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No difference

Case participants offered two bill credit rate options, either of which would satisfy 
statutory requirements. I recommend the Commission exercise its discretion to approve 
Dominion’s bill credit rate option, which I find more reasonable. This recommendation is also 
consistent with the option the Commission approved for a multi-family shared solar program.

In 2020, the General Assembly directed the Commission to establish a Shared Solar 
Program for Dominion’s customers. Through this program, customers will pay for subscriptions 
with third-party organizations that will construct and operate distribution-level solar generation 
facilities within Dominion’s service territory. While these facilities will not directly serve 
subscribing customers, they will provide energy to Dominion’s system. This program is limited 
to 150 megawatts, but could be expanded to 200 megawatts if a threshold for low-income 
customer participation is met. As directed by the Commission, this Report addresses two 
mandatory aspects of the Shared Solar Program: the bill credit rate and minimum bill.

Ex Parte-. In the matter of establishing regulations 
for a shared solar program pursuant to 
§ 56-594.3 of the Code of Virginia

For the minimum bill, statutory provisions need to be harmonized. The Commission’s 
rules appear to have done this by establishing a multi-factorial test that includes five statutory 
considerations. Based on the record, different statutory considerations support different 
minimum bill proposals by the case participants, as summarized in the table below.
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HISTORY OF THE CASE
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On March 1,2021, Dominion filed a minimum bill proposal, as directed. On March 18, 
2021, the Commission issued an Order directing Dominion to file supplemental information on 
this proposal and address various items specified by the Order. On April 1,2021, Dominion 
filed supplemental information on its proposal.

Pursuant to Code § 56-594.3, the Commission must approve a Shared Solar Program of 
150 megawatts (“MWs”) with a minimum requirement of 30 percent low-income customers.4 
Each subscriber in the Shared Solar Program will pay a minimum bill to Dominion and receive a 
bill credit based on the subscriber’s customer class.5 The Commission must establish the 
minimum bill, which may be modified over time, and must set the bill credit rate annually.6

Effective July 1,2020, Chapters 1238 and 1264 of the 2020 Virginia Acts of Assembly 
amended the Code of Virginia (“Code”) by adding § 56-594.3. Code § 56-594.3 requires that, by 
January 1,2021, the State Corporation Commission (“Commission”) establish by regulation a 
program affording customers of Virginia Electric and Power Company d/b/a Dominion Energy 
Virginia (“Dominion” or “Company”) the opportunity to participate in a shared solar program 
(“Shared Solar Program”).2 The statute also directs the Commission to require Dominion “to file 
any tariffs, agreements, or forms necessary for implementation of the program within 60 days of 
the utility’s full implementation of a new customer information platform or by July 1,2023, 
whichever occurs first.”3

©While I recommend Staff Alternative B because I find it best balances all the statutory 
considerations, the Commission could approve a different minimum bill depending on the weight 
the Commission gives to the various factors. For example, greater weight to the statutory cost 
shift and fair share considerations may support Dominion’s proposal, while less weight to these 
considerations may support Staff Alternative A or CCSA’s proposal.1

1 Staff Alternative A and CCSA’s proposal are identical except that the latter would allow program subscribers to 
bypass charges that are, by statute, non-bypassable.
2 Code § 56-594.3 B, F. The statute applies to a “Phase It Utility”, which is Dominion. See, e.g., Code § 56-594.3 
A (definitions of “Utility” and “Phase II Utility”).
3 Code § 56-594.3 F.
4 Code § 56-594.3 E. Code § 56-594.3 A defines “Low-income customer,” among other terms.
5 Code § 56-594.3 C.
6 Code § 56-594.3 C, D.
7 20 VAC 5-340-\0 et seq.

On December 23, 2020, after notice and comment, the Commission issued in this docket 
its Order Adopting Rules, which adopted the Rules Governing Shared Solar Program (“Rules”).7 
The Order Adopting Rules also, among other things, required Dominion to file a minimum bill 
proposal in this docket. The Order Adopting Rules further indicated that, pursuant to
20 VAC 5-340-80 (“Rule 80”) of the Rules, the Commission would convene a proceeding to 
consider the components of the minimum bill to be applied by Dominion.



CCSA, Appalachian Voices, and Culpeper County filed notices of participation in these 
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The Order for Notice and Hearing explained that further details on the evidentiary 
hearing would be provided by a subsequent Commission order or Hearing Examiner ruling. On 
October 19, 2021, a Hearing Examiner’s Ruling directed that the hearing in this matter would be 
conducted using a virtual format and special procedures specified therein.

Pursuant to the Order for Notice and Comment, comments were filed by the Coalition for 
Community Solar Access (“CCSA”) together with the Chesapeake Solar & Storage Association 
(“CHESSA”); the Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy (“DMME”), which is now known 
as the Virginia Department of Energy;8 Senator Scott A. Surovell and Delegate Jerrauld C. 
“Jay” Jones; and Jay Epstein. CCSA, CHESSA, DMME, Delegate Jones and Senator Surovell 
also requested an evidentiary hearing.9 On May 14, 2021, the Commission’s Staff (“Staff’) filed 
a reply to Dominion’s minimum bill proposal. On May 21,2021, Dominion filed a reply in 
which the Company supported the requests for an evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

On April 14, 2021, the Commission issued an Order for Notice and Comment. The Order 
for Notice and Comment provided interested persons the opportunity to file comments or request 
a hearing on Dominion’s minimum bill proposal.

On April 20, 2021, CCSA and CHESSA filed a joint motion (“Bill Credit Rate Motion”) 
for the Commission to enter an order clarifying the bill credit rate for both the multi-family 
shared solar program implemented pursuant to Code § 56-585.1:12 (“Multi-Family Shared Solar 
Program”)10 and the Shared Solar Program. On May 10, 2021, Dominion filed its response to 
the Bill Credit Rate Motion. On May 24, 2021, CCSA and CHESSA filed their reply.

