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Dear Mr. Logan: 
 
Attached for filing in the above-referenced docket are comments from the Chief Energy Officer 
for the Governor of Virginia. This document is being filed electronically, pursuant to the 
Commission’s Electronic Document Filing System. 
 
As authorized by Rule 140 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure, I am 
providing, and agree to accept, service of documents in this case exclusively via email unless 
parties request otherwise. 
 
Should you have any questions regarding this filing, please do not hesitate to contact me at (686) 
888-1231. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
Josephus Allmond 
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The Chief Energy Officer for the Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia respectfully 

submits these comments regarding the transmission rate adjustments and cost-allocation 

mechanisms proposed by Virginia Electric and Power Company ("the Company").   

INTRODUCTION 

It is a core policy of the Administration of Governor Abigail Spanberger ("this 

Administration") to foster an affordable, reliable, and clean energy system. This includes strong 

support for proactive, right sized, and cost-effective transmission development. When planned and 

executed well, expanding transmission capacity is a proven way to lower overall system costs 

while improving grid reliability. 

While accelerating this transmission build-out is critical, it must be planned and paid for 

responsibly. Just and prudent transmission development and cost-allocation measures are essential 

to protecting Virginia families and small businesses. Achieving this balance requires improved 

transmission planning coupled with cost-allocation methods that assign costs fairly, including 

directly to large load customers driving the need for that infrastructure.  

BACKGROUND 

Virginia Electric and Power Company (the “Company”) initiated this proceeding pursuant 

to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia by filing an Application seeking approval to recover a 

$1.538 billion revenue requirement via an updated Rider T-1 rate adjustment clause.1 Following 

the submission of the Company's initial request, various intervenors and Commission Staff 

submitted testimony regarding cost-allocation methodologies, customer payment mechanisms, and 

broader transmission planning processes. The Company subsequently filed rebuttal testimony, 

defending its current cost allocation approach, current transmission planning process, and 

 
1 Application, Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a rate adjustment clause 
pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (May 1, 2026). 
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recommendation against implementing customer Contributions in Aid of Construction payment 

mechanisms.  

COMMENTS 

Supporting appropriate safeguards that protect Virginia households    

To prevent cost-shifting to residential customers, appropriate safeguards must ensure that 

large load customers pay their fair share for the grid infrastructure built to serve them. This 

Administration commends the Commission for its leadership in establishing the 85% minimum 

demand charge as one of these important safeguards.  

Factoring this minimum demand adjustment into the Company’s updated filing2—along 

with the addition of sales due to returning customers—reduced the revenue requirement by 

approximately $58 million, shifting these costs away from regular customers and to the large load 

customers driving these investments. This reduced the residential class allocation factor by 

approximately 6% overall, dropping the proposed Rider T1 surcharge impact for a typical 

household from an initial $2.90 per month down to $0.94 per month.3 

The magnitude of the financial shift resulting from these new updates suggests that a 

significant volume of large-load customers have not yet met their minimum demand thresholds. 

This gap underscores the importance of continuing to implement appropriate ratepayer safeguards, 

such as upfront collateral requirements as discussed recently in Case No. PUR-2026-00011 as well 

as cost-allocation solutions debated in this docket.4  

 
2 Rebuttal Testimony of Robert E. Miller. Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a 
rate adjustment clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (June 30, 
2026) (“Miller Rebuttal”) at 22:5-14. 
3 Rebuttal Testimony of M. Robert Hines. Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a 
rate adjustment clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (June 30, 
2026) at 5:1-3. 
4 Status Report, Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of its large-load connection 
queue process standards, Case No. PUR-2026-00011 (June 12, 2026) at 15. 
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Furthermore, the late inclusion of an additional 2,429,692,067 kWh from customers 

migrating back from competitive service providers reveals a concerning oversight in the 

Company’s initial filing.5 Under Va. Code § 56-577 A 3 c, at the time of the Company’s original 

filing,6 returning customers were required to give five-year notice before returning to utility 

service, so this increase in sales should have been accounted for initially. 

Had these factors not been corrected, Virginia households would have been exposed to an 

unjust rate burden. Continuous, data-driven transparency regarding the underlying drivers of utility 

grid investment is critical to safeguard against such oversights. 

