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Dominion Energy seeks authority to construct approximately 4.3 miles of new single
circuit 230 kV underground transmission line between its Idylwood and Tysons Substations in
Fairfax County. The Company also seeks authority to replace a transmission tower located just
south of the Idylwood Substation in Fairfax County. Fairfax County and ODEC participated as
respondents. Fairfax County entered into a Stipulation with Dominion Energy for approval of
the Project and the Replacement Tower Proposal. ODEC did not oppose the Stipulation. Staff
did not oppose the Stipulation concerning approval of the Project, but questioned the need for the
Replacement Tower Proposal. I find that the Stipulation should be adopted and recommend that
the Commission approve the Project and the Replacement Tower Proposal.
HISTORY OF THE CASE
On November 8, 2017, Virginia Electric and Power Company ("Dominion Energy" or
"Company") filed with the State Corporation Commission ("Commission") an application for
approval and for a certificate of public convenience and necessity ("Certificate") for the
proposed underground Idylwood-Tysons 230 kilovolt ("kV") single circuit transmission line,
pursuant to § 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia ("Code") and the Utility Facilities Ace
("Application"). Specifically, the Company proposes to (i) construct a new single circuit 230 kV
underground transmission line, designated 230 kV Idylwood-Tysons Line #2175, to run
approximately 4.3 miles from the Company's existing Idylwood Substation to the Company's
existing Tysons Substation, with the project located entirely in Fairfax County; (ii) rebuild the
Tysons Substation using Gas Insulated Substation ("GIS") equipment to accommodate a sixbreaker 230 kV ring bus within the existing property boundaries; (iii) install new Gas Insulated
Line ("GIL") terminal equipment at Idylwood Substation for the new Line #2175 installation;
and (iv) perform relay work at the Reston Substation (collectively, "Project"). In addition, the
Company proposes to replace lattice Tower #2097/177 located just south of the Idylwood
Substation as part of Fairfax County's approval of Special Exception Amendment Application
SEA 2014-PR-032 ("Replacement Tower Proposal").

1

Section 56-265.1 et seq. of the Code.

On December 8, 2017, the Commission entered its Order for Notice and Hearing
("Commission's Order") in which, among other things, the Commission scheduled a public
hearing to be held at Shrevewood Elementary School in Falls Church, Virginia, on
February 26, 2018; scheduled a public hearing in Richmond, Virginia, to begin on May 8, 2018;
and appointed a Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings in this matter and to file a
final report.
On December 27, 2017, the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors ("Fairfax County")
filed its Notice of Participation. On January 16, 2018, Old Dominion Electric Cooperative
("ODEC") filed its Notice of Participation.
On January 19, 2018, Dominion Energy filed its Motion for Entry of a Protective Ruling.
Dominion Energy stated confidential information will be provided in response to discovery. In
addition, during this proceeding, it may file confidential information with the Commission or
provide confidential information in response to other discovery requests. A Hearing Examiner's
Protective Ruling was entered on January 22, 2018,
On January 25, 2018, the Department of Environmental Quality ("DEQ") filed comments
containing the results of its coordinated review of the Application and its potential impacts to
natural and cultural resources ("DEQ Report").2 DEQ stated that its comments were based on
reviews conducted by DEQ and the following agencies and localities: Department of Game and
Inland Fisheries ("DGIF"); Department of Conservation and Recreation ("DCR"); Department of
Health; Department of Historic Resources ("DHR"); Department of Aviation ; Virginia Outdoors
Foundation ("VOF"); and Fairfax County. DEQ noted that it also sought comments from the
following: Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services; Marine Resources Commission
("MRC"); Northern Virginia Planning District Commission; Department of Forestry; and
Department of Transportation ("VDOT"). DEQ's comments included DEQ's summary of
findings, recommendations, and a listing of potential permits concerning the Application.
On January 30, 2018, Dominion Energy filed proof of notice as directed by ordering II (9)
of the Commission's Order.3 The Company certified that it sent property owner notice letters on
January 23, 24, and 25, 2018, as required by ordering 4ff (6) of the Commission's Order; made
timely publication as required by ordering ¶ (7) of the Commission's Order; and sent notice
letters to officials of every town, city, and county as required by ordering If (8) of the
Commission's Order.
Throughout the course of this proceeding, the Commission received a total of six
comments from six individuals/residents/citizens. Of the comments received, one generally
supported underground transmission lines; three support the Company's proposed Underground
Alternative 05; one support Underground Alternative 06; and three oppose Underground
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Alternatives 02 and 03.4 In addition, comments were received from: (i) the Fairfax County
Water Authority ("Fairfax Water") recognizing the need for the Project and asked that Dominion
Energy coordinate with Fairfax Water because of existing and proposed facilities along the
Company-proposed Underground Alternative 05; (ii) the Fairfax County Park Authority ("Park
Authority") expressed support for several of the underground options, including the Companyproposed Underground Alternative 05, but contended that Underground Alternative 06 would
have significant and costly impacts on the Park at Tysons II; and (iii) Macerich Holdings
("Macerich") in Tysons, Virginia, expressed concerns regarding the impacts of the Companyproposed Underground Alternative 05, Underground Alternative 06, and Overhead Route 03.
On February 15, 2018, Fairfax County filed its Motion for Extension in which it asked
for a one-month extension for the remainder of the procedural schedule. Counsel for Fairfax
County represented that Dominion Energy, Staff, and ODEC did not oppose the requested
extension. The procedural schedule was revised as requested in a Hearing Examiner's Ruling
dated February 16, 2018. Among other things, the hearing currently scheduled for May 8, 2018,
was retained to receive testimony from public witnesses; and the hearing for the presentation of
evidence by the parties and Staff was scheduled to begin on June 12, 2018, at 10:00 a.m.
As scheduled, on February 26, 2018, a hearing, solely to receive testimony from public
witnesses, was held at Shrevewood Elementary School in Falls Church, Virginia, at 7:00 p.m.
Vishwa B, Link, Esquire, of McGuireWoods, LLP, and David J. DePippo, Esquire, of Dominion
Resources Services, Inc., appeared on behalf of Dominion Energy. Joanna L. Faust, Esquire, and
Erin L. Blanch, Esquire, of the Office of the County Attorney, appeared on behalf of Fairfax
County. William H. Harrison, IV, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Staff. Three public witnesses
presented testimony during the hearing.
On April 26, 2018, Fairfax County filed its Motion for Leave to Correct Direct
Testimony of Witness Peter J. Lanzalotta. The Motion was granted in a Hearing Examiner's
Ruling dated April 30, 2018.
On May 3, 2018, Fairfax County filed its Motion to Appear Telephonically in which
Fairfax County requested that it be allowed to appear telephonically at the public hearing for the
receiving of testimony from public witnesses scheduled for Tuesday, May 8, 2018. Fairfax
County's Motion was granted in a Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated May 4, 2018.
On May 8, 2018, a hearing solely to receive testimony from public witnesses was held in
the Commission's courtroom in Richmond, Virginia, at 10:00 a.m., as scheduled. Vishwa B.
Link, Esquire, and Jennifer D. Valaika, Esquire, of McGuireWoods, LLP, appeared on behalf of
Dominion Energy. Joanna L. Faust, Esquire, and Erin L, Blanch, Esquire, of the Office of the
County Attorney, appeared telephonically on behalf of Fairfax County. William H. Harrison, IV,
The commenter generally supporting underground transmission lines was Brienne Merritt.
Commenters supporting the Company's proposed Underground Alternative 05 include: Michael
Butchko; Neeraj Bhagat; and Carolynn Ruth. The commenter supporting Underground
Alternative 06 was Selim Muflugil. Commenters opposing Underground Alternatives 02 and 03
include: Michael Butchko; Laura Lane; and Neeraj Bhagat.
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Esquire, and Ashley Macko, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Staff. No public witnesses appeared
during the hearing.
On May 11, 2018, Dominion Energy filed its Motion for Leave to Clarify Its Application.
The Company maintained that its Application and notice in this case included its requested
approval of both the Project and Replacement Tower Proposal. However, to clarify the
Application, to the extent necessary, the Company requested an amended Certificate for Line
#2097 from the Commission to approve the Replacement Tower Proposal. Counsel for the
Company represented that counsel to Fairfax County supports the granting of the Motion, and
that counsel for ODEC and Staff do not oppose the Motion. The Company's Motion was
granted in a Hearing Examiner's Ruling dated May 14, 2018.
On June 8, 2018, Dominion Energy and Fairfax County ("Stipulating Parties") filed a
Joint Motion for Leave to Present Stipulation and Recommendation ("Joint Motion"). The Joint
Motion was granted during the hearing held on June 12, 2018.
On June 12, 2018, a hearing to receive evidence presented by the parties and Staff was
held in the Commission's courtroom in Richmond, Virginia, at10:00 a.m., as scheduled. Vishwa
B. Link, Esquire, Jennifer D. Valaika, Esquire, and Sarah R. Bennett, Esquire, of
McGuireWoods, LLP, and David J. DePippo, Esquire, of Dominion Resources Services, Inc.,
appeared on behalf of Dominion Energy. Joanna L. Faust, Esquire, and Erin L. Blanch, Esquire,
of the Office of the County Attorney, appeared on behalf of Fairfax County. William H.
Harrison, IV, Esquire, and Ashley B. Macko, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Staff.
During the June 12, 2018, hearing, Dominion Energy asked for Exhibit No. 21 to be
reserved for the Company's response to public comments filed by Macerich on May 31, 2018.
In addition, Exhibit No. 22 was reserved for Fairfax County to response to Dominion Energy's
late-filed Exhibit No. 21; and Exhibit No. 23 was reserved for Staff to response to the
Company's late-filed Exhibit No. 21. On June 19, 2018, Dominion Energy filed its response to
Macerich, consisting of a letter sent by the Company to Macerich that, among other things,
pledges that Dominion Energy will continue to coordinate with Macerich and maintain an open
dialogue concerning the Project. On June 26, 2018, Fairfax County and Staff filed letters
indicating that they did not intend to offer late-filed exhibits in response to the Company's latefiled Exhibit No. 21. Exhibit No. 21 was entered into the record in a Hearing Examiner's Ruling
dated June 28, 2018.
SUMMARY OF THE RECORD
In its Application, Dominion Energy stated that in order to resolve a potential criteria
violation of the mandatory North American Electric Reliability Corporation ("NERC")
Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines feeding the substations serving the Tysons and
McLean areas of Fairfax County ("Tysons Loop") and to maintain reliable service to the overall
growth in the area, the Company proposed to construct the Project. The proposed Project
will: (i) construct a new single circuit 230 kV underground transmission line, designated 230 kV
Idylwood-Tysons Line #2175, to run approximately 4.3 miles from the Company's existing
Idylwood Substation to the Company's existing Tysons Substation; (ii) rebuild the Tysons
4

