. 1). 
Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 does not cross any roads in Chesterfield County.3 

The Company stated that the Rebuild Project is necessary to resolve electric generation 
deliverability violations identified by PJM Interconnection LLC ("PJM") and to address 
Chesterfield— Lakeside Line #217 nearing the end of its service life.4 

The needed in-service date for the Rebuild Project is June 1, 2020.5  The estimated cost of 
the Rebuild Project is approximately $31.6 million.6  The estimated cost for transmission line work 
is approximately $31,0 million, and the estimated cost for substation work is approximately $0.6 
million.7 

On June 12, 2018, the Commission entered an Order for Notice and Hearing in which it, 
among other things, docketed the Application; established a procedural schedule; required 
Dominion to provide public notice of its Application; scheduled a public hearing on the Application 
for November 5, 2018; and assigned the case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further 
proceedings in this matter on behalf of the Commission and file a final report. 

On July 6, 2018, Old Dominion Electric Cooperative ("ODEC") filed a Notice of 
Participation as a Respondent. ODEC's stated interest in this proceeding is to consider Dominion's 
proposal to rebuild transmission facilities, the costs related to such facilities, and whether and how 
such costs are included in Dominion's transmission rates. 

The public hearing was convened in a Commission courtroom on November 5, 2018. 
The Company appeared by its counsel, Vishwa B. Link, Esquire, Sarah R. Bennett, Esquire, and 
David J. DePippo, Esquire. The Commission Staff appeared by its counsel, William H. Chambliss, 
Esquire, and William H. Harrison, IV, Esquire. ODEC made no appearance at the hearing. 
Pursuant to an agreement among counsel, the prefiled direct and rebuttal testimonies of the 
Company and Staff witnesses were admitted into the record without cross-examination. 

3  Id. 
4  Id., Application at 2; Appendix at 1. 
5  Id., Application at 3; Appendix at 44. 
6  Id., Application at 3; Appendix at 45. 
7  Id. 
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SUMMARY OF THE RECORD 

Written Comments 

On August 22, 2018, James Bergeson, a property owner in Henrico County (Parcel #811-
712-4375) along the route of the Rebuild Project, stated that the only activity on his property is 
agricultural and there are no electric transmission structures located on his property. He requested 
several conditions of any Commission approval of the Rebuild Project: 

• Owners of agricultural land along the route receive at least six months' notice of 
construction activities occurring on their property so they could make an informed 
decision on the planting and harvesting of crops during the affected growing season. 

• Construction access and activities remain solely within existing right-of-way. 

• All access roads be improved to current standards, specifically with respect to 
culverts. 

• Property owners be fairly compensated for any degradation to property that may 
occur because of the Rebuild Project. 

Public Witnesses 

No public witnesses appeared at the public hearing. 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 

The Company presented the direct testimony of four employee witnesses: Dennis D. 

Kaminsky, Consulting Engineer — Electric Transmission Planning; Elizabeth K. Gatlin, Engineer III 

— Electric Transmission Line Engineering; Santosh Bhattarai, Engineer III — Substation 
Engineering; and Amanda M. Mayhew, Senior Siting and Permitting Specialist. 

In his direct testimony, Mr. Kaminsky sponsored the sections in the Appendix describing the 

Company's transmission system and the need for, and the benefits of, the Rebuild Project. This 

included: 

• Section I.B: Details the engineering justifications for the Rebuild Project. 

• Section I.C: Describes the existing transmission system and details how the Rebuild 
Project will satisfy present and future load demand requirements. 

• Section ID: Describes critical contingencies and associated violations due to the 
inadequacy of the existing transmission system. 

• Section LE: Explains, if any, feasible project alternatives. 
• Section I.G: Provides a system map for the affected area. 
• Section I.H: Provides the desired in-service date for the Rebuild Project and the 

estimated construction time. 
• Section I.J: Provides the PJM approval of the Rebuild Project. 

• Section I.K: Confirms that the Rebuild Project is being driven by the need to 
resolve an identified capacity violation of NERC Reliability Standards and replace 
transmission infrastructure at the end of its service life. 
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• Section II,A.3: Provides color maps of existing or proposed rights-of-way near the 
Rebuild Project. 

• Section II.A.10: Provides details of the construction plans for the Rebuild Project, 
including requested and approved line outage schedules. Ex. 4, at 1-2. 

Mr. Kaminsky co-sponsored the following sections of the Appendix with Company witness 

Gatlin: 

• Section IA: Details the primary justifications for the Rebuild Project. 

• Section I.L: Provides photographs and inspection records of deteriorating 
transmission structures and associated equipment. Ex. 4, at 2. 