Challenges with current transmission practices 

In addition to this specific cost allocation question, this Administration maintains concerns 

with fragmented and non-competitive transmission planning processes that increase rate bases at 

the expense of all ratepayers. Key areas of concern that the Commission should address, whether 

in this proceeding or separate proceedings:  

1) An over-reliance on local supplemental projects  

In 2026, the Company proposes to spend $1.280 billion on local supplemental projects 

(65% of its total transmission additions) compared to only $641.6 million for PJM Regional 

Transmission Expansion Plan (RTEP) projects and $102.9 million for standalone reliability 

projects.7 

This local spending circumvents PJM's competitive regional transmission planning process 

and bypasses the market competition designed to contain ratepayer costs. We concur with the 

 
5 Miller Rebuttal at 18:20-19:3.  
6 See 2026 Va. Acts of Assembly Ch. 707 (reducing notice period from five years to eighteen months). 
7 See Company Response to APV 2-1 & Attachment APV Set 02-01 (MCB) in Testimony of Michael Goggin on 
Behalf of Appalachian Voices. Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a rate 
adjustment clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (June 11, 2026) 
(“Goggin Direct”). 
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concerns of these practices as raised by Appalachian Voices, who noted that the Company’s 

supplemental project spending is 26 times higher in 2026 than it was in 2021.8 While the Company 

argues that project categorization is strictly dictated by PJM Open Access Transmission Tariff 

(OATT) frameworks,9 the Company exercises immense functional control over how it scopes local 

delivery needs.  

As noted in discovery, the Company noted that “[n]o benefits analysis or cost/benefit 

comparison was performed” for supplemental projects.10 Supplemental projects lack sufficient 

cost/benefit analysis and regulatory oversight to ensure these investments are prudent, and the 

continued reliance on these non-competitive transmission investments will continue to increase 

costs for ratepayers if not addressed.  

2) Inefficient sequential planning and speculative load risks 

The Company’s development approach that addresses individual large load customer 

interconnection requests sequentially rather than holistically results in near-term local fixes rather 

than system-optimal transmission solutions. As highlighted by Sierra Club/NRDC, this approach 

creates a fragmented system that drives an over-procurement of common-pool network assets, 

missing out on economies of scale from higher-voltage infrastructure.11 

3) Capital bias amid speculative load   

Like other vertically integrated investor-owned utilities, the Company has an inherent 

incentive to invest in as much traditional, high-cost infrastructure as possible to expand its rate 

 
8 Id. at 13:6-7. 
9 Rebuttal Testimony of Ryen Lawson. Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a rate 
adjustment clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (June 30, 2026) at 
2:6-15. 
10 Company Response to APV 2-4 in Goggin Direct. 
11 Testimony of Ron Nelson on Behalf of Sierra Club and Natural Resources Defense Council, Application of 
Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a rate adjustment clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the 
Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (June 11, 2026) at 33:11-15. 
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base and secure maximum returns. Commission Staff notes that the Company’s total transmission 

plant-in-service expanded by 56.2% in just a five-year window, growing from $9.95 billion in 

2020 to $15.55 billion in 2025, with 64.8% of this growth driven by large-commercial GS-3 and 

GS-4 classes.12 The Company expects an additional $7.59 billion transmission investment, with 

over 76% supporting data center customers or “mixed load” uses, which Commission Staff 

observed last year are primarily in Northern Virginia where data center development is still 

significant.13  

As noted by Google, the Company would need to construct approximately 233 substations 

to interconnect 70 GW of queue capacity.14 However, as highlighted in the concurrent Large-Load 

Interconnection Queue proceeding, a significant portion of this projected growth remains highly 

speculative and lacks finalized financial commitments. Building out multi-million-dollar 

transmission infrastructure for unverified demand introduces severe stranded-asset risks for 

captive consumers. Transmission investments of this scale require safeguards and diligent review 

to ensure that speculative commercial expansions and poor planning do not burden everyday 

Virginia families with unjustified costs. The Commission’s role in ensuring just and prudent 

investments is a foundational counterbalance to protect against capital biases that prioritize 

shareholder profits over Virginia’s ratepayers.  

 

 

 
12 Testimony of Brian Pratt. Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for approval of a rate adjustment 
clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 (June 16, 2026) (“Pratt 
Direct”). 
13 Testimony of Andrew T. Boehnlein, Virginia Electric and Power Company’s 2024 Integrated Resource Plan filing 
pursuant to § 56-597 et seq., Case No. PUR-2024-00184 (Mar. 11, 2025) at 13:12-14:14.  
14 Testimony of Carolyn Berry on Behalf of Google, LLC, Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for 
approval of a rate adjustment clause pursuant to § 56-585.1 A 4 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2026-00056 
(June 11, 2026) at 5:10-11. 
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Structural solutions to improved transmission cost allocation and planning  

To ensure fair transmission cost allocation practices, this Administration supports the 

following solutions:  

 Enforce Strict "But For" Cost-Causation: The Commission should direct the Company to 

apply a rigorous "but for" cause test to isolate infrastructure investments triggered exclusively 

by large loads. In alignment with Commission Staff, the Piedmont Environmental Council, and 