Substation using GIS equipment to accommodate a six-breaker 230 kV ring bus within the
existing property boundaries; (iii) install new GIL terminal equipment at Idylwood Substation for
the new Line #2175 installation; and (iv) perform relay work at the Reston Substation.5 In
addition, Dominion Energy advised that it will replace lattice Tower #2097/177 located just
south of the Idylwood Substation, as part of Fairfax County's approval of Special Exception
Amendment Application SEA 2014-PR-032,6 The Company estimated that the cost of the
Replacement Tower Proposal is $433,000, and indicated that amount is not included in the total
estimated cost of the proposed Project of $121.8 million.7 The total estimated Project cost
includes: (i) approximately $89.4 million for the underground transmission line constructed
along the proposed route (Underground Alternative 05); (ii) approximately $31.5 million for
conversion of the Tysons Substation to GIS, including approximately $3.1 million for temporary
and permanent overhead transmission line work at the station associated with the conversion;
(iii) approximately $790,000 for station work at the Idylwood Substation; and (iv) approximately
$118,000 for relay work at the Reston Substation.8
Dominion Energy contended that the Project is necessary to maintain and improve
electric service to customers in the Tysons Loop. The Tysons Loop is forecasted to grow by
86% to 163% over the period 2010-2050, with the growth focused primarily around four new
Metrorail stations.9 The Company advised that in the summer of 2016, load on the Tysons Loop
exceeded 300 megawatts ("MW").1° Dominion Energy stated that through existing automated
switching schemes at the distribution level, 40.5 MW could be transferred outside the Tysons
Loop, with single-increment manual switching available to further reduce the Tysons Loop load
by approximately 9.5 MW.11 Nonetheless, by 2023, Dominion Energy projects that such load
transfers will be inadequate to contain the loading on the Tysons Loop below 300 MW and avoid
an N-1-1 NERC criteria violation.12
The proposed 230 kV underground transmission line will be constructed by means of
open trenching and horizontal directional drilling ("HDD") and be comprised of six copper
cross-linked polyethylene solid dielectric cables (two cables per phase) with a targeted
continuous rating of 950 MVA.13 The open trenching portion of the line will be approximately
Exhibit No. 2, at 2.
Id, at 2-3.
7 Id at 3, 5.
8 Id., Appendix at 7.
9 Exhibit No. 2, at 3. The growth forecast is in terms of million square feet ("M ft") of
residential and non-residential development.
1° Id. at 4,
"Id,
' 2 1d
13 Id., Appendix at 1-2. Dominion Energy notes:
Apparent power, measured in megavolt amperes ("MVA"), is
made up of real power [ ] and reactive power (in megavolt amperes
reactive or "MVAR"). The power factor ("pf') is the ratio of real
power to apparent power. For loads with a high pf (approaching
unity), real power will approach apparent power and the two can
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3.7 miles in length, and include eight 8-inch conduits (including two spare conduits) and four
2-inch conduits for sheath bonding cables and protective relaying.14 The conduits will be
encased in an approximately 4.5-foot-wide concrete duct bank installed approximately 3.5 feet
from the top of the duct bank to the surface of the ground.15 Fluidized thermal backfill is also
placed into the trench as needed.16 The remainder of the underground line (approximately 0.6
mile) will be installed using the HDD construction method, using two parallel drill paths, each
containing four10-inch conduits (one for three cables, and the other as a spare) and four 4-inch
high-density polyethylene conduits installed between five and fifty feet from the top of the
borehole to the surface of the ground.17
As for the Replacement Tower Proposal, Dominion Energy confirmed that it was
recommended as a condition of approval of the redevelopment of the Idylwood Substation to
minimize visual impacts on neighboring properties.18
Dominion Energy's existing utility system in the vicinity of the proposed Project includes
nine substations (CIA, Clark, Hunter, Idylwood, Reddfield, Reston, Sunset Hills, Swinks Mill,
and Tysons) that are networked by lines from three overhead 230 kV transmission corridors.19
The Company anticipates adding a future substation (Spring Hill) to relieve the Tysons
Substation.2° Dominion Energy reported that from 2012 to 2016, the summer peak load on the
Tysons Loop increased approximately 13.9%, or by 3.3% compounded annually.21 For the
period 2017 to 2026, summer peak load growth is expected to be somewhat higher than the 1.5%
compounded annual growth.22 The Company projected that with the construction of the Project,
the Tysons Loop will be split such that Swinks Mill, CIA, and Reddfield will be sourced from
the loop that starts at the Tysons Substation and ends at the Idylwood Substation ("Swinks Mill
Loop"). The future Spring Hill Substation would be sourced from the loop that begins at the
Reston Substation and ends at the Tysons Substation ("Spring Hill Loop").23 Dominion Energy
maintained that because the majority of the new load growth in the Tysons area will be served
from the existing Tysons and future Spring Hill Substations, splitting the Tysons Loop by
terminating the new line from the Idylwood Substation into the Tysons Substation would

be used interchangeably. Load loss criteria specify real power
(MW) units because that represents the real power that will be
dropped; however, MVA is used to describe the equipment ratings
to handle the apparent power, which includes the real and reactive
load components. Id. at 2, n.1
14 Id., Appendix at 2.
15 Id.
16 Id at 62.
'7 1d. at 2, 62,
18 Id at 3.
'9 1d. at 39.
20 Id.
21
22
23

Id at 41-42.
Id. at 42.
Id.
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eliminate the need for a future line between the Tysons and Spring Hill Substations.24
Dominion Energy reviewed and eliminated other possible demand side and transmission
alternatives.25

24
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•

The Company maintained that available demand-side resources, the Air
Conditioner Cycling program, would reduce load by approximately 1.75 MW for
the Tysons Loop and does not diminish or eliminate the need to construct the 230
kV transmission line.26

•

Construct a 230 kV single circuit line form the Idylwood Substation to a proposed
Scott's Run Substation, located between the Tysons and the Swinks Mill
Substations, and cut into Tyson-Swinks Mill Line #2108 ("Idylwood-Scotts' Run
Alternative") — The Company stated that this alternative would solve the possible
NERC criteria violation.27 However, Dominion Energy rejected this alternative
because the site for the proposed Scott's Run Substation is adjacent to a flood
plain, constrained by wetlands on the property, and would require a zoning special
exemption, which is unlikely to be approved by Fairfax County.28

•

Construct an overhead 230 kV line from the Reston Substation to the Tysons
Substation ("Reston-Tysons Alternative") — The Company described this
alternative as an overhead 230 kV transmission line of approximately 7.0 miles
and the conversion of the Reston Substation from an air insulated station to a 230
kV GIS six circuit breaker ring bus arrangement.29 The Company estimated the
cost for this alternative to be approximately $172.0 million.30 Dominion Energy
rejected this alternative based on its: (i) higher estimated cost; (ii) seven
crossings of a Metropolitan Washington Airport Authority's ("MWAA")
managed limited access roadway; (iii) extensive tree removal parallel to the
Dulles Toll Road ("DTR"); (iv) three residences located within 60 feet of the
right-of-way; (v) impact on Wolf Trap National Park; and (vi) impact on the
Washington & Old Dominion Park ("W&OD") Park trail.31

at 46.
at 46-47.
at 47-48.
at 48.
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•

Construct an underground single circuit 230 kV line from the Idylwood
Substation to the Tysons Substation primarily along 1-495 ("1-495 Underground
Alternative") — Dominion Energy stated that this alternative would be
approximately 5.4 miles in length.32 The Company rejected this route because it
is 0.9 miles longer than the proposed Project, is estimated to be more expensive at
approximately $179.5 million, will require two crossings of MWAA's managed
limited access roadway, will require some tree removal along 1-495 and the DTR,
and would have three residences located within 60 feet of the right-of-way.33

Dominion Energy confirmed that outside of the rebuild of the Tysons Substation, station
work at the Idylwood Substation, and relay work at the Reston Substation, no lines or facilities
will be removed, replaced, or taken out of service upon completion of the Project.34
Furthermore, the Company projected the in-service date of the Project to be June 2022, with 36
months needed for engineering, material procurement, permitting, and construction, based on the
ability to obtain outages.35
Dominion Energy affirmed that during its route selection process, it examined a total of
four overhead routes and six underground alternatives.36 The Company determined that the
overhead routes would have the following lengths and costs: (i) Overhead Route 01 would be
approximately 12.9 miles in length, and was estimated to cost approximately $301.0 million;
(ii) Overhead Route 02 would be approximately 6.1 miles in length, and was estimated to cost
approximately $100.2 million; (iii) Overhead Route 03 would be approximately 5.2 miles in
length, and was estimated to cost approximately $98.5 million; and (iv) Overhead Route 04
would be approximately 7.2 miles in length, and was estimated to cost approximately
$164.9 million.37 The Company rejected the four overhead routes "due to concerns over
significant environmental impacts, the Company's ability to construct these routes, and cost."38
The Company identified its proposed route as an underground single circuit 230 kV line
from the Idylwood Substation to the Tysons Substation along the W&OD Park trail and Gallows
Road west of the Tysons Corner Center ("Proposed Route" or "Underground Alternative 05").39
A more detailed description is as follows:
The route would extend north from [the] Idylwood Substation,
through means of open trenching, for approximately 0.3 mile,
crossing Shreve Road. . . . The route would then turn west at the
W&OD Park and follow Line #202 along the park, crossing under
1-66, the Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority
Id. at 48-49.
1d. at 49.
34 1d. at 51, 101-02.
35 1d. at 55.
36 Id at 69.
37 1d.
38 Id
39 k1 at 70.
32

33
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("WMATA") Orange Line and 1-495 until reaching Gallows Road
through means of HDD (two parallel drill paths) for approximately
0.6 mile, . . . The route would then turn north at Gallows Road,
where the remainder of the route would be constructed within
public road rights-of-way for approximately 3.4 miles by means of
open trenching. The route would follow Gallows Road and cross
Leesburg Pike, just before Gallows Road intersects with Old
Courthouse Road. After crossing over Leesburg Pike, where
Gallows Road transitions into International Drive, the route would
then turn northwest, crossing over Chain Bridge Road, crossing
WMATA Silver Line, and continue along International Drive. The
route then turns east onto Spring Hill Road, west along Tyco Road,
and ends at Tysons Substation.4°
Dominion Energy contended that with an estimated cost of approximately $89.4 million,
the Proposed Route is the lowest cost alternative, and by using HDD to install the line under the
W&OD Park trail, the Proposed Route will result in minimal disturbance to the W&OD Park
trail, 41
The Company identified the remaining underground alternatives in order of preference as
follows:
•

An underground single circuit 230 kV line from the Idylwood Substation to the
Tysons Substation along the W&OD Park trail and Gallows Road east of the Tysons
Corner Center ("Underground Alternative 06).42 Dominion Energy estimated the
cost of this alternative to be approximately $99.6 million, which is $10.2 million
more than the Proposed Route, but it crosses through fewer residential areas than
Underground Alternative 04.43 A more detailed description of Underground
Alternative 06 is as follows:
The length of the coiridor for Underground Alternative 06 is
approximately 4.7 miles long. The route would leave [the]
Idylwood Substation northward, through means of open trenching
for approximately 0.3 mile, crossing Shreve Road into the northern
portion of [an] existing overhead right-of-way. . . At this point,
the route crosses under 1-66 and 1-495, following the W&OD Park
trail westward to Gallows Road through means of HDD (two
parallel drill paths) for approximately 0.6 mile. . . . Beginning at
this location, the remainder of the route would be constructed
within road right-of-way for approximately 3.8 miles through
means of open trenching. The route proceeds up Gallows Road

40 Id.

Id.
42 Id at 71.
43 1d. at 71-72.
41
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and crosses Leesburg Pike, just before Gallows Road meets Old
Courthouse Road. After crossing over Leesburg Pike, where
Gallows Road transitions into International Drive, the route then
turns northeast, following Tysons One Place. At this point, the
route then crosses Chain Bridge Road and continues northward
along Tysons Boulevard. Here the route makes a northward turn
onto Park Run Drive and then a westward turn onto Jones Branch
Drive. The route proceeds along Jones Branch Drive by crossing
over International Drive onto Spring Hill Road and Tyco Road,
before ending at [the] Tysons Substation.44
•

An underground single circuit 230 kV line from the Idylwood Substation to the
Tysons Substation along the W&OD Park trail and Gallows Road ("Underground
Alternative 04").45 Dominion Energy estimated the cost of this alternative to be
approximately $89.7 million, which is the second lowest cost alternative.46 A more
detailed description of Underground Alternative 04 is as follows:
The length of the corridor for Underground Alternative 04 is
approximately 4.5 miles long. The route would leave [the]
Idylwood Substation northward, through means of open trenching
for approximately 0.3 mile crossing Shreve Road into the northern
portion of [an] existing overhead right-of-way. . . . At this point,
the route crosses under 1-66 and 1-495 and following the W&OD
Park trail westward to Gallows Road through means of HDD (two
parallel drill paths) for approximately [ ] 0.6 mile. . . Beginning at
this location, the remainder of the route would be constructed
within road right-of-way for approximately 3.6 miles through
means of open trenching. The route proceeds up Gallows Road, to
a point where Gallows Road meets Old Courthouse Road. The
route then proceeds northwest along Old Courthouse Road,
crossing over Chain Bridge Road, where Old Courthouse Road
transitions into Gosnell Road. The route continues northeast along
Gosnell Road to a point at the intersection of Gosnell Road and
Leesburg Pike, After crossing over Leesburg Pike, where Gosnell
Road transitions into Westpark Drive, the route then turns
northwest along Greensboro Drive. The route ends along this path
following both Spring Hill Road and Tyco Road, before ending at
[the] Tysons Substation.47

44

Id. at 71.
at 72.