In her direct testimony, Ms. Gatlin sponsored those section of the Appendix providing an 

overview of the design characteristics of the transmission facilities for the Rebuild Project, and 

those sections discussing the health aspects of electromagnetic fields ("EMF"). This included: 

• Section I.F: Describes any lines or facilities that will be removed, replaced, or taken 

out of service upon completion of the Rebuild Project. 

• Section II.A.5: Provides drawings of the right-of-way cross section showing typical 
transmission line structure placements. 

• Section II.B,1 to II.B.5: Provides the line design and operational features of the 

Rebuild Project. 
• Section IV: Provides an analysis on the health aspects of EMF. Ex. 5, at 1-2. 

Ms. Gatlin co-sponsored with Company witness Bhattarai Section I.I of the Appendix, 

which provides the estimated total cost of the Rebuild Project. Ex. 5, at 2. 

In his direct testimony, Mr. Bhattarai sponsored or co-sponsored Section II.0 of the 

Appendix, which describes the work to be performed at the Chesterfield and Lakeside Substations 

for the Rebuild Project. Ex. 6, at 1-2. 

In her direct testimony, Ms. Mayhew sponsored those sections of the Appendix providing an 

overview of the route for the Rebuild Project. This included: 

• Section II.A.1: Provides the length of the transmission right-of-way and viable 
alternatives to the Rebuild Project. 

• Section II.A.2: Provides a map showing the route of the Rebuild Project in relation 
to notable points of interest. 

• Section II.A.6 to II.A.8: Provides detail of the right-of-way for the Rebuild Project. 

• Section II.A.9: Describes the route selection procedures and details alternative 
routes considered. 

• Section II.A,11: Details how the construction of the Rebuild Project follows the 
Company's guidelines. 

• Section II.A.12: Identifies the counties and localities through which the Rebuild 
Project passes and provides general highway maps of these localities. 
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• Section II.B.6; Provides photographs of existing facilities, representations of 
proposed facilities, and visual simulations. 

• Section III: Details the impact of the Rebuild Project on scenic, environmental, and 
historic features. 

• Section V: Provides information related to public notice of the Rebuild Project. 
Ex. 7, at 1-2. 

In addition, Ms. Mayhew sponsored the Department of Environmental Quality ("DEQ") 

Supplement to the Application. Ex. 7, at 2. 

Finally, Ms. Mayhew confirmed the Company complied with the notice requirements in 

Va. Code § 15.2-2202 E by sending letters to Chesterfield and Henrico Counties describing the 

Rebuild Project and offering the localities an opportunity to comment on the project. Ex. 7, at 2. 

The Company presented the rebuttal testimony of two witnesses: Lori Schuelke, Manager 

of Transmission Line Engineering for the Company; and Amanda M. Mayhew. 

In her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Schuelke responded to the recommendations concerning 

transmission line maintenance activities made in the Staff Report. She explained the Company's 

current pole replacement program replaces poles that have been flagged by field personnel due to 

their condition, and replaces them with like poles. These replacements do not address other 

components of the structure such as cross arms, conductors, or insulators, and they are not 

engineered. As the Company develops pole replacement plans, future use and end-of-life projects 

are considered. For pole replacements on lines that have future projects planned in the next five 

years, the Company delays maintenance pole replacements as long as possible with input from the 

field crews, and only critically urgent poles are replaced. Ex. 9, at 2. 

Ms. Schuelke confirmed the Company does not oppose the reporting recommendation 

contained in the Staff Report. The Company agreed to review its planned pole replacement practice 

to evaluate if it is practical or economical to replace entire structures and bring structures that 

cannot wait for a future line rebuild up to current engineering standards. Ms. Schuelke noted that 

this would likely involve taller and wider structures, and structures moved forward or back from 

existing locations, as opposed to just replacing the poles. The Company's review would not include 

emergency pole replacements. Ex. 9, at 2-3. 

Ms. Schuelke confirmed the Company does not oppose submitting a report that provides an 

overview of its transmission line replacement pole activities, but asked that the report be annual 

rather than semiannual. An annual report would be consistent with the Company's current 
practices. Ms. Schuelke noted the Company and Staff are working collaboratively to develop a 

mutually acceptable report. Ex. 9, at 3. 

In her rebuttal testimony, Ms. Mayhew addressed comments made by the Department of 

Conservation and Recreation's Division of Natural Heritage ("DCR") and the Department of 
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Game and Inland Fisheries ("DGIF") in the DEQ Report. In addition, she responded to written 
comments submitted by Mr. Bergeson,8  a property owner located along the route of the Rebuild 
Project. Ex. 10, at 2. 