On July 23, 2021, the Commission issued an Order for Notice and Hearing that assigned 
this case to a Hearing Examiner to conduct further proceedings, including a hearing, to: 
(1) establish a minimum bill for Dominion; and (2) consider the methodology to be used to 
establish the bill credit rate, and the resulting bill credit for each customer class produced by this 
methodology, for the Shared Solar Program.11 The Order for Notice and Hearing directed 
Dominion to file testimony in support of its proposal on these two issues. The Order for Notice 
and Hearing also, among other things, allowed any interested person to participate as a 
respondent, file comments, or offer testimony as a public witness in these further proceedings; 
and allowed Staff the opportunity to file testimony on Dominion’s proposal.12

8 This name change was the only 2021 amendment to Code § 56-594.3. 2021, Sp. Sess. 1, Va. Acts ch. 532 
(effective October 1,2021).
9 CCSA and CHESSA requested a hearing jointly with Vote Solar, GRID Alternatives Mid-Atlantic, Local Energy 
Alliance Program, Virginia Poverty Law Center, Solar United Neighbors, Southern Environmental Law Center, 
Appalachian Voices, Sierra Club, and Virginia Advanced Energy Economy.
10 The Multi-Family Shared Solar Program is offered pursuant to Code § 56-585.1:12 in the service territories of 
Dominion and Kentucky Utilities Company d/b/a Old Dominion Power Company. See Order for Notice and 
Hearing at 3, n.9.
" Id. at 5-6, 8-16.
12 On July 28, 2021, a Hearing Examiner’s Ruling granted a motion by Staff to reschedule the hearing in this matter.
The hearing was rescheduled, from November 3,2021, to November 18, 2021.
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further proceedings.

PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Approximately 190 comments15 were filed pursuant to the Order for Notice and 
Hearing.16 Of these 190 comments, approximately 170 stated as follows, either exactly or with 
slight variation:

On January 13, 2022, Dominion, CCSA, Appalachian Voices, and Staff filed their post
hearing briefs.

13 Proof of notice and service, as directed by the Order for Notice and Hearing, was among the exhibits admitted into 
the record at the hearing. Ex. 1.
14 Culpeper County did not participate in the hearing.
15 An additional 270 submissions were duplicates of these public comments that have the same commenter’s name, 
time stamp, and content.
16 The public comments submitted pursuant to the Order for Notice and Hearing are in addition to the public 
comments that the Commission previously considered when promulgating the Rules and setting this matter for 
hearing.

On November 18, 2021, the evidentiary hearing was convened, as scheduled. Case 
participants used Microsoft Teams to present their evidence and arguments, and 18 public 
witnesses offered their testimony telephonically.13 Jontille D. Ray, Esquire, Joseph K. Reid, III, 
Esquire, Timothy D. Patterson, Esquire, and David J. DePippo, Esquire, appeared on behalf of 
Dominion. Eric J. Wallace, Esquire, and Brian R. Greene, Esquire, appeared on behalf of 
CCSA. William C. Cleveland, Esquire, and Josephus Allmond, Esquire, appeared on behalf of 
Appalachian Voices. Frederick D. Ochsenhirt, Esquire, Arlen K. Bolstad, Esquire, and C. Austin 
Skeens, Esquire, appeared on behalf of Staff.14

I am writing to urge you to create strong community solar regulations. Allow 
more Virginians to access solar and clean energy options. This is why I oppose 
Dominion Energys [sic] proposed minimum bill in (Dominion Community Solar) 
docket PUR-2020-00125. The proposal would set a minimum monthly bill 
averaging $74.28 for residential customers using 1000 kilowatt hours of 
electricity. It is unclear how this proposed charge could impact my monthly bill, 
if I opted into community solar with Dominion. This amount does not include an 
additional administrative charge, which would make the minimum monthly 
charge even higher. These high costs are unjustified and unfair for community 
solar customers. If done well, community solar can expand access to solar to 
renters and low-income customers, and others who are not able to go solar at their 
homes. Community solar customers should not be required to pay such a high 
minimum bill. This high minimum may block or limit access for specific 
communities. The SCC should not approve Dominion Energys [sic] proposal for 
the community solar minimum bill. Instead, the Commission should push for a 
more accessible structure that encourages participation and adoption of 
community solar across Dominion territory. Facing uncertainty of rising energy 
prices, we should be able to access community solar at fair prices. Thank you for 
reading my letter.

£
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John Warren, Director of the Virginia Department of Energy, encouraged the 
Commission to adopt a minimum bill that facilitates a viable program. Director Warren 
indicated, among other things, that “keeping the minimum bill low is critical for overall market 
adoption of the Shared Solar Program.” He believes that while some customers may be willing 
to pay higher bills to participate, that number will drop considerably if bills greatly increase.

Nicole Chiappa, Public Affairs and Advocacy Associate for CHESSA, asked the 
Commission to reject Dominion’s minimum bill proposal. CHESSA believes this proposal 
“strays far from standard rate design and removes the potential for real cost savings to reach 
customers.” In CHESSA’s view, the avoided cost credit in Dominion’s proposal could increase 
Dominion’s “bottom line.” CHESSA recommended a minimum bill that establishes fixed, 
reasonable charges to cover the costs unique to the Shared Solar Program.

Kate Addleson, Director, and Ivy Main, Conservation Chair, submitted comments on 
behalf of the Virginia Chapter of the Sierra Club. Sierra Club asserted that Dominion’s proposed 
minimum bill methodology is “unworkable” and must be discarded for an approach that 
“produces a realistic result” like CCSA’s proposed methodology. Sierra Club indicated that a 
company that cannot save money for participants with costs that remain predictable over time 
will not secure project financing. According to Sierra Club, cost shifts between participants and 
nonparticipants cannot be examined until the Company comes to the Commission to complain of 
base rate under-earnings due in part to some customers’ participation in the Shared Solar 
Program.

Among those who filed other comments were Delegate Jerrauld C. “Jay” Jones, 89th 
House District, and Senator Scott A. Surovell, 36th Senatorial District, the chief patrons of the 
legislation that was enacted and codified as § 56-594.3. Delegate Jones and Senator Surovell 
believe the minimum bill was intended to cover “the costs of infrastructure necessary to deliver 
electricity to a customer’s home and the cost of creating a new linked billing program.” They 
asserted that the words “an amount” in the statute were intended to refer to a specific amount of 
money per month, rather than a fluctuating number that could make customers’ purchase 
decisions more difficult. Dominion’s administrative expense proposal also does not make sense 
to Delegate Jones and Senator Surovell. They assumed that the costs of software changes would 
be amortized over a reasonable period of time and thousands of customers so that the charges 
would be minimal. They expressed concern that Dominion’s minimum bill proposal is excessive 
and may discourage customers and private investment.