45 Id.
46 Id.
47

Id.
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•

An underground single circuit 230 kV line from the Idylwood Substation to the
Tysons Substation along the W&OD Park trail ("Underground Alternative 01).48
Dominion Energy estimated the cost of this alternative to be approximately
$102.2 million, which is the highest cost underground alternative.49 In addition, the
Company maintained that this alternative would cause a significant disturbance to the
W&OD Park trail west of Gallows Road.5° A more detailed description of
Underground Alternative 01 is as follows:
The length of the corridor for Underground Alternative 01 is
approximately 5.0 miles long. The route would leave [the]
Idylwood Substation northward through means of open trenching,
crossing Shreve Road into the northern portion of [an] existing
overhead right-of-way for approximately 0.3 mile. . . . At this
point, the route crosses under 1-66 and 1-495, following the
W&OD Park trail westward to Gallows Road through means of
HDD (two parallel drill paths) for approximately [ ] 0,6 mile, . . .
At Gallows Road, the section westward along the W&OD Park
trail would be installed through means of open trenching for
approximately 1.1 miles. Once exiting the W&OD Park trail, the
remainder of the route would be installed through means of open
trenching for approximately 3.0 miles. The route would track
behind the Navy Federal Credit Union Campus before turning
northward on Electric Avenue, just beyond Northside Park.
Beginning at this location, the remainder of the route installation
would be constructed within road right-of-way. The route then
runs northeast along Woodford Road to a point at the intersection
of Woodford Road and Old Courthouse Road. The route continues
northwest along Old Courthouse Road, crossing over Chain Bridge
Road, where Old Courthouse Road transitions into Gosnell Road.
The route continues northeast along Gosnell Road to a point at the
intersection of Gosnell Road and Leesburg Pike. After crossing
over Leesburg Pike, where Gosnell Road transitions into Westpark
Drive, the route then turns northwest along Greensboro Drive. The
route continues along this path following both Spring Hill Road
and Tyco Road, before ending at [the] Tysons Substation.51

•

48 Id
49

An underground single circuit 230 kV line from the Idylwood Substation to the
Tysons Substation along Gallows Road and not along the W&OD Park trail
("Underground Alternative 03),52 Dominion Energy estimated the cost of this
alternative to be approximately $90.9 million, which is the third highest cost

at 73.

Id.

50 1d.

51 Id.
52 Id,

at 74.
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alternative.53 In addition, the Company maintained that this alternative would likely:
(i) result in property disturbance impacts to homes located at the end of Helena Drive
and along Railroad Street to Gallows Road, including possible tree removal; (ii)
require approximately four to five months of drilling; and (iii) cross Idylwood Park,
which is owned by the Fairfax County Park Authority and cannot be crossed without
permission from Fairfax County.54 A more detailed description of Underground
Alternative 03 is as follows:
The length of the corridor for Underground Alternative 03 is
approximately 4.6 miles long. The route would leave [the]
Idylwood Substation northward through means of open trenching
for approximately 0.2 mile, crossing Shreve Road into the northern
portion of [an] existing overhead right-of-way. . . . The route
would cross under 1-66, before resurfacing in Idylwood Park
through means of HDD (two parallel drill paths) for approximately
0.1 mile. , . . The route continues through means of open trenching
for about 0.6 mile crossing. This section of the route crosses
through the gravel parking lot at Idylwood Park then runs northeast
along Hurst Street to a point at the intersection of Hurst Street and
Idylwood Road. The route continues a short distance westward
along Idylwood Road before making a shift northeast along Helena
Drive, Here the route stays on Helena Drive before crossing under
1-495 through means of a liner plate tunnel installation for
approximately 0.1 mile. On the west side of 1-495, the route
transitions into Railroad Street, where the route would proceed
westward via HDD for approximately 0.3 mile, and resurface just
north of South Railroad Street Park. At this location, the
remainder of the route would be constructed within road right-ofway through means of open trenching for approximately 3.3 miles.
The route would continue along Railroad Street, making a
northward turn up Gallows Road, to a point where Gallows Road
meets Old Courthouse Road. The route then would proceed
northwest along Old Courthouse Road, crossing over Chain Bridge
Road, where old Courthouse Road transitions into Gosnell Road.
The route then would continue northeast along Gosnell Road to a
point at the intersection of Gosnell Road and Leesburg Pike. After
crossing over Leesburg Pike, where Gosnell Road transitions into
Westpark Drive, the route then would turn northwest along
Greensboro Drive. The route ends along this path following both
Spring Hill Road and Tyco Road, before ending at [the] Tysons
Substation.55

1d. at 75.
Id.
55 1d. at 74.
53
54
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An underground single circuit 230 kV line from the Idylwood Substation to the
Tysons Substation to the west, but not along the W&OD Park trail ("Underground
Alternative 02).56 Dominion Energy estimated the cost of this alternative to be
approximately $96.5 million, and like Underground Alternative 03 would likely: (i)
result in property disturbance impacts to homes located at the end of Helena Drive
and along Railroad Street to Gallows Road, including possible tree removal; (ii)
require approximately four to five months of drilling; and (iii) cross Idylwood Park,
which is owned by the Fairfax County Park Authority and cannot be crossed without
permission from Fairfax County.57 A more detailed description of Underground
Alternative 02 is as follows:
The length of the corridor for Underground Alternative 02 is
approximately 5.0 miles long. The route would leave [the]
Idylwood Substation northward through means of open trenching
for approximately 0.2 mile, crossing Shreve Road into the northern
portion of [an] existing overhead right-of-way. . . . The route
would cross under 1-66, before resurfacing in Idylwood Park
through means of HDD (two parallel drill paths) for approximately
0.1 mile. . . The route would continue through means of open
trenching for about 0.6 mile crossing through the gravel parking lot
at Idylwood Park, then would run northeast along Hurst Street to a
point at the intersection of Hurst Street and Idylwood Road. The
route would continue a short distance westward along Idylwood
Road before making a shift north east along Helena Drive. Here
the route would stay on Helena Drive before crossing under 1-495
through means of a liner plate tunnel installation, for
approximately 0.1 mile. On the west side of 1-495, the route would
transition into Railroad Street, where the route would proceed via
HDD westward for approximately 0.3 mile, and resurface just
north of South Railroad Street Park. At this location the remainder
of the route would be constructed within road right-of-way through
means of open trenching for approximately 3.7 miles. The route
would continue along Railroad Street, crossing Gallows Road to a
point where Railroad Street transitions into Electric Avenue. The
route would maintain a northwest path before shifting north along
Woodford Road to a point at the intersection of Woodford Road
and Old Courthouse Road. The route then would continue
northwest along Old Courthouse Road, crossing over Chain Bridge
Road, where Old Courthouse Road transitions into Gosnell Road.
The route would continue northeast along Gosnell Road to a point
at the intersection of Gosnell Road and Leesburg Pike. After
crossing over Leesburg Pike, where Gosnell Road transitions into
Westpark Drive, the route then would turn northwest along
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Greensboro Drive. The route would continue along this path
following both Spring Hill Road and Tyco Road, before ending at
[the] Tysons Substation,58
In regard to electric and magnetic field ("EMF"), Dominion Energy advised that in an
underground cable the electric field is contained entirely within the cable insulation, so "there is
no electric field at any point external to the cables."59 The Company calculated the peak
magnetic field strength for the Project, operating at maximum loading, to be 81.00 milligauss
("mG"), at one meter above ground, directly above the duct bank.° The Company determined
"that no adverse health effects will result from the operation of the proposed transmission
lines."61 The Company based this conclusion on the following published studies concerning the
health effects of EMF: the European Health Risk Assessment Network on Electromagnetic
Fields Exposure from 2010; the International Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection
from 2003 and 2010; the Scientific Committee on Emerging and Newley Identified Health Risks
from 2007 and 2009; the World Health Organization from 2007; and the International
Committee on Electromagnetic Safety from 2002.62 The Company contended the following:
The general scientific consensus of the health agencies reviewing
this research is that at levels associated with the operation of the
proposed 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.63
In addition, Dominion Energy reviewed more than a dozen more recent published studies
and maintained that "[o]verall, new research results have not provided evidence to alter the
previous conclusions of scientific and health organizations."64
Dominion Energy's Direct Testimony
In support of its Application, Dominion Energy filed the direct testimony of
Mark R. Gill, consulting engineer in the Electric Transmission Planning Department of the
Company; Matthew E. Rudd, project engineer — electric transmission engineering for Dominion
Energy Services, Inc. ("Dominion Services"); Peter L. Tirinzoni, senior engineer with Power
Delivery Consultants, Inc. ; Elizabeth K. Gatlin, transmission line engineer III in the Electric
Transmission Line Engineering Department of the Company; W. Chase Bland, conceptual
engineer in the Substation Engineering section of the Electric Transmission group of the
Company; Amanda M. Mayhew, senior siting and permitting specialist for the Company; and
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Jon M. Berkin, partner with Environmental Resource Management ("ERM"). A summary of the
prefiled direct testimony of each witness is presented below.
Mark R. Gill stated that the purpose of the Project is to resolve a potential criteria
violation of the mandatory NERC Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines feeding the Tysons
Loop and to maintain reliable service to this area of growth.65 Mr. Gill testified that the purpose
of his testimony "is to describe the Company's transmission system and the need for, and
benefits of, the proposed Project.66 Mr. Gill sponsored the following sections of the Appendix to
the Application ("Appendix"):
LB (describes the present system and how the Project will satisfy present and future
demand requirements);
I.E (a map showing the location and voltage of the Company's existing transmission
lines, substations, and generating facilities associated with the Project, and a map of the
transmission system with the addition of the Project);
I.F (desired in-service date and estimated construction time of the Project);
I.H (information for transmission lines interconnecting with non-utility generators, not
applicable to this Project); and
LI (new and existing generating sources, distribution circuits or load centers planned to
be served by all new substations, switching stations and other ground facilities associated with
the Project) — The Company advised that no new or existing generating facilities are associated
with the Project.67
Mr. Gill also stated that he co-sponsored Sections I.A (engineering justifications for the
Project) and I.0 (the Project is the only feasible option to meet the identified need) of the
Appendix with Company witnesses Matthew E. Rudd, Elizabeth K Gatlin, and W. Chase
Bland.68 Finally, Mr. Gill advised that he co-sponsored Section II.0 (plan drawings of the
substation, switching station, and other ground facilities associated with the Project) with
Company witnesses Elizabeth K. Gatlin and W. Chase Bland.69
Matthew E. Rudd described the design characteristics of the transmission facilities for
the proposed Project and discussed EMF levels." Mr. Rudd sponsored the following sections of
the Appendix:

65
66
67
68
69
79

Exhibit No. 3, at 1.
Id at 2.
Id.; Exhibit No. 2, Appendix at 58.
Exhibit No. 3, at 2.
Id,
Exhibit No. 4, at 2.
15

