














carrying out voltage stability studies, the simulation results will not be accurate.”> (Note
1789). Multiple Respondents have argued that the Dominion Test is now a poor mirror
for the actual performance of loads because the test assumes VEPCO handles its own re-
dispatch, as it did before entering PIM but does no longer.** PIM now performs this
function region-wide. Given that FERC has recognized how crucial manual system
adjustments to return the system to a normal operating state after the first contingency
can be, it seems unlikely that FERC could find the Dominion Test’s portrayal reflective
of actual performance.

Although Commission Staff may be comfortably familiar with the Dominion Test, the
test is outdated in the new regulatory framework which, as recently as the January 29"
Order, the Commission has determined has new, regional aspects. This fundamental flaw
requires that results of the Dominion Test be disregarded, especially when the failure is
minimal for a given scenario and that scenario exceeds the alternative tests employed by
PJM.

Scenario 3D was offered during the Supplemental Hearing and labeled “the most
useful scenario” for 2011 by the Report.?® Scenario 3D involves reliability results for
2011 involving specific inputs including generation resources that cleared the RPM
auction, Mirant Potomac River units, and existing generation that bid but failed to clear
that auction, but excluding the proposed 502 Junction-Loudoun Line.*® This scenario

deletes Applicants’ assumption that the proposed line will be approved. The Report found

B Order 693, Mandatory Reliability Standards for Bulk-Power System, Docket No. RM06-16-00, 118
FERC 961,218 (March 16, 2007) at Note 1789,

* Id, at Note 1796.

* Report at 191.
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that Scenario 3D supports the need for the proposed line primarily because of its failure

of the Dominion Test.?” As noted above, the Dominion Test is fundamentally flawed and

has been heavily criticized by Respondents. Fauquier County requests an independent

determination by the Commission of whether the Dominion Test remains applicable

under the FERC Order and an appropriate reading of Virginia law which of necessity

includes the Commission’s mandate to protect the interests of Virginia ratepayers.
Conclusion

The Hearing Examiner’s Report misapplies the law of the Commonwealth by
narrowing the scope of the analysis of the transmission line proposed by Applicants to a
question of reliability alone. In this case, Applicants have taken action based on
“business decisions” to affect inputs that alter the results of reliability testing they use to
justify need for the proposed transmission line. They have employed an outdated testing
mechanism that results in certain system failures. The Report’s refusal to entertain
arguments concerning supply economics misapplies the law in Virginia where the
Commission, through the Virginia Constitution, is directed to protect the interests of the
Virginia consumer should the General Assembly fail to do so.

The future role of the Commission in the approval of multi-state transmission line
applications, in or out of any recognized national corridor, is at stake in this proceeding.
At issue is whether the Commission will be relegated to mere verification of testing over
which the Applicants exhibit considerable control or whether the Commission will
defend its higher mandate to protect the interests of the Virginia ratepayers by critically

analyzing factors that affect this testing.

27Id
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If the Applicants can succeed with arguments that a transmission line costing in
excess of a billion dollars is appropriate to meet what is at most a minimal need for
additional reliability on the Mount Storm to Doubs line caused by load centers in the
Mid-Atlantic region during a one year time period, resulting from Applicant’s own test
that is more stringent than those used regionally and simulates an environment that no
longer exists in the real world, then the Commission will have failed this higher mandate.
The higher mandate requires appreciation of the testimony supplied by multiple
Respondents that significantly less costly alternatives exist, in terms of money and
environmental damage, to meet any perceived minimal need. The Virginia ratepayer is
not well served by an Application process devoid of a critical look at economic
motivations behind the Application and the economic effects of Application approval.
The logical extension of the Report’s analysis is the absurd conclusion that so long as the
Applicant provides the most limited results showing need, even when the Applicants
themselves engineer the testing formula, recommendation for approval will follow,
regardless of the cost. Fauquier County requests the appropriate application of Virginia
law by the Commission and ultimate denial of the Application.
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