Damian Pitt, Ph.D., Associate Professor in the L. Douglas Wilder School of Government 
and Public Affairs at Virginia Commonwealth University, believes some value-of-solar studies 
cast doubt on cost shifts due to the Shared Solar Program. He cited a 2017 Lawrence Berkeley 
National Laboratory (“LBNL”) report that identified 19 such studies, with the results ranging 
from less than 33% to more than 200% of retail rates. He indicated that cost-shifting, or 
cross-subsidization, in this context assumes that the value of distributed solar is less than the 
retail rate of electricity. Of the 19 studies analyzed in the LBNL report, he believes five studies 
conducted for the public utilities commissions of Maine, California, Mississippi, Nevada, and 
Vermont — most of which calculate a value of solar that “greatly exceeded the retail electricity 
rates in their respective areas” - are more relevant. Based on the foregoing, and his belief that
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SUMMARY OF THE RECORD

Public Witnesses

Dominion has provided no evidence of cost-shifting. Dr. Pitt recommended rejection of 
Dominion’s minimum bill proposal in favor of a far lower minimum bill that he believes would 
more accurately reflect the value of Shared Solar Program projects.

Jay Epstein, a Williamsburg resident and president of Healthy Communities, built 
Virginia’s first solar home community, the Villas at Rocket’s Landing in Richmond. While 
Dominion advised him that the concept for his next community, Solara Woods, could not exist 
under prior community solar guidelines. Senate Bill 629 would allow for community solar. He 
envisions solar savings for the community would be accomplished through membership in the 
homeowners association (“HOA”) as subscribers. The HOA would be the owner and pay the 
cost of infrastructure for the community solar program. He believes there are substantial savings 
in operational costs for Dominion.

Mr. Epstein contrasted the community solar program, which he described as “virtual net 
metering,” with the net metering program. He indicated that community solar would allow the 
developer to keep trees and design a green community, while trees are removed (and then some 
replanted) to avoid solar shading effect on the rooftop solar used for the net metering program. 
He stressed the importance of trees to life on Earth. While a typical existing home emits 17,000 
pounds of carbon annually, high-performance homes at Solara Woods, nestled in trees and 
powered by community solar, would emit 2,000 pounds annually. He indicated the reduced 
carbon emissions would be offset with clean energy supported by the Virginia Clean Economy 
Act, for a net zero ready community.

While the remaining comments offered different perspectives, nearly all opposed 
Dominion’s proposed minimum bill. For example, Timothy Godshall, a Harrisonburg resident, 
characterized Dominion’s proposal as a barrier and recommended adoption of a minimum bill 
that is a fixed monthly amount limited to incremental administrative costs. Richmonder Robert 
Andrejewski characterized Dominion’s minimum bill proposal as “inequity in action.” 
Stephanie Malady of Chester described Dominion’s proposal as unjustified and prejudicial for 
Shared Solar Program customers. William Sizemore, a Williamsburg resident with rooftop solar, 
believes a minimum monthly charge that is ten times the amount he pays would be 
unconscionable.

17 Tr. at 13-17 (Epstein). Senate Bill 629 and House Bill 1634 were the bills enacted during the 2020 General 
Assembly Session that amended the Code to include § 56-594.3. See Order for Notice and Hearing at 1.
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Mr. Epstein believes Dominion’s proposed minimum bill is too high and that it will 
discourage shared community solar. He finds it problematic that a $75 minimum bill is ten times 
Dominion’s monthly service fee for net metering. He testified that $75 is only $20 less than the 
average monthly utility bill for a new energy efficient home, which he indicated is $95. He 
concluded that “[tjhis makes community solar much less attractive to potential buyers, a bad 
financial decision, and creates a roadblock on our path towards decarbonization.”17
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Jeanne Briskin, an Arlington resident, opposes Dominion’s proposed charges. She 
believes these charges are unfair and would prevent all Virginians from enjoying the benefits of 
solar, which she testified include lower energy bills, job creation, and clean energy.20

John Anderson had his Suffolk home reroofed and purchased solar panels because the 
installer showed him a monthly bill of $7 if he goes almost 100% solar. He is concerned that 
Dominion’s proposed minimum bill for the Shared Solar Program would double his payback 
period, from five-six years to ten-twelve years.18 19

Larry Bright, a homeowner in Arlington, owns a modest solar array that produces as 
much energy as he consumes. He pays approximately $7 per month for access to the grid. He 
feels fortunate and believes the Shared Solar Program should provide the same opportunity for 
those who rent or live in a condominium, particularly in lower income neighborhoods. He 
supports the Shared Solar Program, but opposes Dominion’s proposed minimum bill because he 
believes the Commission “should push for a more accessible program structure that encourages 
participation and adoption of community solar.

Alexandrian Dr. Samantha Ahdoot is a pediatrician who spoke on behalf of the Virginia 
chapter of the American Academy of Pediatrics. She asked that Dominion’s proposed minimum 
bill not be approved because it is excessive and would deter participation in the Shared Solar 
Program. She believes a billing structure that assists and encourages families to participate in 
solar energy generation would better serve the health and welfare of Virginia’s children. Doctor 
Ahdoot used her recent experience treating a 3-year old suspected of having her first asthma 
attack to underscore the contribution of air pollutants from fossil fuel to child lung disease.22 
Doctor Ahdoot believes the Shared Solar Program, if structured appropriately, would help all 
families in Virginia participate in the transition to a cleaner and healthier electric grid.23