I.D (any lines or facilities that will be removed, replaced, or taken out of service upon
completion of the Project);
II.A.3 (drawings of the right-of-way cross section showing existing and proposed
transmission line structure placements referenced to the edge of the right-of-way);
II.B (line design and operational features of the Project); and
IV.B and IV.0 (health aspects of EMF).
Mr. Rudd further testified that he co-sponsored Sections I.A (engineering justifications
for the Project) and I.0 (the Project is the only feasible option to meet the identified need) of the
Appendix with Company witnesses Mark R. Gill, Elizabeth K Gatlin, and W. Chase Bland.71 In
addition, Mr. Rudd stated that he co-sponsored Section I.G (estimated cost of the Project) with
Company witnesses Elizabeth K. Gatlin and W. Chase Bland.72
Peter L. Tirinzoni discussed EMF levels and sponsored Section IV.A of the Appendix.73
Mr. Tirinzoni advised that there would be no EMF associated with the underground cable.
Specifically, Mr. Tirinzoni stated
an underground cable, the electric field is contained
entirely within the cable insulation. Therefore, there is no electric field at any point external to
the cables."74
Mr. Tirinzoni calculated peak magnetic field strength for the proposed Project operating at
maximum loading capability, or 950 MVA, is 81 mG, at one meter above ground, directly above
the duct bank.75
Elizabeth K. Gatlin provided costs associated with the overhead routes and supported
rejection of those routes.76 Ms. Gatlin testified that she is co-sponsoring Section I.A of the
Appendix as it pertains to the Replacement Tower Proposal and cost with Company witnesses
Mark R. Gill, Matthew E. Rudd, and W. Chase Bland.77 In addition, Ms. Gatlin confirmed that
she is co-sponsoring the following Appendix sections: (i) Section I.0 (the Project is the only
feasible option to meet the identified need) with Company witnesses Mark R. Gill, Matthew E.
Rudd, and W. Chase Bland; (ii) Section I.G (estimated cost of the Project) with Company
witnesses Matthew E. Rudd and W. Chase Bland; (iii) Section II.A.7 (route selection process)
with Company witness Amanda M. Mayhew; and (iv) Section II.0 (plan drawings of the
substation, switching station, and other ground facilities associated with the Project) with
Company witnesses Mark R. Gill and W. Chase Bland.
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W. Chase Bland stated that the purpose of his testimony is to describe the work to be
performed as part of the proposed Project at the Company's existing Idylwood and Tyson
Substations.78 Mr. Bland testified that he is co-sponsoring the following sections of the
Appendix: (i) Sections I.A (engineering justifications for the Project) and I.0 (the Project is the
only feasible option to meet the identified need) with Company witnesses Mark R. Gill, Matthew
E. Rudd, and Elizabeth K. Gatlin; (ii) Section I.G (estimated cost of the Project) with Company
witnesses Matthew E. Rudd and Elizabeth K. Gatlin; and (iii) Section EC (plan drawings of the
substation, switching station, and other ground facilities associated with the Project) with
Company witnesses Mark R. Gill and Elizabeth K. Gatlin.
Amanda M. Mayhew provided an overview of the design of the route and environmental
impacts of the Project.79 Ms. Mayhew sponsored the following sections of the Appendix:
II.A.1 (the relevant lengths of each transmission line with relocated structures associated
with the proposed Project);
II.A.2 (a map showing the Proposed Route);
II.A.4 (right-of-way existing and new easements);
II.A.5 (right-of-way clearing methods, and restoration and maintenance practices);
IL A,6 (right-of-way permitted uses);
II.A.8 (compliance with "Guidelines for the Protection of Natural, Historic, Scenic, and
Recreational Values in the Design and Location of Rights-of-Way and Transmission Facilities");
ILA,9 (Counties and localities through which the line will pass);
III. (the impact of the proposed Project on scenic, environmental, and historic features);
and
V. (information related to public notice of the proposed Project).
Ms. Mayhew co-sponsored section II.A.7 of the Appendix with Company witness
Elizabeth K. Gatlin.8° In addition, Ms. Mayhew adopted and co-sponsored the DEQ Supplement
portion of the Application with Company witness Jon M. Berkin.8I
Ms. Mayhew testified that the Project is 4.3 miles long and will use an existing 230 kV
transmission line easement along the W&OD Park trail for approximately 0.6 mile and will be
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predominantly located within VDOT road right-of-way.82 Ms. Mayhew confirmed that "Nile
appropriate environmental studies will be made of these areas before construction begins."83
Jon M. Berkin confirmed that ERNI was engaged by Dominion Energy to assist in the
identification and evaluation of route alternatives to resolve the identified electrical need.84
Mr. Berkin sponsored the Environmental Routing Study and is co-sponsoring the DEQ
Supplement with Company witness Amanda Mayhew.85
DEQ Report
On January 25, 2018, DEQ filed the DEQ Report.86 DEQ advised that the proposed
transmission line would likely require the following permits and approvals:87
1. Water Permits:
a. Section 404 permit (e.g. Nationwide Permit 12, if appropriate). Required
pursuant to the federal Clean Water Act and issued by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers ("Corps") for impacts to jurisdictional wetlands and/or waters of
the United States.
b. Virginia Water Protection Permit (9 VAC 25-210 et seq.) issued by DEQ for
impacts to waters and jurisdictional wetlands, including isolated wetlands.
2. Subaqueous Lands Management:
Subaqueous Lands Permit pursuant to § 28.2-1204 of the Code. Issued by the
Virginia MRC for encroachments in, on or over state-owned subaqueous beds.
3. Erosion and Sediment Control, and Stormwater Management Plans:
a. General erosion and sediment control specifications pursuant to § 62.144.15:55 of the Code. General erosion and sediment control specifications are
subject to annual approval by DEQ.
b. Erosion and Sediment Control Plans for construction of facilities not covered
under § 62.1-44.15:55 of the Code are subject to approval by the appropriate
plan approving authority.
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4. Stormwater Management Permit:
Virginia Stormwater Management Program General Permit for Discharges of
Stormwater from Construction Activities (9 VAC 25-880-70 et seq.) of the
Virginia Stormwater Management Program Permit Regulations (9 VAC 25-870 et
seq.) involving land disturbance of one acre or more. Coverage under this general
permit is approved by DEQ.
5. Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act Compliance:
The conditions set out in 9 VAC 25-830-150 B apply to the exemption of
transmission lines.
6. Air Quality Permits or Approvals:
a. Open Burning Permit (9 VAC 5-130 et seq.). For open burning involving
demolition debris.
b. Fugitive dust emissions (9 VAC 5-50-60 et seq.). Governs abatement of
visible emissions.
c. Fuel-burning equipment (9 VAC 5-80, Article 6, Permits for New and
Modified Sources). Governs the installation of fuel-burning equipment
(boilers, generators, compressors, etc.) or any open air pollution emitting
equipment.
7. Solid and Hazardous Waste Management:
a. Applicable state laws and regulations include:
• Virginia Waste Management Act (§ 10.1-1400 et seq. of the Code);
• Virginia Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (9 VAC 20-60);
• Virginia Solid Waste Management Regulations (9 VAC 20-81); and
• Virginia Regulations for the Transportation of Hazardous Materials
(9 VAC 20-110).
b. Applicable federal laws and regulations include:
• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. § 6901 et seq.,
and the applicable regulations contained in Title 40 of the Code of
Federal Regulations; and
• U.S. Department of Transportation Rules for Transportation of
Hazardous Materials (49 CFR Part 107).
8. Protected Species Legislation:
The Federal Endangered Species Act and Virginia protected species legislation may
apply if there is any taking of protected species. The applicant must comply with the
19

Federal Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. §§ 1531 et seq.), Virginia protected
species legislation (§ 29.1-563 et seq.), and the Virginia Endangered Plant and Insect
Species Act of 1979 as amended (Chapter 39 of Code §§ 3.1-1020 through 1030).
9. Open-Space Land Act:
Code § 10.1-1704 (1950), as amended, requires that land designated as open
space shall not be converted or diverted from open-space land use unless the
public body that designated the land as open-space finds that the conversion or
diversion meets several criteria.
10. Historic and Archaeological Resources:
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and
its implementing regulation 36 CFR 800 requires that federally licensed and
permitted projects consider its effects on properties that are listed or eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Section 106 applies if there is
federal involvement such as the issuance of a § 404 Clean Water Act permit,
including nationwide permits. The applicability of § 106 to the entire Project or
any portion thereof must be determined by the responsible federal agency.
11. Aviation:
Form 7460-1 should be submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration if a
proposed development is 200 feet above ground level or within 20,000 linear feet
of a public use airport pursuant to Title 14 CFR Part 77 or involve any
construction or alteration at any height greater than the imaginary surfaces
identified in the Federal Air Regulations Part 77.
In regard to the overall route recommendations, DEQ reported that the DHR maintained
that Underground Alternatives 01 and 02 are the only options that will have no visual, postconstruction impact on an architectural resource that is eligible for the Virginia Landmarks
Register and the National Register of Historic Places.88 DHR noted that the proposed
transmission line does not significantly impact any character defining features of the eligible
property, but warned that "impinging upon the open setting/feeling of the corridor could cause
more significant cumulative impacts if additional work, not currently in the scope, is done in the
coiTidor."89
Summarized below are DEQ's other recommendations.
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Conduct an on-site delineation of all wetlands and stream crossings within the Project
area with verification by the Corps, using accepted methods and procedures, and follow
DEQ's recommendations to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and streams.90

•

Follow DEQ's recommendations regarding air quality protections, as applicable.9I

•

Reduce solid waste at the source, reuse it and recycle it to the maximum extent
practicable 92

•

Coordinate with DCR's Division of Natural Heritage regarding its recommendations to
protect natural heritage resources, as well as for updates to the Biotics Data System
database.93

•

Coordinate with DGIF as necessary regarding its recommendations to protected wildlife
resources.94

•

Coordinate with VOF regarding its recommendation for additional consultation as
necessary.95

•

Coordinate with DHR regarding its recommendations to protect historic and
archaeological resources.96

•

Follow the principles and practices of pollution prevention to the maximum extent
practicable.97