In the DEQ Report, DCR recommended that the Company re-submit project information and 
a map for updates on identified natural heritage resources if "the scope of the project changes and/or 
six months has passed before it is utilized."9  The Company recommended a change in the language 

to "if the scope of the project materially changes and/or twelve months has passed before it is 
utilized." The Company believes the insertion of the "material" language appropriately gives effect 

to DEQ's intent to capture significant changes in the scope of the Rebuild Project, consistent with 

DEQ's current review of the impacts of the Rebuild Project. The Company requested this change in 

other recent cases, and the change was approved by the Commission.1°  Ex. 10, at 2-3. 

In the DEQ Report, DGIF recommended a time-of-year restriction if colonial nesting bird 
colonies are located within the project area, These birds may be found near the James River in the 
southern portion of the Rebuild Project and near the Chickahominy River in the northern part of the 
Rebuild Project. The Company would survey the project area for colonial nesting bird colonies, but 

might need to have further discussions with DGIF regarding the recommendation of no significant 
construction activities within a 0.5-mile buffer of a colony between February 15 and July 31. Such 

a restriction could severely affect project work if colonies are found, because one phase of the 

project is expected to occur during that period. Dominion believes further discussion with DGIF 

would be appropriate if colonies are found to determine if the Company could adhere to the 
recommendation or if it needs to negotiate a different set of restrictions. The Company requested an 

amendment to the language of the DGIF recommendation to provide that if colonial nesting bird 

colonies are found upon survey, the Company and DGIF would work together to create appropriate 

construction restrictions. Ex. 10, at 4. 

Ms. Mayhew addressed the recommendations in the written comments submitted by 

Mr. Bergeson. The first recommendation involved six months' notice of construction activities 

to agricultural landowners. Currently, the Company is hosting construction open houses, which 

provide an opportunity for landowners to address their concerns directly to the Company's subject 

matter experts. In addition, the Company sends a mailing to landowners before work is planned to 
start. Ms. Mayhew confirmed the Company has a high-level project schedule and would provide 
that schedule to landowners to help coordinate agricultural plantings. However, the Company 
would not know six months in advance when work is expected to occur on a specific property. The 

Letter from James Bergeson (August 22, 2018). 
9  Ex. 3, at 18. 
I°  Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval and certification of electric transmission 
facilities: Dooms-Valley Line #569 500 kV Transmission Line Rebuild, Case No. PUR-2017-00114, Final Order 
(Sept. 10, 2018); Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval and certification of electric 
transmission facilities: Idylwood-Tysons 230 kV single circuit underground transmission line, Tysons Substation 
rebuild and related transmission facilities, Case No. PUR-2017-00143 Final Order (Sept. 5, 2018); Application of 
Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval and certification of electric transmission facilities under 
Va. Code sC 56-46.1 and the Utility Facilities Act, Va. Code § 56-265.1 et seq., Case No. PUR-2017-00078, 
Final Order (Feb. 5, 2018); and Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval and certification 
of electric facilities: Line #567 500 kV Transmission Line Segment Rebuild, Case No. PUE-2016-00135, Final Order 
(Jun. 6, 2017). 
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start date for the Rebuild Project is dependent on the selection of a contractor after the Commission 
issues its final order, and there are other factors such as field and weather conditions that might 
impact the overall construction schedule. If considered appropriate, the Company could commit to 
three months' notice when work is planned for specific agricultural properties. The Company 
would still hold a construction open house, and the Company could follow up with specific dates to 
landowners with agricultural activities on their land as the schedule becomes more certain. Ex. 10, 
at 5-6. 

The Company requested that the Commission reject Mr. Bergeson's second 
recommendation that construction activities remain solely within the existing right-of-way. In most 
cases, the Company would be able to access the right-of-way from public roads. However, there 
might be instances where the Company and its contractor would need to access the right-of-way 
across private property. In those instances, the Company would secure access from the property 
owner. Ex. 10, at 6. 

Mr. Bergeson's third recommendation involved improving existing access roads to current 
standards, specifically with respect to culverts. Ms. Mayhew described the Company's erosion and 
sediment control plans for the Rebuild Project. The plans identify where: (i) there are existing 
access roads that can be repaired; (ii) construction mats are required; and (iii) temporary gravel 

access roads are needed that would be removed after construction. Under the Company's Annual 
Standards and Specifications, the Company would improve access roads where gravel already exists 

and replace permanent culverts where they already exist. If a landowner envisions upgrades to 

existing access roads, the Company would work with the landowner within the parameters of its 
DEQ approved Annual Standards and Specifications. Ex, 10, at 6. 

Regarding Mr. Bergeson's final recommendation, the Company is committed to ensuring 

that the property along the right-of-way is left in the same or better shape once construction is 
complete. If work takes place across agricultural property, the Company will fairly compensate the 

landowner for any crop loss as a result of the Rebuild Project. All areas where land disturbance 
occurs would be stabilized as soon as possible. Ex. 10, at 7. 