Old Dominion Electric Cooperative, any network or substation upgrades satisfying this 

standard must be directly assigned to the triggering large load customer, shielding ordinary 

consumers from the financial costs associated with these large loads. This aligns with the 

approaches of other states, including Pennsylvania that required a “but/for” test coupled with 

Contributions-in-Aid-of-Construction (“CIAC”) requirements.15 

 Require Transmission-Level CIAC Tariffs: The Commission should direct the Company to 

modify its line extension policy to require upfront collection for transmission infrastructure via 

mandatory CIAC. This aligns with the recommendations of Commission Staff, PEC, Sierra 

Club, and Appalachian Voices. Google and Amazon also expressed support for voluntary 

CIAC. In addition, recent legislation authorized this framework in electric cooperative 

territory.16 This framework can integrate the pro-rata refund mechanisms supported by Staff 

and Amazon, allowing initial funding entities to receive refunds if subsequent users connect to 

those same assets later. Upfront CIAC requirements are a critical part of ensuring large load 

customers pay for their infrastructure needs and it reduces costs for all ratepayers, including 

through lower Network Integration Transmission Service charges.  

 
15 Final Order, Pa. Pub. Util. Comm’n, Docket No. M-2025-3054271 (May 12, 2026) at 42. 
16 2026 Va. Acts of Assembly Ch. 21.  
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 Transition to the Summer/Winter Peak and Average (SWPA) Method: The Commission 

should transition from the traditional 12-CP methodology to an energy-weighted summer 

winter peaking average (“SWPA”) allocation framework for shared transmission assets. As 

noted by Staff, the Company’s load factor has already increased from 52.9% in 2020 to 58.9% 

in 2025, primarily attributable to data centers.17 Shifting to the hybrid SWPA method properly 

weights high-stress summer and winter peaks alongside average annual energy consumption, 

ensuring that these high-load customers are billed accurately for their significant year-round 

grid utilization. This is aligned with the recommendations of PEC, Appalachian Voices, and 

the Sierra Club, and in line with Staff’s observation that SWPA represents a reasonable 

alternative. 

Beyond ensuring a fair allocation of costs, it is also essential to pursue strategies that help 

lower overall system costs. We urge the Commission to analyze best practice and cost-effective 

transmission planning. This could be evaluated in a separate focused technical conference, 

particularly ahead of the generation, transmission, and distribution integrated planning that will be 

required in the Company’s next Integrated Resource Plan.18 A focused Commission-led 

transmission assessment could investigate solutions such as:  

 Address Over Reliance on Supplemental Planning: The Commission should investigate 

the Company’s disproportionate reliance on local supplemental planning processes in lieu 

of PJM’s competitive RTEP mechanism. The Commission should explore structural 

options to ensure prudent transmission development, such as the recommendations from 

Appalachian Voices to require all major transmission assets at or above 115 kV to be 

submitted to PJM's regional market process or to reduce the Company’s allowed return on 

 
17 Pratt Direct at 22:15-16.  
18 Va. Code § 56-599 B. 
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equity (“ROE”) for local supplemental projects downward to reflect their lower risk profile. 

While the Administration does not take a definitive position on the best mechanism, we 

urge the Commission to address these planning dynamics to ensure optimal, cost-effective 

transmission development for Virginia ratepayers. 

 Modernize Planning via Large-Load Cluster Studies: The Commission should assess 

opportunities to transition from sequential interconnection studies to a proactive Cluster 

Study Approach for large-load connection requests. This is a direct application of the same 

logic of FERC Order No. 2023 that requires cluster studies for new generation 

interconnections. A cluster study framework could maximize economies of scale, prevent 

redundant asset building, and stop the costly, fragmented proliferation of localized network 

upgrades. 

 Mandate Stronger Use of Advanced Transmission Technologies (ATTs): The 

Commission should direct the Company to integrate transparent, data-driven analyses of 

Advanced Transmission Technologies (“ATTs”)—including advanced conductors and 

other Grid Enhancing Technologies (“GETs”)—during aging infrastructure replacements 

and transmission expansion planning. In addition to their required evaluation in future IRP 

proceedings, the Commission should require deployment where these solutions are cost 

effective and technically feasible. Greater optimization and deployment of these resources 

can expand grid capacity at a fraction of the cost of traditional infrastructure, providing 

ratepayer relief while critical transmission expansion continues to be developed. 

CONCLUSION 

This Administration is committed to ensuring that Virginia families are not unfairly 

burdened with the infrastructure costs associated with large load customers or inefficient utility 
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planning practices. As data center demand continues to experience growth across the 

Commonwealth, establishing rigorous, forward-looking cost-allocation tools and maximizing 

cost-effective transmission development is essential to protecting Virginia ratepayers. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 

Josephus M. Allmond 
Louise G. White 

Office of the Governor of Virginia 
1111 East Broad Street, Floor 3 

Richmond, VA 23219 
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