•

Limit the use of pesticides and herbicides to the extent practicable.98

Public Hearing — February 26, 2018
A local public hearing was convened on February 26, 2018, in Falls Church, Virginia,
where three public witnesses appeared. The testimony of each public witness is summarized
below.
Lori Jeffrey of Falls Church, Virginia, testified that she is the president of the Holly
Crest Community Association, a community of 84 homes adjacent to the Idylwood Substation
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and the transmission line easement." Ms. Jeffrey spoke in support of the portion of the Proposed
Route that affects her neighborhood because it is underground and uses existing right-of-way
north of the Idylwood Substation.10° Ms. Jeffrey also supported this portion of the Proposed
Route because it will reduce the number of 75-foot backbones at the substation from eight to
seven.101
In addition, Ms. Jeffrey supported the portion of Dominion Energy's Application related
to the Replacement Tower ProposaL l°2 Ms. Jeffrey advised that the Holly Crest Community has
been requesting the replacement of the existing lattice transmission tower with a less visually
intrusive monopole since 2013.1°3 Ms. Jeffrey pointed to the development conditions for the
Fairfax County Special Exemption Amendment concerning the existing tower, which maintained
that the tower is 'creating an adverse visual impact on neighboring properties, and is nearing the
end of its useful life.'1°4 Ms. Jeffrey asserted that "[t]he smaller footprint of the proposed
replacement tower would be in keeping with the [Commission's] mission statement to
[c]onsider impact of administrative decisions on citizens' and the [Code] requirement to
[r]easonably minimize adverse impact.'"1°5
Maryl A. Kerley of Falls Church, Virginia, supported Dominion Energy's Application
and asked the Commission to approve the underground route that "creates the least impact on
communities in the path of the line . . ."106 Ms. Kerley highlighted factors such as no additional
overhead lines across Shreve Road and the elimination of one backbone from the Idylwood
Substation.1°7 Ms. Kerley contended that the Company's proposal in this proceeding "will set a
precedent for underground transmission lines in densely populated areas so close to homes."tips
Ms. Kerley expressed concern regarding the construction noise during the initial phase of
Line #2175 exiting the Idylwood Substation, coupled with the impact of rebuilding the Idylwood
Substation.1°9 Ms. Kerley asked that the Company minimize construction impact on the
community.11°
Ms. Kerley also supported Dominion Energy's Replacement Tower Proposal and
maintained that such a replacement will "have an immediate effect on limiting the visibility of
the current ugly, aging tower."111
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Brienne Merritt of Falls Church, Virginia, testified to the dangers of overhead power
lines near homes and described an incident during a summer storm where a cable came loose and
caught the underlying brush on fire.112 Ms. Merritt raised concerns regarding EMF and stated
that the Company's EMF readings at or near her house were "not in a healthy range."113
Fairfax County's Direct Testimony
On April 13, 2018, Fairfax County filed the direct testimony and exhibits of: Craig
Carinci, director of the Stormwater Planning Division of the Fairfax County Department of
Public Works; Gregory Allen Fuller, Jr., a transportation planner IV with the Fairfax County
Department of Transportation ("FCDOT"); John Bell, planner III with the Fairfax County
Department of Planning and Zoning; and Peter J. Lanzalotta, a principal of Lanzalotta &
Associates, LLC. A summary of the prefiled direct testimony of each witness is presented
below.
Craig Carinci testified that in the Tysons Corner area, Fairfax County has approximately
68 miles of underground stormwater conveyance pipes, varying in size from 15 to 96 inches in
diameter; and approximately 50 miles of sanitary sewer pipes, varying in size from 8 to 21
inches in diameter.114 Mr. Carinci expressed the importance of continual safe access through
work areas for Fairfax County staff and equipment to inspect, maintain, and respond to
emergencies on Fairfax County stormwater and wastewater infrastructure.115 Mr. Carinci
asserted that Dominion Energy must coordinate the proposed design and construction of the duct
bank and transmission line with Fairfax County's Maintenance and Stormwater Management
Division, Wastewater Planning & Monitoring Division, and Wastewater Collections Division to
ensure minimum vertical and horizontal clearance from stormwater and wastewater
infrastructure is provided.116 Mr. Carinci recommended that the Company provide "preconstruction and post-construction closed circuit TV results of the condition of both stormwater
and wastewater pipes that are within the limits of disturbance of the duct bank and transmission
line to Fairfax County."117
Mr. Carinci took the position that all underground alignments are likely to interact with
Fairfax County stormwater and wastewater infrastructure.118 Nonetheless, because the proposed
Underground Alternative 05 is the shortest route, and is being located adjacent to VDOT rightof-way, Mr. Carinci testified that the potential impacts to Fairfax County's underground
infrastructure would be minimized.119
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Gregory Allen Fuller, Jr. expressed concern regarding the scale of the proposed project
and its impact on traffic, but advised that the proposed Underground Alternative 05 "poses the
least impact to traffic and adjacent development."120 Mr. Fuller stressed that the Proposed Route
passes through corridors and intersections that experience high levels of congestion.121
Mr. Fuller testified that "it is critical that coordination is continued and that maintenance of
traffic plans are developed in concert with [VDOT] and FCDOT."122
Mr. Fuller maintained that placement of the proposed transmission line under the
vehicular travel lane would reduce or eliminate potential impacts and impediments to providing
the desired streetscape along roadways of certain classifications.123 In addition, Mr. Fuller
contended that repair of an underground transmission line located in the streetscape would
impact pedestrian, some bicycle, and some business operations. By contrast, Mr. Fuller asserted
that the repair of a transmission line in the travel lane would still allow for vehicular travel
around such a repair.124
Mr. Fuller acknowledged that at Dominion Energy's request, FCDOT representatives
participated in three focus groups and two open houses to provide input on the construction
process and routing alternatives for the new transmission line.125 Mr. Fuller reported that
FCDOT recommended that Dominion Energy coordinate with VDOT and FCDOT throughout
the construction process and the development of any transportation-related impact analyses.126
Mr. Fuller advised that to date, FCDOT has not been engaged in the development of any
transportation-related impact analyses for the proposed Project.127
Mr. Fuller stated that Dominion Energy will be required to submit a maintenance of
traffic plan to VDOT when construction begins,128 Mr. Fuller recommended that Dominion
Energy continue to coordinate with VDOT and FCDOT during construction regarding potential
impacts to vehicular, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes.129 Mr. Fuller further recommended
that Dominion Energy coordinate with WMATA to minimize any impact to Metro service and
existing infrastructure.130
John Bell confirmed that underground placement of the proposed 230 kV transmission
line is consistent with the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan for the Tysons Urban Center.131
Mr. Bell provided a copy of a Fairfax County resolution setting forth five siting objectives and
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endorsing Underground Alternative 05.132 The five objectives are: (i) consistency with Fairfax
County's Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Ordinance; (ii) minimization of adverse impacts to
residential areas, commercial areas, and surrounding parkland; (iii) minimization of adverse
impacts to scenic assets, historic districts, and the environment; (iv) coordination with Fairfax
County agencies during the construction phase in order to minimize traffic disruptions, including
disruptions to Metro service and other mass transit systems; and (v) minimization of construction
costs for the benefit of Fairfax County ratepayers.133
Peter J. Lanzalotta offered the following findings:134
(1) The failure of 2017 peak load for the Tysons Loop to meet the
forecasted peak load raise[s] the possibility that the NERC
reliability violation previously projected to occur first in 2017,
and subsequently in 2022, may now not occur until further out
in the future. Despite this, there is reason to believe that this
violation could occur within the typical ten[-]year planning
horizon.
(2) The area encompassing potential routes for the Idylwood to
Tysons transmission line is congested and heavily developed. I
support the Company's choice of an underground transmission
line for a number of reasons, including reliability, cost, and
visual impact.
(3) The addition of a new incoming transmission line at the Tysons
[S]ubstation supports the rebuilding of the facilities in that
substation to accommodate additional transmission and related
facilities.
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Mr. Lanzalotta confirmed that because automated switching can transfer about 40.5 MW
off of the Tysons Loop, when loads on the Tysons Loop exceeds 340 MW, a NERC transmission
planning violation occurs.135 Mr. Lanzalotta presented the following table of actual and
projected summer peak loads for the Tysons Loop.I36
Sumer Peak Loads (MW) Tysons Loop
Year
Actual
Projected
2014
298.1
2015
292.6
2016
312.2
2017
316.0
297.7
2018
322.3
2019
327.6
2020
329.7
2021
333.2
2022
338,1
2023
343.4
2024
349.5
2025
355,1
2026
361.3
Mr. Lanzalotta argued that because the Company's estimate for 2017 was higher than
actual, "the Company's future projections could be off by a year or more, depending on the
extent to which load growth bounces back."137 Mr. Lanzalotta pointed out that Dominion
Energy's system peak load decreased from the previous year, and was roughly flat on a weather
normalized basis.I38 However, for the Tysons area, Mr. Lanzalotta stated that in 2017, total
existing development increased by more than 330,000 square feet over the previous year. More
than 1.7 M ft was still under construction in 2017.139 Mr. Lanzalotta testified that "[Oven the
development under construction and the increasing amounts of proposed and approved
development, the expectation of further electric load growth in the area of the Tysons Loop is
reasonable."14°
Mr. Lanzalotta reviewed the overhead and underground options studied by Dominion
Energy and concluded that "there is no reasonable alternative to the underground 230 kV
transmission line proposed by the Company for reinforcement of its transmission system."141 In
addition, Mr. Lanzalotta agreed with the Company that the Tysons Substation should be rebuilt
using GIS equipment to create the space necessary for the new transmission line.142
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Finally, Mr. Lanzalotta supported the replacement of the lattice transmission tower
#2097/177, which is adjacent to the Idylwood Substation, with a visually less intrusive tower.143
Mr. Lanzalotta cited to an opinion survey performed in an earlier transmission case, Case No.
PUE-2005-00018, which showed that the visibility of transmission lines was more important to
the public than minimizing cost.144
Staff's Direct Testimony
On April 27, 2018, Staff filed the direct testimony of Neil Joshipura, senior utilities
engineer in the Commission's Division of Public Utility Regulation. Mr. Joshipura's direct
testimony is summarized below.
Neil Joshipura sponsored the Staff Report and concluded "that the Company has
reasonably demonstrated the need for the proposed Project and Staff does not oppose the
issuance of the requested [Certificate]."145
Mr. Joshipura reviewed Dominion Energy's Application and its need for the Project.146
Mr. Joshipura found that the proposed Project is needed for NERC compliance and to serve the
Tysons and McLean load areas consistent with the Company's Transmission Planning
Criteria.147
In addition to the proposed Project, Mr. Joshipura examined three alternatives developed
by Dominion Energy: (i) the Idylwood-Scott's Run Alternative, (ii) the Reston-Tysons
Alternative, and (iii) the 1-495 Underground Alternative. Mr. Joshipura reviewed the Company's
Idylwood-Scott's Run Alternative and the reasons for its elimination.148 Mr. Joshipura noted that
due to siting, zoning, and permitting issues, the Company sold the Scott's Run Substation site,
and that this alternative is no longer constructible.149 For the Reston-Tysons Alternative,
Mr. Joshipura agreed with the Company's rejection of this alternative due to its higher costs and
impacts along the DTR and the W&OD Park trail.150 Finally, for the 1-495 Underground
Alternative, Mr. Joshipura agreed with the Company's rejection of this alternative due to its
higher costs and impacts along 1-495 and the DTR.151
In reviewing the proposed Project, Mr. Joshipura studied the Proposed Route (i.e.,
Underground Alternative 05), four overhead routes, and five other underground alternatives.
Mr. Joshipura compared the six underground alternatives on the basis of: (i) length, (ii) private
Id. at 12.
' 44 1d. at 13-14.
145 Exhibit No. 14, Attached Staff Report at 37.
146 Id. at 5-8.
147 Id. at 8.
' 48 1d at 8-9.
' 49 1d, at 9-10.
15° Id at 10-11.
151 Id. at 11-12.
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lands crossed, (iii) forested lands crossed, (iv) impacts to the W&OD Park trail, (v) impacts to
residences, (vi) traffic impacts, and (vii) cost.152 Mr. Joshipura presented a comparison of the
underground routes in the following table:153
Underground (UG)
Alternatives (Alt.)
Transmission Line Cost
Total Cost
Length
Open Trench
Liner Plate Tunnel
HDD
HDD Segments
Private Land Crossed
Forested Land Crossed
Dwellings within 500 ft
Dwellings within 100 ft
Dwellings within 60 ft

UG Alt. 05
(Proposed
Route)
$ (million)
89.4
$ (million)
121.8
miles
4.3
miles
3.7
miles
0
miles
0.6
number
1
miles
0.2
acres
0
number
387
number
49
number
0
Unit