Commission Staff 

Staff presented one witness, Armando J. de Leon, Senior Utilities Engineer in the Division 
of Public Utility Regulation. Mr. de Leon sponsored the Staff Report on the Company's 
Application. Ex. 8, at 1. 

The Staff Report began with a general overview of the Rebuild Project and the Company's 
existing facilities." 

The Staff Report addressed the need for the Rebuild Project. The Company stated the 
Rebuild Project was needed to resolve electric generation deliverability violations identified by PJM 
and to address Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 nearing the end of its service life. Staff replicated 
PJM's power flow analysis and confirmed PJM's results that Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 
would exceed its thermal capacity in five separate contingencies. To address these reliability 

II Ex. 8, Staff Report at 1-3. 
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concerns, PJM initiated an open window process to receive proposals to resolve the identified 
reliability violations. PJM received 25 proposals and considered six, two of which were submitted 
by the Company. PJM approved the Rebuild Project on August 3, 2016, because it resolved all the 
thermal overloads, resolved the Company's end-of-life transmission criteria, and used existing 
right-of-way. PJM rejected the Company's alternate project because it caused additional violations 
when combined with the 500 kV network solutions that were being considered for other violations 
on the 500 kV network within the 2016 Regional Transmission Expansion Plan ("RTEP"). Based 
on Staff's review of the power flow analysis and the Company's responses to Staff's interrogatories, 
Staff concluded the Company reasonably demonstrated the need for Rebuild Project to address 
transmission reliability. I2 

Staff also reviewed the Company's end-of-life transmission criteria, which includes two 
performance metrics: (1) the facility is nearing, or has already passed, the end of its service life; 
and (2) continued operation risks negatively impacting reliability of the transmission system. Staff 
determined the Company met both metrics. Staff concluded the Company established the need for 
the Rebuild Project to address the end-of-life of Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 and Staff does 
not oppose the issuance of a CPCN to rebuild the line.13 

The Staff Report provided a detailed overview of the Rebuild Project including, substation 
upgrades, substation transition structures, line structures, line ratings, and structure count and 
heights. The Rebuild Project is estimated to take 16 months for detailed engineering, materials 
procurement, permitting, and construction following Commission approval. Power to existing 
customers would be maintained by sectionalizing the Rebuild Project at the Charles City Road 
Substation. The Company's goal is to commence construction in June 2019 and complete the 
Rebuild Project by June 2020. The Rebuild Project is estimated to cost $31.6 million, which 
includes $31 million for transmission line work and $0.6 million for substation work. The 
substation work includes upgrades to the Chesterfield, Lakeside, Charles City Road, Darbytown, 
and Northeast Substations. I4 

The Staff Report addressed the use of existing right-of-way, and the impact of the Rebuild 
Project on environmental, scenic, and historic resources. The Rebuild Project is completely within 
existing right-of-way. According to the Company, the Rebuild Project would have no impact on 
historic properties located outside the view shed and a minimal incremental impact on historic 
properties located within the view shed. The Company agreed to coordinate with the Department of 
Historic Resources to review the Stage I Pre-Application Analysis regarding its findings.15 

Staff expects the Rebuild Project to provide continued economic benefits to Virginia by 
maintaining reliability for the electric transmission system, which is the backbone for economic 
activity. The Rebuild Project would provide short-term construction jobs, but no long-term job 
creation is expected.16 

12  Id., Staff Report at 4-7. 
13  Id., Staff Report at 7-13. 
' 4 1d., Staff Report at 13-18, 
15  Id., Staff Report at 18-21. 
16  Id., Staff Report at 21. 
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Staff confirmed the DEQ wetland impacts consultation and coordinated environmental 

review were completed.17 

In its Report, Staff concluded the Company reasonably demonstrated the need to construct 

the Rebuild Project. The project utilizes existing right-of-way, and minimizes the impact on 

existing residences, scenic assets, historic districts, and the environment. Therefore, Staff does not 

oppose the Company's request for CPCN to construct the project. Staff made two 
recommendations. First, Staff recommended that the Company re-examine its line maintenance 

programs to ensure that, to the maximum extent possible, structures and line components can be 

reused for future line upgrades, especially for lines nearing the end of their service life. Second, 

Staff recommended that the Commission direct the Company to submit a semiannual report to Staff 

that provides an overview of its (i) transmission line maintenance activities completed over the 

previous six months; and (ii) transmission line maintenance activities planned during the next six 

months, and how those activities support any known, future upgrades on those lines.18 

DISCUSSION 

Code of Virginia  

The statutory scheme governing the Company's Application is found in several chapters of 

Title 56 of the Code of Virginia. Va. Code § 56-265.2 A provides that "[i]t shall be unlawful for any 

public utility to construct . . facilities for use in public utility service . . . without first having 

obtained a certificate from the Commission that the public convenience and necessity require the 

exercise of such right or privilege." 