18 Tr. at 18-20 (Bright).
19 Tr. at 21-25 (Anderson).
20 Tr. at 27-28 (Briskin). Ms. Briskin also filed comments that assert, among other things, Dominion’s proposed 
minimum bill “may block or limit access for specific communities.”
21 Tr. at 29-32 (Jones). Delegate Jones also filed public comments in response to the Order for Notice and Hearing, 
as discussed above in the summary of public comments.
22 Dr. Ahdoot further indicated that a growing body of evidence links these pollutants to adverse birth outcomes. Tr. 
at 35 (Ahdoot).
23 Tr. at 33-36 (Ahdoot). She filed comments that also emphasized children’s health and access to community solar.
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Delegate Jerrauld “Jay” C. Jones, who represents the 89th House District, testified that 
Dominion’s proposed minimum bill is too high for the program to function as intended. He 
indicated that Dominion previously attempted to create a community solar program with a 
similar minimum bill amount that did not work. In his view, the legislative intent was to provide 
access to solar energy for Virginians by avoiding the financial and logistical hurdles for 
consumers and businesses to install rooftop solar. According to Delegate Jones, the legislation’s 
minimum bill provision was included to ensure that subscribers make a reasonable contribution 
towards the infrastructure necessary to deliver power to the customer. He expressed concern that 
Dominion’s proposed minimum bill would negatively impact the program’s availability to 
customers who are neither the wealthiest nor low-income (the latter of which are exempt from 
the minimum bill).21

KJ
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Donna Shaunesey has solar on her Charlottesville home, but recognized not everyone is 
in her position. She believes the solar expansion in Virginia needs to be made do-able for as 
many homes and businesses as possible. Believing Dominion would put up huge roadblocks to 
this expansion, she recommended rejection of Dominion’s credit rate and minimum bill 
proposals. She supported adoption of CCSA’s proposal, which she testified would attract private 
capital from developers and benefit Virginia citizens.27

Ryan Davies is an Arlington resident who shared his experience trying to go solar. 
Having paid $100 for a 200-watt solar panel at Home Depot for a do-it-yourself home project, he 
does not understand the quotes he has obtained for rooftop installation. He described these 
quotes as “ridiculously too high,” with break-even points ten years or greater. Mr. Davies still 
wants to go solar, but cost has been a hurdle for him.25

24 Tr. at 38-39 (Epps).
25 Tr. at 41-42 (Davies).
26 Tr. at 43-45 (Potter).
27 Tr. at 47-48 (Shaunesey).
28 As discussed below, Dominion’s residential distribution service charges include, among other charges, a basic 
customer charge that is a flat monthly fee of $6.58. In comments she filed, Ms. Loving further elaborated that for 
nine months a year her bill is rarely above $7.98, which is inclusive of $1.40 for county utilities tax.
29 Tr. at 49-52 (Loving). In her comments, Ms. Loving asserted, among other things, that the Commission should 
reject Dominion’s proposed minimum bill “and replace it with one that is truly ‘minimal.’”

James B. Epps, a Mechanicsville resident, made three points. First, people are changing 
and want to take action to protect the environment. He installed rooftop solar panels last year 
and nine neighbors within a mile of his home also have rooftop solar panels. Second, laws, 
regulations, and policies need to change to facilitate progress. He testified that his church 
wanted to install solar panels to power the church on Sunday and the neighborhood during the 
rest of the week, but that regulations prevent this. Third, to produce power, reduce energy costs, 
and stay in business, Dominion should lease and install solar on the roofs of commercial 
buildings and schools.24

Eric Potter, a Virginia Beach resident, has 34 solar panels on his home and drives an 
electric vehicle that he usually charges at his home. The panels have significantly reduced his 
carbon footprint and have reduced his electricity usage by 80%, with several bills as low as 
$7.98. He asked the Commission to consider savings for consumers who do not live in single
family homes. He described an inclination for an unfettered monopoly to favor the centralized 
production of solar power. He believes the contrast between the base rate that he pays and 
Dominion’s proposed minimum bill for shared solar as an “obvious attempt to discourage the 
adoption of solar power.” He recommended rejection of Dominion’s proposed minimum bill.26

Joy Loving lives in Grottoes and is a Dominion net metering customer. Like Mr. Bright, 
she recognizes how fortunate she is to be a net metering customer. Like Ms. Shaunesey, she 
recognizes not everyone is in her position. When compared to the $6.58 basic rate she currently 
pays,28 she believes Dominion’s proposed minimum bill is unfair, punitive, and ridiculously 
high. She testified there is an urgent need for more solar and thinks that community solar must 
be a priority. She indicated Staffs Alternative Option A might be appropriate.29

1^
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Arina van Breda, an Alexandria resident, asked the Commission to consider only the 
lowest possible cost for the Shared Solar Program and characterized Dominion’s proposed costs 
as egregious. She testified that a minimum bill would discourage participation in the program.31

Aaron Sutch, Atlantic Southeast Director of Solar United Neighbors (“SUN”), lives in 
Richmond. SUN is a nonprofit that has facilitated over 1,000 residential solar installations in 
Virginia. While he believes demand for a cost-effective, consumer-friendly community solar 
option is high in Dominion’s service territory, he described Dominion’s proposal as 
unreasonable and inconsistent with the community solar options that consumers want. SUN has 
observed that consumers in Washington D.C. and Maryland participate in community solar 
programs to save money on rising energy costs and to build clean resilient power into their local 
community. He testified that customers “want savings on electricity bills from day one and over 
the term of the subscription” and they want simplified billing and subscription structures that 
minimize variable cost calculations. According to Mr. Sutch, Dominion’s proposed minimum 
bill would make the program a premium product and has a variable nature that is difficult for 
consumers to calculate savings and budget accordingly. He instead supports a $7.58 minimum 
bill charge and endorsed several of CCSA witness Rdbago’s criticisms of Dominion’s proposal. 
Mr. Sutch believes Dominion’s overearnings weigh against the Company’s credibility on cost
shift issues. He also described non-bypassable charges as another needless barrier and 
recommended they not be assessed to low- and moderate-income participants.30

Robert Kitchen, a Fairfax Station resident, is a family practice physician and member of 
the Junior Clinicians’ for Climate Action. Citing an increase of Lyme disease in Virginia over a 
20-year period, he testified that climate change has already had an adverse impact on the health 
of Virginians. He also identified climate change risks discussed in a June 2021 report by the 
Virginia Academy of Science, Engineering and Medicine. According to Mr. Kitchen, 
greenhouse gas reductions, including through increased renewable clean energy production, are 
imperative and expanding residential solar is an important component of providing such 
renewable energy. He believes a fee that is likely to discourage consumers from employing 
clean solar energy for electricity does not look out for the health and welfare of Virginians.32