UG
Alt.
06
99.6
132
4.7
4.1
0
0.6
1
0.4
0
395
45
0

UG
Alt.
04
89.7
122.1
4.5
3.9
0
0.6
1
0.2
<0.1
427
44
0

UG
Alt.
01
102.2
134.6
5.0
4.4
0
0.6
1
0.4
2.1
798
127
0

UG
Alt.
03
90.9
123.3
4.6
4.1
0.1
0.4
2
0.4
1.0
496
78
1

UG
Alt.
02
96.5
128,9
5.0
4.5
0.1
0.4
2
0.3
1.5
843
170
1

Mr. Joshipura found that the Proposed Route is the shortest, would cross the least amount
of private land, would not require the clearing of any forested land outside of the existing rightof-way, and would have no direct impacts on the W&OD Park trail.154 Mr. Joshipura noted that
an underground transmission line would be disruptive to residences only during the construction
period.155 As for traffic impacts, Mr. Joshipura testified that "[w]hile there is a greater number
of vehicles that travel on roads along the Proposed Route, due [to] the wider roads, the Proposed
Route is expected to have the lowest time-delay impact out of all the routes."156 Mr. Joshipura
agreed with Dominion Energy's assessment that the Proposed Route is the least expensive and
least impacting of the six underground altematives.157
Mr. Joshipura reported that the Company ranked the five remaining underground
alternatives in the following order: (i) Underground Alternative 06, (ii) Underground
Alternative 04, (iii) Underground Alternative 01, (iv) Underground Alternative 03, and
(v) Underground Alternative 02.158 Mr. Joshipura disagreed with the Company's rankings and
proposed the following ranking: (i) Underground Alternative 04, (ii) Underground
Alternative 06, (iii) Underground Alternative 03, (iv) Underground Alternative 02, and
(v) Underground Alternative 01.159
Id.
1d.
' 54 1d.
' 55 1d.
156 Id
157 Id,
158 Id.
' 59 1d.
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28

In regard to the overhead routes, Mr. Joshipura stated that all four overhead routes would
involve the wreck and rebuild of multiple existing transmission lines.160 Mr. Joshipura pointed
out that along portions of each existing overhead transmission line, Dominion Energy has a pole
line easement, which is a more limited easement or right-of-way to construct, operate, and
maintain a line of poles, wires, attachments, ground connections, accessories, and appurtenances
for transmitting and distributing electric power,161 Mr. Joshipura maintained that the pole line
easements have existing widths that vary between 27 feet and 100 feet.162 Because a single
circuit 230 kV line uses an 80-foot-wide right-of-way, and a double circuit 230 kV line requires
a 100-foot-wide right-of-way, Mr. Joshipura contended that each of the overhead routes would
require new rights-of-way.163 Mr. Joshipura affirmed that all of the overhead routes would have
homes within 60 feet of the required rights-of-way and all but one route would require the
removal of homes.164 In addition, Mr. Joshipura found that overhead routes would have
significant long-term visual impacts on the sunounding areas and would be between $2.3 and
$204.8 million more expensive than the proposed Underground Alternative 05.165 Mr. Joshipura
testified that "the overhead alternatives proposed by the Company are inferior to the
underground options and, consequently, should be rejected."166
Mr. Joshipura contended that "[b]y assuring continued reliable bulk electric power
delivery, the proposed Project facilitates economic development in Fairfax County, specifically
in the Tysons and McLean areas."167
In regard to the Replacement Tower Proposal, Mr. Joshipura advised that the cost of the
replacement is $433,000, for visual mitigation purposes, and is a condition of approval of the
Company's Special Exception Amendment by Fairfax County concerning the redevelopment of
the Idylwood Substation.168 Mr. Joshipura stated that Dominion Energy seeks Commission
approval of its Replacement Tower Proposal, admits that the Replacement Tower Proposal fails
to qualify as an ordinary extension or improvement, but the Company is not seeking a Certificate
concerning its Replacement Tower Proposa1.169 Mr. Joshipura expressed confusion as to what
type of approval the Company seeks for its Replacement Tower Proposa1.17° Mr. Joshipura took
the position that the Replacement Tower Proposal is unrelated to the Company's request for a
Certificate for the proposed Project, and is beyond the scope of this proceeding.

' 60 1d
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Dominion Energy's Rebuttal Testimony
On May 11, 2018, Dominion Energy filed the rebuttal testimony of Mark R. Gill;
Thomas W. Reitz, Jr., consulting engineer in the Electric Transmission Group with Dominion
Energy Technical Solutions, Inc.; Amanda M. Mayhew; and Jon M. Berkin. A summary of the
rebuttal testimony of each witness is provided below.
Mark R. Gill responded to comments made by Staff witness Joshipura, and Fairfax
County witness Lanzalotta.171
Mr. Gill noted that Staff found that the Company reasonably demonstrated the need for
the Project and that Staff does not oppose the issuance of a Certfficate.172
Mr. Gill referred to the testimony of Mr. Lanzalotta that the projected NERC violation
may not occur until further out in the future, and confirmed that preliminary results from the
2018 PJM Load Forecast show that the violation may slip until 2026.173 Nonetheless, Mr. Gill
advised that if known block loads from anticipated higher intensity development around the
Metrorail stations are included in the projections, the NERC violations will occur in 2022.174
Mr. Gill also pointed out that the starting point for the load projection at each bus in the Tysons
Loop is the previous summer's load that is coincident with the Company's summer system
peak.175 Because the starting point for the 2018 projections is 26.3 MW lower than the 2017
projections, Mr. Gill maintained that the difference in starting points "more likely explains the
variation in the year in which the potential violation occurs than any difference in the PJM
forecasts."176 Furthermore, Mr. Gill testified that the Tysons Loop peak load may not coincide
with the occurrence of the system peak.177 By considering non-coincident Tysons Loop loads,
Mr. Gill projected a NERC violation in 2023 using the 2018 PJM Load Forecast.178
Mr. Gill agreed with Mr. Lanzalotta's assessment that there is reason to believe that
possible NERC violation for the Tysons Loop will occur within the typical ten-year planning
horizon.179 Mr. Gill also agreed with Mr. Lanzalotta's testimony that based on the increasing
amounts of proposed and approved development in the Tysons area, the expectation of further
electric load growth in the area of the Tysons Loop is reasonable.18°

171 Exhibit No. 16, at 2.
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' 73 1d. at 3.
" 4 Id.
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' 76 1d at 3-4.
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' 79 1d. at 4-5.
180 Id

30

Mr. Gill asserted that because Staff and Fairfax County acknowledged that there is a need
for the Project, "the need for the Project has not been contested."181
Thomas W. Reitz, Jr., adopted the pre-filed direct testimony of Matthew E. Rudd,
including the sections of the Application's Appendix that he sponsored or co-sponsored.182
In his rebuttal testimony, Mr. Reitz addressed concerns raised by Fairfax County witness
Carinci.183 In response to Mr. Carinci's request for closed circuit TV of stormwater and
wastewater pipes within the limits of disturbance of the duct bank and transmission line,
Mr. Reitz maintained that the suggestion is unnecessary, burdensome and potentially costly.184
Mr. Reitz advised that the Company will provide continuous oversight to ensure installation as
planed and that existing infrastructure is not impacted or damaged.185 Mr. Reitz pledged that if
"any facilities might possibly be damaged, the Company would repair or replace them as
necessary to the satisfaction of the owner."186
Amanda M. Mayhew addressed: (i) construction of the proposed Project,
(ii) coordination with transportation agencies, (iii) comments by the Park Authority, and
(iv) recommendations in the DEQ Report.187
Ms. Mayhew confirmed that Dominion Energy will obtain all necessary permits related
to water quality, streams, wetlands, and existing vegetation.'" Ms. Mayhew advised that the
Company will hire third-party inspectors to ensure that contractors follow all environmental
conditions and regulations.189 Ms. Mayhew stated that the Company will develop a traffic
control plan approved by VDOT that will insure access by Fairfax County to its stormwater and
wastewater infrastructure.190 Ms. Mayhew affirmed that Dominion Energy will coordinate with
all divisions of Fairfax County and any private company that may have infrastructure along the
final Project route.I91 Ms. Mayhew testified that the Company will work closely with VDOT
and FCDOT to minimize construction impacts on local traffic, including working night hours to
minimize impacts to traffic.192
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Ms. Mayhew agreed with Fairfax County that the transmission line should be placed
the
travel lanes within Tysons except for certain areas where the line may need to be
under
shifted due to existing underground infrastructure.I93
As for the concerns raised by the Park Authority regarding Underground Alternative 06,
Ms. Mayhew advised that the Company met with the Park Authority and clarified that the line in
this alternative "would be wholly installed within the limits of Tysons Boulevard and would have
no impacts on the Park at Tysons II . . . .1,194
Ms. Mayhew confirmed that Dominion Energy "has no objections or concerns in
response to DEQ's Summary of Findings and Recommendations."I95 In addition, Ms. Mayhew
stated that the Company will avoid pesticide and herbicide use during construction.I96
Ms. Mayhew maintained that "the Project is proposed underground beneath roads and will have
minimal impact on ground clearing activities,"I97 Nonetheless, Ms. Mayhew pledged that the
Company will coordinate with DGIF if clearing is required during March 15 through August 15,
the song bird nesting time-of-year.I98
Ms. Mayhew testified that the Company has developed an Environmental Management
System that will be fully implemented by the end of 2018.199 Ms. Mayhew asked that the
recommendation that the Company coordinate with DCR's Division of Natural Heritage
regarding its recommendations to protect natural heritage resources, as well as for updates to the
Biotics Data System database be modified "so that the Company would coordinate with DCR for
updates to the Biotics Data System database only if the scope of the Project materially changes
or 12 months pass from the time of the Commission's order and commencement of
construction."200 Ms. Mayhew maintained that these modifications reflect DEQ's intent to
capture significant changes to the scope of the Project and provides clarity to when the time
period begins,20I Ms. Mayhew advised that the Commission adopted this revision in Case Nos.
PUE-2016-00135 and PUR-2017-00078.202
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Ms. Mayhew affirmed that the Company will conduct on-site delineation of wetlands
and streams within the Project area after the Commission issues its Final Order.203 Ms. Mayhew
testified that the Company will follow the recommendations regarding wetland and stream
impact to the extent possible.204 Finally, Ms. Mayhew stated that the Company will follow the
recommendations of DHR regarding archeological and architectural resources.205
Jon M. Berkin highlighted that Staff and Fairfax County support the Company's
proposed Underground Alternative 05.206 Mr. Berkin noted Fairfax County's resolution dated
March 20, 2018, which endorsed the underground construction of the Project.207
Mr. Berkin did not take issue with Staff s re-ranking of Underground Alternatives 04
and 06.208 Nonetheless, Mr. Berkin advised that the Company continued to consider
Underground Alternative 06, with a modification, preferable to Underground Alternative 04 due
to Underground Alternative 04's greater impact on residential areas.209 Mr. Berkin testified that
Underground Alternative 06 would need to be modified due to a planned redevelopment of an
area traversed by the privately-owned Tysons Corner Center Road.21° Mr. Berkin stated that to
avoid the planned development, Underground Alternative 06 would be modified to "bypass
Tysons Center and continue north along International Drive until the intersection of Chain
Bridge Road. At this point, the route would then turn to the east and follow Chain Bridge
Road."211
Mr. Berkin disagreed with Staffs ranking of Underground Alternatives 03, 02, and 01.212
Mr. Berkin advised that Underground Alternatives 02 and 03 would cross Idylwood Park and are
not supported by the Park Authority,213 Mr. Berkin further contended that Underground
Alternatives 02 and 03 would: (i) be within 60 feet of a residence; (ii) require temporary work
space within the front yards of two other homes; and (iii) require more new right-of-way than
Underground Alternative 01.214 Mr. Berkin ranked the remaining alternatives as Underground
Alternative 01, Underground Alternative 03, and Underground Alternative 02.215
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Finally, Mr. Berkin agreed with Staff's conclusion that the overhead alternatives
proposed by the Company are inferior to the underground alternatives and should be rejected.216
Stipulation
On June 8, 2018, the Stipulating Parties filed a Stipulation and Recommendation
("Stipulation").217 Staff agreed that the Project was needed and supported the proposed
Underground Alternative 05 as the best route option.218 However, Staff did not support
Dominion Energy's Replacement Tower Proposa1.219 Among other things, the Stipulation
provides:
•