Va. Code § 56-46.1 A requires the Commission to consider environmental reports issued by 

other state agencies, local comprehensive plans, the impact on economic development, and 

improvements in reliability before approving construction of electrical utility facilities: 

Whenever the Commission is required to approve the construction of any electrical 

utility facility, it shall give consideration to the effect of that facility on the environment 

and establish such conditions as may be desirable or necessary to minimize adverse 

environmental impact. . . . In every proceeding under this subsection, the Commission 

shall receive and give consideration to all reports that relate to the proposed facility by 

state agencies concerned with environmental protection; and if requested by any county 

or municipality in which the facility is proposed to be built, to local comprehensive 

plans that have been adopted pursuant to Article 3 (§ 15.2-2223 et seq.) of Chapter 22 

of Title 15.2. Additionally, the Commission (a) shall consider the effect of the 

proposed facility on economic development within the Commonwealth, including but 

not limited to furtherance of the economic and job creation objectives of the 

Commonwealth Energy Policy set forth in §§ 67-101 and 67-102, and (b) shall consider 

17  Id., Staff Report at 22. 
" Id., Staff Report at 22-23. 
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any improvements in service reliability that may result from the construction of such 
facility. 

Va. Code § 56-46.1 B further provides: 

[a]s a condition to approval the Commission shall determine that the line is needed and 
that the corridor or route the line is to follow will reasonably minimize adverse impact 
on the scenic assets, historic districts and environment of the area concerned. . . . In 
making the determinations about need, corridor or route, and method of installation, 
the Commission shall verify the applicant's load flow modeling, contingency analyses, 
and reliability needs presented to justify the new line and its proposed method of 
installation. 

As provided in Va. Code § 56-46.1 D, the term "[e]nvironment" or "environmental" used in 
Va. Code § 56-46.1 "shall be deemed to include in meaning 'historic,' as well as a consideration of 
the probable effects of the line on the health and safety of the persons in the area concerned." 

The Code of Virginia also requires the Commission to consider existing right-of-way 
easements when siting transmission lines. Va. Code § 56-46.1 C provides: "[i]n any hearing the 
public service company shall provide adequate evidence that existing rights-of-way cannot 
adequately serve the needs of the company." In addition, Va. Code § 56-259 C provides: "[p]rior to 
acquiring any easement of right-of-way, public service corporations will consider the feasibility of 
locating such facilities on, over, or under existing easements of rights-of-way." 

Need 

The Company addressed the need for the Rebuild Project in Section I.A of the Appendix.19 
The Rebuild Project is needed for two reasons: (i) to resolve generation deliverability problems 
identified by PJM;2°  and (ii) to address Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 reaching the end of its 
service life.21  In 2016, PJM identified in its RTEP that beginning in 2020 the Company's 
transmission facilities would be subject to thermal overloads during certain contingencies, and as a 
result, would not meet NERC Reliability Standards unless system upgrades were made to address 
those generation deliverability violations.22  Based on established criteria, the Company determined 
that Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 has reached the end of its service life; and continued 
operation of the line risks negatively impacting reliability of the Company's transmission system.23 
I find the Company established the need for the Rebuild Project. 

19  Ex. 2, Appendix at 1-7. 
20  Id., Appendix at 1-3. 
21  Id., Appendix at 4-7, 
22  Id., Appendix at 2-3, 
23  Id., Appendix at 5-6. 

10 



Existing Rights-of-Way  

The Company addressed the use of existing right-of-way in Sections II.A.1,24  II.A.2,25 

II.A.4,26, II.A.6,27  II.A.9,28  and V.A29  of the Appendix. Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 is being 

rebuilt entirely within existing right-of-way. No additional right-of-way would need to be acquired 

to complete the Rebuild Project. I find no additional right-of-way would need to be acquired to 

construct the Rebuild Project. 

Economic Development 

The economic development benefits of the Rebuild Project can be divided into short- and 

long-term benefits. In the short-term, the Rebuild Project would provide temporary well-paying 

construction jobs. Those jobs would end when the Rebuild Project is completed. In the long-term, 

the Rebuild Project improves the reliability of the electric transmission system in northern 

Chesterfield County and eastern Henrico County. As noted in the Staff Report, a reliable electric 

transmission system is "a backbone for economic activity."30  I find the Rebuild Project supports 

economic development in the greater Richmond Metropolitan Area. 

