










Hence, not only does considering the economics of the proposal make common 

sense, but it complies with stated requirements of Virginia's current comprehensive 

utility regulation (which includes the IRP statute) that seeks reasonable rates and cost-

effective solutions to its energy issues while ultimately honoring the Commission's 

mandate of "insuring that the interest of the consumers of the Commonwealth are 

represented." 

Thus, as noted, although the Hearing Examiner supplies his recommendation to 

the Commission utilizing § 56-46 .1 and § 56-265.2A, he neglects his duties by ignoring 

the comprehensive regulatory framework mentioned supra, The Commission ultimately 

conducts its review process in response to the authority given to it by the Virginia 

Constitution and Virginia Code § 12.1 et seq. where the interest of Virginia consumers is 

paramount and should not, therefore, adopt a narrow and cursory review that completely 

neglected the fact that there is a more-cost effective approach to a roughly billion dollar 

expenditure largely bome by Virginia rate-payers . 

III . The Proposed Line Recommended by the Hearine Examiner is Not the 
Best SoFution-for ~Meefln ~Proeeted ~Load Gr~6wfli . 

Despite the Hearing Exminer's error of law in failing to carefully and fully 

consider viable alternatives that are more economical than the proposed line, there was 

sufficient evidence throughout the hearing to demonstrate that the proposed line is not the 

best transmission solution to Applicants' projected overloads . 

The hearing produced irrefutable evidence that building the proposed 

transmission line would only address overloads in 201 1, a period of one year . Not only 

this evidence brought to light via the May 9, 2007 TEAC Reliability Analysis, but 



was confirmed by Bates White, the Applicants, and the Hearing Examiner himself. The 

Hearing Examiner concluded that "PJM and Dominion test results for 2012 based upon 

the various updated versions of the 2007 RTEP and reflecting the May RPM auction, 

indicate that if the Amos-Keniptown line is in service by 2012 it will eliminate the 

anticipated NFRC violations for 2012."10 Moreover, there was no dispute over the fact 

that installing relatively inexpensive flow control devices at Mount Storm could 

completely alleviate the 201 1 overloads. 11 

Additionally, there was also uncontroverted evidence that the Amos-Kemptown 

line would address NERC violations well into the ftiture, while the proposed line 

recommended by the Hearing Examiner ceases to address overloads after 201 1 . Thus, 

the Hearing Examiner's conclusion that the proposed line is superior to the Amos-

Kemptown line, or is even necessary given the flow control devices mentioned above, is 

contrary to the evidence presented to him and should be ignored. 

Conclusio 

The Hearing Examiner's determination to exclude any evidence as to economics 

or more cost-effective alternatives was an error of law. It misapplied Virginia Code §§ 

56-46 .1, and 56-265 .2A and completely ignored Virginia Code § 56.585 .1 and Virginia 

Code § 56-597 et. esq. However, most importantly, the Hearing Examiner's Report 

violates the Virginia Constitution and Virginia Code § 12.1-12 by failing "in the 

proceedings before it [to] insure that the interests of the consumers of the Commonwealth 

are represented ." Clearly, the Hearing Examiner's recommendation of a one year fix that 

* Hearing Examiner's Final Report to the Commission at pg. 192, 
* See, Peidmont Environmental Council's Comments on the Final Report at pg . 47 referencing the agreed 
testimony of Respondents' and Applicants, engineering experts . 



will cost nearly a billion dollars cannot possibly be in the interests of Virginians. 

Nevertheless, he drew this conclusion while ignoring compelling evidence presented by 

both sides demonstrating that concerns about overloads for 2011 could easily and cost-

effectively be addressed, as well as, by ignoring his own conclusion that a 2012 Amos-

Kemptown line would be a superior alternative. Thus, not only is the Amos-Kemptown 

line solution better, but the evidence is clear that even the one year fix of the proposed 

line is technologically unnecessary and not economical . 

For the foregoing reasons, Prince William County respectfully requests that the 

Commission ignore the Hearing Examiner's recommendation, heed the Virginia 

Constitution, the Virginia Code, and current Virginia Energy policy and deny the 

Applicants' application . 
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