Consistent with §§ 56-265.2 and 56-46.1 B of the Code, and consistent with Staff's
analysis, the Application demonstrates that the Project is needed to (i) resolve a potential
criteria violation of the mandatory NERC Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines
feeding the Tysons Loop, and (ii) maintain reliable service to the overall growth in the
area.226

•

Consistent with Staff's analysis and the testimony of each Fairfax County witness,
Underground Alternative 05 provides the most optimal route for the proposed Project.
Underground Alternative 05 complies with the relevant statutory requirements, including
using existing utility easements when feasible and reasonably minimizing adverse impact
on scenic assets and historic districts.221

•

Consistent with § 56-46.1 B of the Code, the Project will promote economic development
in Fairfax County and in the Commonwealth of Virginia by allowing the Company to
maintain the overall long-term reliability of its system,222

•

Consistent with § 56-46.1 A and B of the Code, the Company will obtain all necessary
environmental permits for the Project in coordination with DEQ and other relevant
agencies.223

•

The Project should be approved pursuant to § 56-46.1 of the Code and a Certificate for
the transmission facilities should be issued pursuant to § 56-265.1 et seq. of the Code.224

•

The Replacement Tower Proposal should be approved.228
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•

ODEC has represented to the Stipulating Parties that it will not object to or oppose the
Stipulation.226
Finally, the Stipulating Parties stated the following concerning the use of the Stipulation:
[T]his Stipulation represents a compromise for purposes of
settlement of the contested issues among the Stipulating
Participants in this case and the balancing of many interests, and
none of the signatories to this Stipulation necessarily agrees with
the treatment of any particular item, the use of any procedure
followed, or the resolution of any particular issue in agreeing to this
Stipulation other than as specified herein, except as required to
implement provisions of this Stipulation. Further, none of the
signatories to this Stipulation agrees to be bound by the terms or
statements of this Stipulation in any other unrelated Commission
proceeding. The Stipulating Participants agree that the resolution of
the issues herein, taken as a whole, and the disposition of all other
matters set forth in this Stipulation are in the public interest.227
A copy of the Stipulation is attached to this Report.
DISCUSSION

Pursuant to the Utility Facilities Act,228 it is unlawful for any public utility to construct
facilities, except ordinary extensions or improvements in the usual course of business, without
first obtaining a Certificate from the Commission.229
Section 56-46.1 of the Code directs the Commission to consider several factors regarding
proposed new facilities. For example, § 56-46.1 A of the Code directs the Commission to
consider the effect of the facility on the environment and establish "such conditions as may be
desirable or necessary to minimize adverse environmental impact." Section 56-46.1 A of the
Code directs the Commission to consider all reports that relate to the proposed facility by state
agencies concerned with environmental protection and, if requested, to local comprehensive
plans. In addition, § 56-46.1 A of the Code states that "the Commission (a) shall consider the
effect of the proposed facility on economic development within the Commonwealth. . . and
(b) shall consider any improvements in service reliability that may result from the construction of
such facility."

1d at 11 (9).
at 6.
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Section 56-46.1 B of the Code states as follows:
[N]o electrical transmission line of 138 kilovolts or more shall be
constructed unless. . [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. . . , Additionally, the Commission shall
consider, upon the request of the governing body of any county or
municipality in which the line is proposed to be constructed, (a) the
costs and economic benefits likely to result from requiring the
underground placement of the line and (b) any potential
impediments to timely construction of the line.
Section 56-46.1 C of the Code provides for hearings and includes a requirement that "[i]n
any hearing the public service company shall provide adequate evidence that existing rights-ofway cannot adequately serve the needs of the company." This requirement is further supported
by § 56-259 C of the Code which states that "[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."
In reviewing the Commission's application of the above statutes, the Virginia Supreme
Court stated that the "Commission, pursuant to Code § 56-46.1(B), determines whether a need
for the proposed infrastructure exists."230 The Court provided that in determining need, "the
Commission must assess the magnitude and timing of any such need."231 The Court also noted
the statutory requirement to "verify the applicant's load flow modeling, contingency analyses,
and reliability needs presented to justify the new line and its proposed methods of installation."
The Court acknowledged consideration of additional factors, along with minimizing adverse
impacts, such as cost of construction, economic and environmental factors, reliability of electric
service and engineering feasibility.232
Furthermore, the Court addressed the Commission's consideration of the adverse impacts
of a project, which "are not to be considered in a vacuum."233 The Court found that "the
Commission must 'balance' adverse impacts along with other 'factors' and 'traditional
considerations.'"234 The Court concluded "that the use of the word 'reasonably' demonstrates
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the General Assembly's recognition of the multifactorial balancing that goes into such an
investigation . . ."235
Need
Staff and the parties to this proceeding agree that the Project is needed to (i) resolve a
potential criteria violation of the mandatory NERC Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines
feeding the Tysons Loop, and (ii) maintain reliable service to the Tysons Loop area.236 Staff and
the parties examined the need for the Project by assessing historic and projected load flows and
contingency analyses for the Tysons Loop area. Furthermore, as Staff witness Joshipura
testified, by assuring reliability of bulk electric power delivery to this high growth area, "the
proposed Project facilitates economic development. . •'237
."237 Based on the evidence and the
agreement of Staff and the parties, I find that Dominion Energy has established that the Project is
needed.
Route
Staff and the parties also agreed that the Project should be installed underground
following the proposed Underground Alternative 05 route.238 Staff witness Joshipura confirmed
that Underground Alternative 05 is the shortest route, crosses the least amount of private land,
requires no additional clearing of forested lands, has low impact on the W&OD Park trail and
vehicular traffic, has no residences within 60 feet, and is the least costly option of all
underground and overhead alternatives.239 Fairfax County witness Bell testified that the
proposed Underground Alternative 05 is consistent with the Fairfax County Comprehensive Plan
for the Tysons Urban Center, and satisfied Fairfax County's siting objectives including:
(i) minimization of adverse impacts to residential areas, commercial areas, and surrounding
parkland; (ii) minimization of adverse impacts to scenic assets, historic districts, and the
environment; and (iii) minimization of construction cost.249
Based on the record and agreement of Staff and the parties, I find that Underground
Alternative 05 is the optimal route and complies with the relevant statutory requirements,
including using existing utility easements when feasible and reasonably minimizing adverse
impact on scenic assets and historic districts.
Replacement Tower Proposal
The only area of disagreement between Staff and the parties concerns the Replacement
Tower Proposal. Dominion Energy proposed to replace lattice Tower #2097/177, located just
south of the Idylwood Substation, as a condition of Fairfax County's approval of a Special
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Exception Amendment to permit redevelopment of the Idylwood Substation.241 The Company
stated that the Replacement Tower Proposal was recommended as a condition of approval by
Fairfax County to minimize visual impacts on neighboring properties.242 Among other things,
Paragraph 42 of the Special Exception Amendment SEA 2014-PR-032 provides:243
42. The 120-foot lattice tower (identified as #2097/177) is creating
an adverse visual impact on neighboring properties and is
nearing the end of its useful life. Therefore, [the Company]
shall take the following steps:

(c) If such tower replacement has not already occurred or is not
already underway at the time Dominion [Energy] initiates
its next transmission project that includes the subject
property, [the Company] will design and propose to the
[Commission] replacement of the tower based on visual
mitigation reasons, and advocate in good faith for such
replacement, at the time it initiates the next transmission
project that includes the subject property. While this
condition does not mandate a specific type or form of tower
replacement, [the Company] will exercise its best efforts to
replace the tower in a manner that minimizes the adverse
visual impact on neighboring properties. Upon approval by
the [Commission], [the Company] will replace the 120-foot
tower as expeditiously as possible.
This approval, contingent on the above noted conditions, shall not
relieve [the Company] from compliance with the provisions of any
applicable ordinances, regulations, or adopted standards.
While Dominion Energy stated that the replacement of Tower #2097/177 is designed to
minimize visual impacts on neighboring properties, the Company advised that the tower was
constructed in 1960, has been in service for 59 years, and is nearing the end of its service life,
which is estimated to be between 40 and 60 years.244 Nonetheless, Dominion Energy affirmed
that all components of the tower were inspected on January 27, 2018, and "determined to be in
good condition with neither structural maintenance nor replacement necessary at this time."245
Finally, the Company estimated the replacement cost of Tower #2097/177 to be $433,000, which
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would be recovered through the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission formula rate, and
ultimately, through the Company's rate adjustment clause, Rider T1.246
During the hearing, Fairfax County supported the Replacement Tower Proposal and
highlighted that Tower #2097/177 is nearing the end of its service life:247 "[w]hether it is a
necessity of this minute, I think the testimony is no, But it is at the end of its life, and it does
need to be replaced either in this proceeding or, hopefully, in the next one coming up : 9248
Staff emphasized that the Company's most recent inspection determined that replacement
of Tower #2097/177 "is not necessary at this time from a reliability standpoint."249 Staff
questioned replacing the tower at a cost of $433,000, to be borne by all the Company's
ratepayers to mitigate visual impacts.25°
Dominion Energy maintained that Tower #2097/177 is located just outside the Idylwood
Substation, which is near many homes whose owners were very involved in the rebuild of the
substation at the county leve1.251 The Company advised that the special exception amendment
process took many years and was heavily litigated.252 The Company referred to the testimony of
Fairfax County witness Lanzalotta, who testified that the Replacement Tower Proposal would
minimize visual impacts.253 Dominion Energy cited to several recent Commission decisions that
approved more expensive alternatives to mitigate adverse visual impacts.254 The Company
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contended that these cases demonstrate the balancing of the need to upgrade facilities with the
impacts of such projects.255
In this case, I find that the visual mitigation and age of the tower more than offset the
added cost of replacing Tower #2097/177. The lengthy special exception amendment process
and litigation that involved nearby property owners, and the testimony of Fairfax County witness
Lanzalotta supports the negative visual impacts of the existing tower. Moreover, that the
existing tower is 59 years old and has an expected useful life of between 40 and 60 years
suggests that the cost of replacing Tower #2097/177 may not be avoided for many years.
Therefore, I find that the Replacement Tower Proposal should be approved in this proceeding
and that the Company's Certificate for Line #2097 should be amended as requested.
In summary, I recommend that the Commission approve the Stipulation offered in this
case.
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
In conclusion, based on the evidence and for the reasons set forth above, I find that:
1. The Project is needed to (i) resolve a potential criteria violation of the mandatory
NERC Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines feeding the Tysons Loop, and (ii)
maintain reliable service to the Tysons Loop area;
2. The Company's proposed Underground Alternative 05 best satisfies the statutory
requirement 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;
3. The recommendations contained in the DEQ Report, with the proposed modification
to the recommendation of the DCR's Division of Natural Heritage presented in the
rebuttal testimony of Company witness Mayhew, should be adopted by the
Commission as conditions of approval;
4. The proposed Project should be approved and granted a Certificate;
5. The Replacement Tower Proposal should be approved and the Company's Certificate
for Line #2097 should be amended as requested; and
6. The Stipulation should be adopted.
In accordance with the above findings, I RECOMMEND that the Commission enter an
order that:
1. ADOPTS the findings in this Report;
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GRANTS the Company's Application to construct the proposed transmission
facilities as specified above;

3. APPROVES the Company's request for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity to authorize construction of the proposed Project;
4. AMENDS the Company's Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for Line
#2097; and
5. DISMISSES this case from the Commission's docket of active cases.
COMMENTS
The parties are advised that pursuant to Rule 5 VAC 5-20-120 C of the Commission's
Rules of Practice and Procedure, any comments to this Report must be filed with the Clerk of the
Commission in writing, in an original and fifteen copies, within seven business 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 to the foot of such document certifying that copies have been mailed or delivered to
all other counsel of record and to any party not represented by counsel.
Respectfully submitted,

Alexander F, Skirpan, Jr.
Senior Hearing Examiner
Document Control Center is requested to mail or deliver a copy of the above Report
Ruling to all persons on the official Service List in this matter. The Service List is available
from the Clerk of the State Corporation Commission, c/o Document Control Center, 1300 East
Main Street, First Floor, Tyler Building, Richmond, VA 23219.
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Exhibit A
COMMONWEALTH OF

STATE CORPORATION

VIRGINIA

COMMISSION

APPLICATION OF
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC

AND POWER COMPANY

For approval and certification
of electric
transmission facilities:
Idylwood-Tysons 230 kV
single circuit underground
Tysons Substation rebuild transmission line,
and related
transmission facilities
STIPULATION AND
WHEREAS, on November 8,
Code") and the Utility

of Virginia ("Commission")

existing Tysons Substation,
Tysons Substation using

with the project located

the existing property

equipment at IdylWood

and (iv) perfoim relay work

Idylwood Substation to the

entirely in Fairfax County;

("GIS") equipment to

ran

Company's

(ii) rebuild the

accommodate a six-

boundaries; (iii) install new Gas

Substation for the new Line

at Reston Substation

for a

circuit 230 kV

Idylwood-Tysons Line #2175, to

the Company's existing

breaker 230 kV ring bus within

Commission

documents (the "Application")

(i) construct a new single

("Va.