Scenic Assets and Historic Districts  

The Company addressed the impact of the Rebuild Project on scenic assets and historic 

districts in Sections III.A through III.L of the Appendix.31  Since this is a rebuild of an existing 

transmission line, any impacts to scenic assets or historic districts would result from materially 

changing the structures used to carry the line. Currently, Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 is 

carried primarily on wooden H-frame structures. The Company proposes to replace those structures 

with weathering steel H-frame structures, Based on the proposed changes to structure heights 

and design, the Company anticipates that the Rebuild Project would have no impact on historic 

properties that are not in the viewshed of the Rebuild Project, and would have a potentially 

minimal incremental impact on historic properties that are within the viewshed of the Rebuild 

Project. The Company indicated that it would coordinate with DHR through review of the Stage I 

Pre-Application Analysis regarding its initial findings.32  I find the Rebuild Project would have no 

material adverse impact on scenic assets and historic districts. 

Environmental Impact 

Pursuant to Va. Code §§ 56-46.1 A and B, the Commission shall consider the Rebuild 

Project's impact on the environment and establish such conditions as may be desirable or necessary 

to minimize the adverse environmental impact. The statute further provides that the Commission 

24  Ex. 2, Appendix at 61. 
25  Id., Appendix at 62. 
26  Id., Appendix at 86. 
27  Id., Appendix at 120. 
28  Id., Appendix at 124. 
29  Id., Appendix at 287. 
3°  Ex. 8, Staff Report at 21. 
31  Ex. 2, Appendix at 244-70. 
32  Id., Appendix at 126. 
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shall receive and consider all reports that relate to the Rebuild Project by state agencies concerned 
with environmental protection. 

Pursuant to a request by the Commission Staff, DEQ conducted a coordinated agency 
review based on information filed in the DEQ Supplement to the Application, and filed its DEQ 
Report, including its comments and recommendations, with the Commission on August 16, 2O18, 
The following agencies participated in the review: DEQ, DGIF, DCR, Department of Health, 
Department of Historic Resources ("DHR"), Department of Aviation, Marine Resources 
Commission, and Richmond Regional Planning District Commission.34 

The coordinated agency review focused on the requirement to obtain certain environmental 
permits to construct the Rebuild Project, the potential environmental impacts of constructing and 
operating the Rebuild Project, and recommendations for minimizing the Rebuild Project's 
environmental impact. The DEQ Report indicated there are no adverse environmental impacts that 
would prevent construction of the Rebuild Project along the proposed route.35  However, the DEQ 
Report offered nine general recommendations for Commission consideration, which are in addition 
to any requirements of federal, state, or local law.36 

Those recommendations included: (i) follow DEQ's recommendations to avoid and 
minimize impacts to wetlands and streams; (ii) consider DEQ recommendation to incorporate the 
use of dielectric fluid that does not contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs); (iii) follow DEQ's 
recommendations regarding air quality protection; (iv) reduce solid waste at the source, reuse it and 
recycle it to the maximum extent practicable; (v) coordinate with the DCR regarding its 
recommendations to minimize adverse impacts to the aquatic ecosystem, develop and implement an 
invasive species plan, and implementing right-of-way restoration and maintenance practices as well 
as for updates to the Biotics Data System database; (vi) coordinate with DGIF regarding its 
recommendations to protect wildlife resources; (vii) coordinate with the DHR regarding its 
recommendations to protect historic and archaeological resources; (viii) follow the principles and 
practices of pollution prevention to the maximum extent practicable; and (ix) limit use of pesticides 
and herbicides to the extent practicable.37 

The Company agreed to all but two of the recommendations in the DEQ Report, and in those 
instances where it could not agree, the Company requested the language of the recommendation be 
modified. First, DCR recommended that the Company "[c]ontact DCR to re-submit project 
information and a map for an update on this natural heritage information if the scope of the project 
changes and/or six months has passed before it is utilized."38  The Company recommended a change 
in the language to "[c]ontact DCR to re-submit project information and a map for an update on this 
natural heritage information if the scope of the project materially changes and/or twelve months has 
passed before it is utilized." The Company believes the insertion of "material" appropriately gives 
effect to DEQ's intent to capture significant changes in the scope of the Rebuild Project, consistent 

33  Ex. 3. 
" Id., at 1. 
35 1d., at 3-5. 
36  Id., at 6. 
37  Id. 
38  M., at 18. 
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with DEQ's current review of the impacts of the project. The Company requested this change in 
other recent cases, and the change was approved by the Commission.39  Staff had no objection to the 
requested modification. 

Second, DGIF recommended a time-of-year restriction if colonial nesting bird colonies are 
located within the project area.40  These birds may be found near the James River in the southern 
portion of the Rebuild Project and near the Chickahominy River in the northern part of the Rebuild 
Project. The Company would survey the project area for colonial nesting bird colonies, but might 
need to have further discussions with DGIF regarding the recommendation of no significant 
construction activities within a 0.5-mile buffer of a colony between February 15 and July 31. The 
Company believes such a restriction could severely affect project work if colonies are found 
because one phase of the project is expected to occur during that period. Dominion believes further 
discussion with DGIF would be appropriate if colonies are found to determine if the Company 
could adhere to the recommendation or if it needs to negotiate a different set of restrictions. The 
Company requested an amendment to the language of the DGIF recommendation to provide that "if 
colonial nesting bird colonies are found upon survey, the Company and DGIF will work together to 
create appropriate construction restrictions."'" Staff had no objection to the requested modification. 