Harrison Godfrey resides in Reston and works as the Executive Director of Virginia 
Advanced Energy Economy. He spoke to the economic opportunity of shared solar which, while 
comparatively nascent in the Commonwealth, is more established elsewhere in the country. 
While well positioned, the opportunity for the Commonwealth depends on whether “the 
Commission and industry can effectively resolve this question around the minimum bill issue.” 
Although appreciative of Dominion’s need to recover central infrastructure and administrative 
costs, Dominion’s proposal is economically infeasible for most customers. He was encouraged 
by the movement of Staffs alternatives away from Dominion’s proposal, but the upper bounds 
of Staff’s proposal would still present serious obstacles in his view. He asked for careful 
scrutiny of all proposals that have been put forward and for a minimum bill solution that starts 
from the ground up, rather than being anchored by some of the higher-end proposals.33

30 Tr. at 54-58 (Sutch).
31 Tr. at 59-60 (van Breda).
32 Tr. at 62-64 (Kitchen).
33 Tr. at 67-68 (Godfrey).
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Kenda Hanuman, a Buckingham resident, is concerned with the Commonwealth’s 
direction on solar. She has seen a lot of reluctance to small scale and community solar, which 
she believes would do much less damage to the environment and would provide direct benefits to 
the community. She is reluctant to trust Dominion based on uncomfortable interactions she has 
had in the past concerning the Atlantic Coast Pipeline.36

Dominion offered the direct testimony of Robert J. Trexler, Director of Regulation for 
the Company, in support of Dominion’s proposed bill credit rate methodology and minimum bill.

Mr. Trexler acknowledged that the Company’s bill credit rate methodology using FERC 
Form 1 data differs from the Company’s prior proposal. Dominion revised its proposal to ensure 

Niranjan Konduri has lived in Arlington for the last 16 years. He described renewable 
energy as "our future” and testified that the next generation will benefit immensely from our 
efforts to promote and use renewable energy. He installed rooftop solar at his home, but 
indicated that friends and neighbors with shaded roofs cannot. He wants solar to be accessible to 
as many people as possible. He described Dominion’s proposed minimum bill as unjustified and 
unfair. He recommended that the Commission: (1) adopt a $7.58 minimum bill charge for the 
Shared Solar Program; and (2) not add any additional cost or barriers on the low-income portion 
of the program.35

Scott Burger is a SUN member who has had a good experience with the solar on his 
Richmond residence since 2009. He is concerned that Dominion’s proposal would hurt the 
beneficial effects of community solar. He wants citizens to have a right to work together and 
build community solar. He emphasized that Virginia citizens have invested in solar on their own 
and are interested in investing as communities.34

34 Tr. at 70-72 (Burger).
35 Tr. at 73-76 (Konduri). Ms. Konduri was also among the approximately 170 people that submitted comments 
containing the text shown in the block quote included in the summary of the public comments above.
36 Tr. at 78-79 (Hanuman).
37 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 3.
38 Id. at 4.
39 Id. at Appendix A.

For the Shared Solar Program, Mr. Trexler described the bill credit as “the vehicle by 
which subscribers receive the monetary benefit of their shared solar facility’s generation, and the 
bill credit rate establishes how much monetary benefit should be given to subscribers for a given 
amount of electric generation.”37 Dominion proposed using the total revenues and sales from 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) Form 1, for the Virginia jurisdictional 
revenue classes. Mr. Trexler indicated that data derived from Dominion’s FERC Form 1, which 
the Company reports by March 31 of each year, would provide the relevant information to the 
Commission in a timely manner.38 He provided Virginia jurisdictional pages for Electric 
Operating Revenues (Account 400) from Dominion’s FERC Form I for the year ended 
December 31,2020.39
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Finally, a minimum bill would be calculated for the Program and will 
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Mr. Trexler explained the relationship of Dominion’s proposed minimum bill to a 
subscribing customer’s principal tariff and bill credit as follows:

Mr. Trexler described the minimum bill as an essential feature of the Shared Solar 
Program because the program largely functions as a companion to a subscriber’s principal tariff. 
The program will not satisfy all of a subscriber’s electric needs. A subscriber will still rely on 
utility services that carry considerable costs that all utility customers are required to pay.44 
According to Mr. Trexler, an appropriately comprehensive minimum bill is a reasonable means 
to ensure that participating customers pay for the costs of utility services they will be consuming, 
even as they receive generation credits through the Shared Solar Program.45 He further testified 
that appropriately defining the minimum bill’s parameters is the only safeguard against unfair 
cost-shifting to nonparticipating customers.46

consistency with the methodology approved in the Commission’s 2021 Multi-Family Shared 
Solar Order,40 which approved the use of FERC Form 1 data to calculate the bill credit rate for 
the Multi-Family Shared Solar Program.41

Mr. Trexler identified the statutory basis for the minimum bill and the Commission’s 
regulations enacted to implement Code § 56-594.3.42 43 According to him, both the statute and the 
Rules “emphasize that the purpose of the minimum bill is to promote fairness by ensuring that 
subscribing customer pay their fair share of the costs of the [shared solar program], and 
conversely, safeguard non-participating customers from bearing shifted [p]rogram costs.'

First, ... participating customers will continue to be billed for their 
metered usage for their account at the Commission approved rates of 
their Principal Tariff.

Second, a bill credit will be calculated by multiplying the subscriber’s 
portion of the kilowatt-hour (“kWh”) electricity production of the shared 
solar facility (the subscriber’s subscription in the Program) by the bill 
credit rate. This credit will be provided through a companion tariff to the 
Principal Tariff. The Shared Solar Statute defines “Subscription” as “a 
contract or other agreement between a subscriber and the owner of a 
shared solar facility. A subscription shall be sized such that the 
estimated bill credits do not exceed the subscriber’s average annual bill 
for the customer account to which the subscription is attributed.”