Power Company

with the State Coiporation

an application and supporting

Gas Insulated Substation

of the Code of Virginia

seq., Virginia Electric and

or the "Company") filed

line, designated 230 kV

approximately 4.3 miles from

the "Project");

2017, pursuant to § 56-46.1

convenience and necessity to:

underground transmission

Line ("GIL") terminal

RECOMMENDATION

Facilities Act, § 56-265.1 et

("Dominion Energy Virginia"

certificate of public

Case No. PUR-2017-00143

Insulated

#2175 installation;

(collectively, the "Idylwood-Tysons

Project" or

WHEREAS, the Company also requested approval for the replacement of a tower near its
Idylwood Substation, Structure #2097/177, as part of its Application (the "Replacement Tower
Proposal");
WHEREAS, the relief sought by the Company in its Application was that the
Commission "approve pursuant to § 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia the proposed Project as
described herein and the Replacement Tower Proposal;"
WHEREAS, there is an immediate and current need for the Idylwood-Tysons Project,
which will (i) resolve a potential criteria violation of the mandatory North American Electric
Reliability Corporation ("NERC") Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines feeding the
substations serving the Tysons and McLean areas of Fairfax County (the "Tysons Loop"), and
(ii) maintain reliable service to the overall growth in the area;
WHEREAS, the Commission issued an Order for Notice and Hearing on December 8,
2017, that, among other things, established a procedural schedule for the easel and assigned a
Hearing Examiner to conduct all further proceedings on behalf of the Commission;
WHEREAS, the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors ("Fairfax County") and Old
Dominion Electric Cooperative ("ODEC") filed notices of participation in the proceeding;
WHEREAS, on April 13, 2018, Fairfax County submitted the pre-filed testimony of Peter
J. Lanzalotta,2 Gregory Allen Fuller, Jr., John Bell, and Craig Carinci, and on April 27, 2018,
Commission Staff ("Staff') submitted the pre-filed testimony of Neil Joshipura and the
corresponding Staff Report;
WHEREAS, on May 11, 2018, the Company pre-filed its rebuttal testimony;

On February 16,2018, the Hearing Examiner granted a motion to extend the procedural schedule.
On April 30, 2018, the Hearing Examiner granted Fairfax County's Motion for Leave to Correct Direct Testimony
of Witness Peter J. Lanzalotta.
1

2

2

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2018, the Company filed a Motion for Leave to Clarify its
Application ("Motion"), requesting leave to clarify that the Company "is seeking an amended
certificate of public convenience and necessity ("CPCN") for the Replacement Tower Proposal
from the Commission pursuant to § 56-46.1 of the Code of Virginia;" Fairfax County supported
the Motion; the Staff did not oppose the Motion; and, on May 14, 2018, the Hearing Examiner
granted the Motion; and,
WHEREAS, Dominion Energy Virginia and Fairfax County (together, the "Stipulating
Parties") now hereby stipulate, agree, and respectfully request that the Hearing Examiner issue a
report recommending approval of this Stipulation and Recommendation ("Stipulation") and that
the Commission issue a final order approving this Stipulation as follows:
(1)

Consist6nt with Va. Code §§ 56-265.2 and 56-46.1 B, and consistent with Staff's

analysis set forth in the Staff Report, the Application demonstrates that the Idylwood-Tysons
Project is needed. As described in the Application, the Project is needed (i) to resolve a potential
criteria violation of the mandatory NERC Reliability Standards for the 230 kV lines feeding the
Tysons Loop and (ii) to maintain reliable service to the overall growth in the area. As stated in
the rebuttal testimony of Company Witness Mark R. Gill filed on May 11, 2018, and consistent
with the testimony of Peter J. Lanzalotta, projected violations of NERC Reliability Standards
could occur within a range of dates and there is reason to believe violations would occur in the
typical ten year planning horizon.
(2)

Consistent with Staff's analysis set forth in the Staff Report, and consistent with

the testimony of each Fairfax County witness, Underground Alternative 05 (the "Stipulated
Route") provides the most optimal route for the proposed Project. The Stipulated Route
complies with the relevant statutory requirements, including using existing utility easements

3

when feasible and reasonably minimizing adverse impact on scenic assets and historic districts.
As set forth in the Application, the Stipulated Route is as follows:
Underground Alternative 05 is approximately 4.3 miles long. With the
exception of the first mile, the route would be constructed primarily within
the roadbed of existing roads. The route follows Dominion Energy
Virginia's existing Line #2035 out of the Idylwood Substation for about
0.2 mile heading north across Shreve Road. At the W&OD Park, the route
turns west to follow Line #202 parallel with the park for about 0.1 mile,
crossing under 1-66 and the WMATA Orange Line, and then parallel with
the W&OD Park trail for about 0.6 mile, crossing 1-495, Nottingham Drive,
and Sandburg Street. The route then continues for about 1.9 miles, turning
north and following Gallows Road, crossing Idylwood Road, Elm Place,
Electric Avenue, Cedar Lane/Oak Street, Wolftrap Road, Madron Lane,
Tyson Oaks Drive (2 crossings), Science Applications Court, Gallows
Branch Road Road/Aline, and Boone Boulevard. The route crosses
Leesburg Pike and continues in a northeast direction along International
Drive for about 1.3 miles, crossing Fletcher Street, Tysons Comer Center,
Chain Bridge Road, the WMATA Silver Line, Galleria Drive, Greensboro
Drive, Tysons Boulevard, Westpark Drive, Lincoln Circle (2 crossings),
and Lincoln Lane. Just prior to reaching Jones Branch Drive, the route turns
west and southwest following Spring Hill Road for 0.1 mile. The route then
turns west to follow Tyco Road for about 0.1 mile before entering the
Tysons Substation.
(3)

Consistent with Va. Code § 56-46.1 B, the Project will promote economic

development in Fairfax County and in the Commonwealth of Virginia by allowing the Company
to maintain the overall long-term reliability of its transmission system.
(4)

Consistent with the requirement in Va. Code § 56-46.1 A and B, the Company

will obtain all necessary environmental permits for the Project in coordination with the Virginia
Department of Environmental Quality ("DEQ") and other relevant agencies such that the Project
reasonably minimizes adverse impact on the environment and consistent with the pre-filed
rebuttal testimony of Company Witness Amanda M. Mayhew.
(5)

The Idylwood-Tysons Project should be approved pursuant to Va. Code § 56-46.1

and a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the transmission facilities should be
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issued pursuant to Va. Code § 56-265.1 et seq.
(6)

The Replacement Tower Proposal should be approved as set forth in the

Application.
(7)

The Stipulating Parties agree to move all pre-filed testimony into the record in

this proceeding without cross-examination, with the following stipulation to amend and
supplement the direct testimony of Fairfax County Witness Craig A. Carinci and the rebuttal
testimony of Company Witness Thomas W. Reitz:
The Company recognizes Fairfax County's concern regarding prevention of harm to
public and private stounwater and wastewater infrastructure along the Commissionapproved route for the Project. The Company will coordinate directly with the County
Maintenance and Stormwater Management Division, Wastewater Planning & Monitoring
Division and Wastewater Collections Division to avoid and minimize impacts and ensure
adequate clearance from County stormwater and wastewater infrastructure. The
Stipulating Parties agree to work together during the design phase of the Project to
determine the instances and situations along the Commission-approved route where the
use of closed circuit TV ("CCTV") is appropriate, recognizing that based on the location
of the Company's underground transmission line and County stormwater/wastewater
facilities CCTV use may not be needed or other agreed-upon reasons eliminating the
need for CCTV use. Based on these agreed-upon circumstances, the Company will use
pre-construction and post-construction CCTV to capture the condition of both staanwater
and wastewater pipes that are within the limits of disturbance of the duct bank and
horizontal directional drill locations of the Commission-approved transmission line
within Fairfax County.
(8)

The Stipulating Parties agree that the Stipulation as presented herein represents

the interests of all involved and that all witness testimony be given full weight and consideration
by the Hearing Examiner and the State Corporation Commission.

The Stipulating Parties

further agree to waive closing arguments, post-hearing briefs, and comments on the Hearing
Examiner's Report, if the Stipulation is accepted in its entirety.
(9)

ODEC has represented to the Stipulating Parties that it will not object to or

oppose the Stipulation.
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WHEREFORE, the undersigned parties agree that this Stipulation represents a
compromise for the purposes of settlement of the contested issues among the Stipulating
Participants in this case and the balancing of many interests, and none of the signatories to this
Stipulation necessarily agrees with the tea nent of any particular item, the use of any procedure
followed, or the resolution of any particular issue in agreeing to this Stipulation other than as
specified herein, except as required to implement the provisions of this Stipulation. Further,
none of the signatories to this Stipulation agrees to be bound by the terms or statements of this
Stipulation in any other unrelated Commission proceeding. The Stipulating Parties agree that the
resolution of the issues herein, taken as a whole, and the disposition of all other matters set forth
in this Stipulation are in the public interest.
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Respectfully submitted,
VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
4

By:
Counsel
David J. DePippo
Dominion Energy Services, Inc.
Law Departnient
120 Tredegar Street, Riverside 2
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Vishwa B. Link
Jennifer D. Valaika
Sarah R. Bennett
McGuireWoods LLP
Gateway Plaza, 800 East Canal Street
Richmond, Virginia 23219
Counsel for Vnia E.1?ctric and Power Company
FAIRFAX COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

By:
Counsel
Joanna L. Faust
Erin L. Blanch
Office of Fairfax County Attorney
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 549
Fairfax, Virginia 22035.
Counsel fir Fafrfcrx County Poard of Supervisors
Jtme 8, 201-$
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
I hereby certify that on this 8th day of June, 2018, a true and accurate copy of the
foregoing was delivered by hand, email or mail first class postage pre-paid to the
following:
Ashley B. Macko, Esq.
William Harrison, Esq.
Office of General Counsel
State Corporation Commission
1300 E. Main Street, Tyler Bldg., 10th Fl.
Richmond, Virginia 23219

C. Meade Browder, Jr., Esq.
Office of the Attorney General
.Division of Consumer Counsel
202 N. 9th Street, 8th Floor
Richmond, Virginia 23219
MBrowder@oag.state.va.us

Joanna L. Faust, Esq.
Erin L. Blanch, Esq.
Office of Fairfax County Attorney
12000 Government Center Pkwy
Suite 549
Fairfax, Virginia 22035
joanna.faust@fairfaxcounty.gov
erin.blanch@fairfaxcountygov

John A. Pirko
LeClairRyan, A Professional Corporation
4201 Dominion Boulevard, Suite 200
Glen Allen, Virginia 23060
john.pirko@leelairryan.corn