Based on the DEQ Report, I find there are no adverse environmental impacts that would 
prevent the construction of the Rebuild Project, I further find the Company's proposed 
modifications to the language of the DCR and DGIF recommendations are reasonable. I further 
find the nine recommendations in the DEQ Report, two of which were modified, are "desirable or 
necessary to minimize adverse environmental impact" associated with the Rebuild Project.42 

Public Health and Safety 

There is no evidence in the record that the Rebuild Project represents a hazard to public 
health or safety. The Company's studies of the health aspects of EMF levels are found in 
Sections IV.A,43  IV.B,44  and IV.C45  of the Appendix. Based on those studies, the Company 
believes that no significant health effects will result from the construction and operation of the 
Rebuild Project. I find the Rebuild Project does not represent a hazard to public health or safety. 

Other Alternatives 

PJM considered six proposals to address Chesterfield — Lakeside Line #217 violations of 
NERC Reliability Standards, including two proposals submitted by the Company. PJM rejected 
four proposals submitted by qualified bidders because they failed to resolve both the thermal 
overloads and the end-of-life issues of the line. PJM also rejected one of the Company's proposals 
because it caused other problems with the 500 kV transmission system. PJM selected the Rebuild 

39  Ex. 10, at 2-4; See n,9. 
49  Ex. 3, at 19. 
41  Ex. 10, at 4. 
42  Va. Code § 56-46,1 A. 
43  Ex. 2, Appendix at 271. 
44  Id., Appendix at 278. 
45  Id., Appendix at 280, 
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Project because the proposal reduced the thermal overloads to below 50% of the rating of the 
transmission line and addressed the end-of-life issues.46 

Given the availability of existing right-of-way, the statutory preference to use existing right-
of-way, and the additional costs and environmental impacts that would be associated with the 
acquisition and construction of new right-of-way, the Company did not consider any alternative 
routes requiring new right-of-way for the Rebuild Project.47  I find the Company's decision not to 
consider alternative routes requiring new right-of-way was reasonable. 

Staff Report 

Staff made two recommendations in its report. First, Staff recommended that the Company 

re-examine its transmission line maintenance programs to ensure that, to the maximum extent 
possible, structures and line components be reused for future line upgrades, especially for lines 

nearing the end of their service life." The Company did not oppose this recommendation and 

agreed to review its planned pole replacement practice to evaluate if it is practical or economical to 

replace entire structures and bring structures that cannot wait for a future line rebuild up to current 

engineering standards. The Company advised: (i) this would likely involve taller and wider 

structures, and structures moved forward or back from existing locations; and (ii) this review would 

not include emergency pole replacements.49 

Second, Staff recommended that the Company submit a semiannual report to Staff that 

provided an overview of its: (i) transmission line maintenance activities completed over the 

previous six months; and (ii) transmission line maintenance activities planned during the next six 

months, and how those activities support any known, future upgrades on those lines.50  The 

Company did not oppose submitting a report that provides an overview of its transmission line 

replacement pole activities, but asked that the report be annual rather than semiannual.51  The 

Company and Staff agreed to an annual reporting format.52 

I find the Staffs recommendations regarding the Company transmission line maintenance 

programs and annual reporting requirements are reasonable and are supported by the evidence in the 

record. I further find the Company's responses to those recommendations were reasonable. 

Written Comments 

James Bergeson, a property owner in Henrico County along the route of the Rebuild Project, 

submitted written comments. His property is used for agricultural purposes and there are no electric 

transmission structures located on the property. Mr. Bergeson requested several conditions of any 

Commission approval of the Rebuild Project: (i) owners of agricultural land along the route receive 

at least six months' notice of construction activities occurring on their property so they could make 

46  Ex. 2, Appendix at 37. 
47  Id. at 3. 
48  Ex. 8, Staff Report at 23, 

Ex. 9, at 2-3. 
5° Ex, 8, Staff Report at 23, 
51  Ex. 9, at 3. 
" Ex, 11. 
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an informed decision on the planting and harvesting of crops during the affected growing season; 
(ii) construction access and activities remain solely within existing right-of-way; (iii) all access 
roads be improved to current standards, specifically with respect to culverts; and (iv) property 
owners be fairly compensated for any degradation to property that may occur because of the 
Rebuild Project. 