40 Commonwealth of Virginia ex rel. State Corporation Commission, Ex Parte - In the matter of establishing 
regulations for a multi-family shared solar program pursuant to § 56-585.1:12 of the Code of Virginia, Case No. 
PUR-2020-00124, Order (June 29, 2021) (“Multi-Family Shared Solar Order”).
41 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 5.
42 Id at 6-7.
43 Id. at 7.
44 Id. at 8.
45 Id. at 8-9.
46 Id. at 9.
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The Company’s proposal is to apply the minimum bill against the bill 
credit in a given billing period to determine a net bill credit. To the 
extent that part of the net bill credit exceeds the customer’s bill for their 
Principal tariff, the excess will be carried over to a future billing period 
in accordance with 20 VAC 5-340-60 F.47

Mr. Trexler explained Dominion’s justification for including delivery charges as a 
component of the minimum bill.53 In doing so, he identified a legal basis for such charges under 
Factors (a), (c), and (d) in Rule 80 A 2.54

also be part of the companion tariff for the Program. The Company’s 
proposal is such that the minimum bill ... is based upon the amount of 
subscription that is credited to a Subscriber in a given billing period.

Minimum Bill Component
Distribution Service ($/kWh)
Transmission Service (S/kWh)

Industrial
0.00471
0.00769

Commercial
0.01125
0.00983

Residential
0.02732
0.01989

Mr. Trexler described the three cost components included in the Company’s minimum 
bill proposal: (1) delivery charges for transmission and distribution; (2) a generation balancing 
service charge; and (3) an administrative charge. Mr. Trexler acknowledged that his analysis of 
the Company’s minimum bill proposal focused primarily on Code § 56-594.3 D and Rule 80.48

I

For the delivery charges component. Dominion proposed that program participants pay 
transmission and distribution charges similar to those nonparticipating customers pay under their 
principal tariff. Mr. Trexler indicated that participating customers will use the electric grid the 
same way as they did before enrollment.49 50 Since Code § 56-594.3 C directs the development of 
a bill credit based upon average costs of utility service for each of the classes. Dominion 
proposed using class average delivery charges based on revenues from FERC Form 1, 
functionalized in accordance with the previous year’s cost-of-service study for the Virginia 
jurisdictional classes to determine the transmission and distribution components of the minimum 
bill?0 Multiplying this average cost of transmission and distribution by the kWh amount of the 
shared solar subscription applied to a customer’s bill in a given month would effectively charge 
subscribers for these delivery services at a rate the average nonparticipant paid in the previous 
calendar year according to Mr. Trexler.51 Based on the 2020 FERC Form 1, Dominion’s 
proposed delivery charges are shown below, by revenue class.52

47 fd. at 9-10.
48 Tr. at 120-22 (Trexler).
49 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 10.
50 Id. at 10-11.
51 Id at 11.
52 Id. at 12.
53 Id. at 11.
54 Id. at 12.
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In support of Dominion’s proposed generation balancing service charge, Mr. Trexler 
identified the mismatch between customers’ continuous reliance on the grid for power with the 
intermittent nature of solar generation. He further explained that even when the Shared Solar 
Program facilities are operating, energy would not go directly from these generators to the 
subscribing customers. Instead, the system receives an avoided cost benefit for the energy that 
such facilities produce and inject into the grid.55

Mr. Trexler explained and illustrated Dominion’s proposed avoided cost methodology for 
the minimum bill calculation. This calculation uses energy prices forecasted from market curves 
for PJM Dominion Zone day-ahead locational marginal pricing, and capacity prices based on the 
results of the applicable Base Residual Auctions for capacity resources. Avoided cost credits 
would be reset annually, with 90 days’ notice to participants of the updated avoided cost 
credits.57 Based on 2020 data from FERC Form 1, functionalized in accordance with the 2020 
cost-of-service study, for the Virginia jurisdiction, he showed the steps for calculating a 
residential shared solar customer’s generation balancing charge as follows:58

To calculate a generation balancing service charge, Dominion proposed netting the total 
of the customer’s electricity supply generating costs (including non-bypassable charges), as a 
nonparticipant would pay, against the avoided cost value. However, the generation balancing 
service charge could never be less than applicable non-bypassable charges (current and future). 
Mr. Trexler explained that shared solar customers are subject to statutory non-bypassable 
charges and including such charges in the creation of the minimum bill: (1) avoids creating an 
adverse incentive for customers to join the program to evade non-bypassable charges; and 
(2) prevents cost-shifting to Dominion’s other customers.56

Description______________
Generation Service ($/kWh)
Based on 2020 FERC Form 1 VA JUR information

55 Id. at 13-14.
56 Id. at 14. Mr. Trexler identified the following non-bypassable charges: Rider CE, Rider RPS, Rider PPA (as 
proposed by Staff in the Rider RPS proceeding), and Rider CCR. Id. at 14-15. He recognized that statutory law also 
identifies certain exemptions for non-bypassable charges. Id.
57 Id. at 15.
58 Id. at 16-17 (footnote omitted).
59 For PJM capacity pricing (shown as “actual BRA result”), Mr. Trexler testified that the DOM Zone would 
continue to have a capacity price after Dominion switches to PJM’s fixed resource requirement, unless a state- 
approved alternative is developed. Tr. at 140-41 (Trexler).
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Residential Commercial Industrial
0.07044

Avoided Cost Credit:
Energy

■ Forecasted On-Peak DOM Zone Price (for 6/1/21-5/31/22)
■ $35.34/[megawatt-hour (“MWh”)] (3.534 cents/kWh)

Capacity
■ $140.00/M W-day (actual BRA result for 6/1/21 - 5/31/22)59
■ Assume 34.4% solar value for capacity = $48.16/M W-day
■ Assume 25% capacity factor for solar in a day for 1 MW: 1 MW x 24 hrs 

x 25% = 6 M Wh/day on average



■ $48.16/M W-day / 6 MWh/day = $8.03/MWh (0.803 cents/kWh)
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For administrative costs, Mr. Trexler indicated that any such costs attributable to the 
Shared Solar Program would be included in an administrative charge to be borne by subscribing 
customers. He described various costs the Company will incur to administer the program, but 
proposed that the administrative charge calculation be determined later.61 He identified 
Dominion’s plan to use its customer information platform to automate billing and calculation 
processes for the program, but that specialized configuration or ongoing manual processes for 
certain program elements could be required.62 Nor have data transfer protocols been established 
with subscriber organizations.63 He also indicated it would be premature at this time to identify 
whether such charge would be a monthly charge or a kWh charge.64