The Company objected to the six-month construction notice recommendation. The 
Company stated it would not know six months in advance when work is expected to occur on a 
specific property. The start date for the Rebuild Project is dependent on several factors beyond the 
Company's control, and there are other factors such as field and weather conditions that might 
impact the overall construction schedule. Currently, the Company is hosting construction open 
houses that provide an opportunity for landowners to address their concerns directly with the 
Company's subject matter experts. In addition, the Company would send a mailing to landowners 
before work is planned to start. Rather than a fixed period of months, the Company agreed to 
provide reasonably practicable notice to agricultural land owners along the rebuild route after the 
construction schedule is known.53 

The Company objected to the second recommendation that construction activities remain 
solely within the existing right-of-way. In most cases, the Company stated it would be able to 
access the right-of-way from public roads. However, there might be instances where the Company 

and its contractor would need to access the right-of-way across private property. In those instances, 

the Company would secure access from the property owner.54 

The third recommendation involved improving existing access roads to current standards, 
specifically with respect to culverts. Under the Company's Annual Standards and Specifications, 

the Company would improve access roads where gravel already exists and replace permanent 
culverts where they already exist. If a landowner believes upgrades to existing access roads are 

necessary, the Company would work with the landowner within the parameters of its DEQ 
approved Annual Standards and Specifications.55 

Regarding the final recommendation, the Company stated it would ensure that the property 
along the right-of-way is left in the same or better shape once construction is complete. If work 

takes place across agricultural property, the Company would fairly compensate the landowner for 

any crop loss as a result of the Rebuild Project. All areas where land disturbance occurs would be 
stabilized as soon as possible.56 

In sum, I find the Company's responses to Mr. Bergeson's written comments were 
reasonable. I further find there is no compelling reason to make any of the Company's 
commitments a condition of any CPCN. 

53  Ex. 10, at 5-6. 
54 1d. at 6. 

Id. 
56 1d, at 7. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

Based on the evidence received in this case, and for the reasons set forth above, I find that: 

(1) The Company established the need for the Rebuild Project; 

(2) No additional right-of-way would need to be acquired to construct the Rebuild Project; 

(3) The Rebuild Project supports economic development in the greater Richmond 
Metropolitan Area; 

(4) The Rebuild Project would have no material adverse impact on scenic assets and historic 

districts; 

(5) There are no adverse environmental impacts that would prevent the construction of the 

Rebuild Project; 

(6) The Company's proposed modifications to the language of the DCR and DGIF 
recommendations are reasonable; 

(7) The nine recommendations in the DEQ Report, two of which were modified, are 

"desirable or necessary to minimize adverse environmental impact" associated with the 

Rebuild Project; 

(8) The Rebuild Project does not represent a hazard to public health or safety; 

(9) The Company's decision not to consider alternative routes requiring new right-of-way 

was reasonable; 

(10) The Staff's recommendations regarding the Company transmission line maintenance 

programs and annual reporting requirements are reasonable and are supported by the 
evidence in this case, and the Company's responses to those recommendations were 

reasonable; and 

(11) The Company's responses to Mr. Bergeson's written comments were reasonable, and 

there is no compelling reason to make any of the Company's commitments a condition 
of any CPCN. 

I therefore RECOMMEND the Commission enter an order that: 

(1) ADOPTS the findings and recommendations contained in this Report; 

(2) ISSUES a certificate of public convenience and necessity to the Company to construct 
and operate the Rebuild Project; and 

(3) PASSES the papers herein to the file for ended causes. 
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COMMENTS 

The parties are advised that any comments (Va. Code § 12.1-31 and Commission Rule 
5 VAC 5-20-120 C) to this Report must be filed with the Clerk of the Commission in writing, in 
an original and fifteen (15) copies, within seven (7) calendar days from the date hereof. The 
mailing address to which any such filing must be sent is Document Control Center, P.O. Box 2118, 
Richmond, Virginia 23218. Any party filing such comments shall attach a certificate of service to 
the foot of such document certifying that copies have been mailed or delivered to all counsel of 
record and any such party not represented by counsel. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Michael D. Thomas 
Hearing Examiner 

The Clerk of the Commission is requested to mail a copy of this Report to: David J. 
DePippo, Esquire, Dominion Energy Services, Inc., Riverside 2, Law Dept., 120 Tredegar Street, 
Richmond, VA 23219; Vishwa B. Link, Esquire, Lisa R. Crabtree, Esquire, and Sarah R. Bennett, 
Esquire, McGuireWoods LLP, Gateway Plaza, 800 East Canal Street, Richmond, VA 23219; 
James P. Guy, II, Esquire, and John A. Pirko, Esquire, LeClair Ryan P.C., 4201 Dominion 
Boulevard, Suite 200, Glen Allen, VA 23060; and C. Meade Browder, Jr., Senior Assistant 
Attorney General, Office of the Attorney General, Division of Consumer Counsel, 202 North Ninth 
Street, Richmond, VA 23219. 
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