Generation Service Charge:
Avoided Cost Credit price: 
Generation Balancing Service Charge:

Total Avoided Cost Credit Pricing:
Energy: $35.34/[MWh] (3.534 cents/kWh) 

+Capacity: $8.03/MWh (0.803 cents/kWh) 
Total: 4.337 cents/kWh

Mr. Trexler asserted that the generation balancing service charge is an incremental cost of 
the Shared Solar Program that should be included in the minimum bill based on Factors (a), (c), 
and (d) of Rule 80 A 2. More specifically, he asserted that the generation balancing service is 
used to provide electric service for the Shared Solar Program because the program is insufficient 
on its own to meet 100% of subscribers’ energy needs on a continuous basis. He further asserted 
that the costs captured by the generation balancing service charge are certain to be incurred and, 
if not included in the minimum bill, would be shifted to nonparticipating customers.60

In the above example, the rate for the Generation Balancing Service Charge for a 
residential customer would be 2.707 cents per kWh.

7.044 cents/kWh 
(4.337 cents/kWh)
2.707 cents/kWh

The Generation Balancing Service Charge nets the customer’s Generation Service 
Charge against the avoided cost price calculation. The difference is then 
multiplied by the amount of the customer’s subscription to determine the 
minimum bill. For a residential customer the calculation would be as follows:

60 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 17-18.
61 Id. at 18-19 and 20, n.4.
62 Id. at 18-19.
aJd.
64 Id. at 19. While Mr. Trexler elaborated on administrative cost estimates identified by Staff, he recognized that 
such estimates are preliminary and such costs may depend on automating processes using a customer 
implementation platform, which are not yet developed or understood. Tr. at 137-39 (Trexler).
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Total Bill
___ ($) 

$74.59 

$87.60 

$96.27 

$104.95 

$113.62

Notes:
1) Low-income Customers are exempt from the Minimum Bill components, except for non-bypassable charges.
2) Excludes Sales and Use Tax. Consumption Tax. Local Utility Tax
3) Includes Non-bypassable Rider CE, Rider P1PP and Rider RPS.
4) Minimum bill does not include Administrative Charges that will be determined at a later date.

Mr. Trexler also provided the following table to illustrate how a smaller subscription 
would result in a proportionally smaller minimum bill calculation.66

65 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 20 (footnote omitted).
66 Id. at 21.
67 Tr. at 127-28 (Trexler). More specifically, the total bill dollar amounts are calculated by adding the amounts from 
all the other columns with dollar amounts, which excludes the subscription level column.
68 Tr. at 135 (Trexler).
69 Tr. at 126-27 (Trexler).
70 Tr. at 128-33 (Trexler). Mr. Trexler indicated that only the amounts shown in the “[b]ill [ajmount” and “(tjotal
[b] ill” columns of the above table would change based on customer usage. Tr. at 144-45 (Trexler).

Mr. Trexler showed an illustrative minimum bill calculation for a residential customer 
with a 1,000 kWh shared solar subscription based on the Company’s proposed approach, but 
excluding the administrative charge, as follows:65

$27.32 or 2.732 cents/kWh 
$19.89 or 1.989 cents/kWh 
$27.07 or 2.707 cents/kWh 
$74.28 or 7.428 cents/kWh

Distribution Service Charge: 
Transmission Service Charge: 
Generation Balancing Service Charges 
Total Minimum Bill (1,000 kWh):

Typical Residential Customer Using 1,000 kWh

Bill Credit
($)_________

($117.65)
($82.35)

($58.83)

($35.30)

($11.77)

Minimum Bill
($)

$74.28 

$51.99 

$37.14 

$22.29 

$7.43

Shared Solar Subscription Level DEV Bill Amount
___________ (kWh) __________________($)

1,000 $117.96
700 $117.96

500 $117.96

300 $117.96
100 $117.96

For the column on the far right of the above table, Mr. Trexler explained that the “(tjotal 
[b]i 11” amount - which illustrates what Shared Solar Program customers would actually pay 
Dominion - is calculated by adding the other columns.67 He recognized that these amounts 
would be higher once an administrative cost charge is incorporated.68 Mr. Trexler clarified that 
the “[subscription [IJevel” shown in the column on the far left refers to the amount of shared 
solar “actually delivered” in a particular month, which is not necessarily the amount “signed up 
for.”69 When asked whether Dominion’s proposed minimum bill is not a floor amount, but 
rather an amount that is “added on” to other amounts, Mr. Trexler indicated, among other things, 
that: (1) Dominion’s methodology establishes a floor for the amount of the subscription; (2) it is 
key to appreciate that there are partial subscriptions and that usage and subscription will not 
align perfectly; and (3) it depends on how the different columns in his table are characterized.70
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Mr. Trexler recognized that low-income customers will be exempt from all components 
of the minimum bill, except non-bypassable charges. He proposed that costs associated with 
low-income customers’ participation in the Shared Solar Program be recovered through the fuel 
factor.78

For participating customers subscribed to a facility with zero output in a particular month, 
Mr. Trexler testified that ::[b]ill [c]redit” and “[mjinimum bill” columns in the above table would 
both equal zero.76 For such a month, Shared Solar Program customers would be charged for the 
services they used under their primary tariff, without any program credit.77

For a 1,000 kWh subscription level customer (as illustrated in the first row of the 
preceding table), Mr. Trexler testified that Dominion’s proposed “net bill credit” - which is the 
difference between the “bill credit” and the “minimum bill”71 - is 4.3370/kWh, exclusive of 
administrative costs.72 He confirmed that this “net bill credit” per kWh amount matches the 
“avoided cost credit” from the generation balancing service charge of Dominion’s proposed 
minimum bill.73 Under Dominion’s proposed methodology, he testified that the discount 
received by participating customers, regardless of subscription level, would equal Dominion’s 
avoided cost calculation, less an amount that incorporates administrative costs.74 He also 
confirmed that because Dominion’s proposed minimum bill methodology uses a net bill credit 
based on the subscribed kWh received each month, the minimum bill amount can change each 
billing period.75

<53

&

71 Tr. at 118 (Trexler).
72 Tr. at 119 (Trexler). Using the bill amounts shown in the preceding table, this equals $43.37 for the relevant 
monthly bill. $117.65-$74.28 = $43.37.
73 Tr.at 119-20 (Trexler).
74 Tr. at 135-36, 143 (Trexler).
75 Tr. at 120 (Trexler).
76 Tr. at 133-34 (Trexler).
77 Tr.at 117 (Trexler).
78 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 21.
79 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 7-8 (citing Code § 56-594.3 F 1, 9, 15).
80 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 8.

Mr. Rabago indicated that Code § 56-594.3 F lists fifteen additional requirements for the 
shared solar program. He found the following to be particularly relevant: (1) that the 
Commission’s Rules shall “reasonably allow for the creation of shared solar facilities”; (2) that 
the utility be allowed to recover reasonable costs of administering the program; and (3) that the 
utility be allowed to recover any difference between the bill credits provided to subscribers and 
the cost of energy injected into the grid by a shared solar facility.79 These provisions confirm to 
him that the Shared Solar Program must be “fair and workable” and that the minimum bill, 
among other charges and fees, should not be set at a level that makes the program unworkable. 
He further asserted that utility costs associated with the Shared Solar Program energy costs and 
credits are to be recovered through purchased power costs, not through the minimum bill.80
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Mr. Rdbago recognized that the minimum bill may be modified over time. He indicated 
Code § 56-594.3 D ensures that as program-specific costs reflected in rates change because of 
program operation, such changes may be captured in modifications to the minimum bill.82

Mr. Rdbago indicated that the Commission is also required to consider costs relevant to 
ensuring that subscribers pay a fair share of electric service provided to program subscribers and 
to minimize costs shifted to non-subscribers. In his opinion, the minimum bill is intended to 
capture incremental costs created by the program and to avoid significant cross-subsidization of 
program costs. He believes the statutory non-subsidization provisions applicable to the program 
appropriately reflect the traditional standard voluntary program nonparticipants should not be 
required to pay voluntary program costs after considering benefits nonparticipants realize. He 
does not believe these statutory provisions allow for the mischaracterization of bill credits as 
costs of the program to be recovered through the minimum bill.83

In Mr. Rabago’s opinion. Code § 56-594.3 limits the costs of utility infrastructure and 
services used to provide electric service and administrative costs included in the minimum bill to 
costs of the Shared Solar Program. He further asserted that the utility must demonstrate that a 
cost has been or will be incurred specifically to support the program.81

Mr. Rabago identified what he found to be the key provisions of Rule 80. In his view, 
this rule properly reflects a statutory separation of the crediting mechanism from the minimum 
bill provision and is intended to ensure the resulting rates are just and reasonable and will result 
in a fair and workable Shared Solar Program.84

<■ J

Mr. Rabago described how minimum bills are typically designed. He indicated that a 
minimum bill differs from a fixed customer charge or basic service/customer charge because it 
technically deviates from cost-causation principles in order to recover a minimum amount of 
revenues from each customer, subject to possible exceptions. In his opinion, a minimum bill is 
designed to be set "at or near the lowest-common denominator of usage level to recover in a 
fixed sum a relatively small amount of the fixed costs normally recovered through usage-based 
rate elements, much like, and in some cases, as an alternative or supplement to a basic customer 
charge.”85 Mr. Rabago believes that, for utilities, the primary benefit of a minimum bill is 
revenue certainty and, for customers, the primary benefits are charge certainty and ease of 
understanding.86 To him, the most important consideration in designing a minimum bill is that it 
not be set so high that it frustrates program success or inadvertently imposes charges on 
customers that unreasonably deviate from cost causation.87 He used sample bills he obtained

81 Id. at 10.
^Id. at 10-11.
83 Id at 11.
84 Id. at 11-13 (quoting and discussing Rule 80 A 2).
85 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 13.
86 Id.
87 Id. at 14-15. Mr. Rabago quoted comments filed jointly on April 30, 2021, in a prior stage of this proceeding, by
CCSA and CHESSA. These joint comments, in turn, cite a publication by the National Renewable Energy Lab, 
among others.
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Mr. Rabago pointed to statutory language limiting a “net crediting fee” to no more than 
one percent of the bill credit value. He further indicated Dominion has not shown how billing 
costs are driven by capabilities incremental to those needed for net crediting. He testified that 
the costs of net crediting and any incremental billing functions for the Shared Solar Program 
should be minimal because program billing can be integrated into Dominion’s new customer 
information platform.95

Mr. Rabago endorsed prior comments by CCSA that non-exempt program participants 
should pay a minimum bill consisting of: (1) the basic customer charge applicable to the 
customer’s rate schedule; and (2) an incremental administrative charge calculated based on total 
expected annual administrative costs of the Shared Solar Program divided by the expected 

Itfrom Dominion’s and PEPCo’s websites to discuss how CCSA’s minimum bill would be 
reflected on Shared Solar Program participants’ bills.88

88 Exs. 5, 6; Tr. at 196-98 (Rdbago).
89 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 16.
90 Id. at 24.
91 Id. at 23-24.
92 Id at 16, 26 (quoting Code § 56-594.3 F 15). He described energy cost differences as “the difference between the 
value of the energy injected into the grid from the shared solar facility and the costs that the utility would otherwise 
incur to generate or procure, transmit, and distribute energy.” Id. at 16.
93 Id. at 16.
94 Id. at 22.
95 Id. Mr. Rdbago quoted Code § 56-594.3 F 14, which directs the Commission to: “Require net crediting 
functionality as part of any new customer information platform approved by the Commission.... The net crediting 
fee shall not exceed one percent of the bill credit value.” Mr. Rdbago also quoted the following language from Code 
§ 56-594.3 G: “Within 180 days of finalization of the Commission's adoption of regulations for the shared solar 
program, a utility shall, provided that the utility has successfully implemented its customer information platform, 
begin crediting subscriber accounts of each shared solar facility interconnected in its service territory, subject to the 
requirements of this section and regulations adopted thereto.”

For the Shared Solar Program, Mr. Rabago asserted that the minimum bill is intended to 
recover incremental program costs.89 He emphasized the following language from the minimum 
bill provisions of Code § 56-594.3 D: “the costs of all utility infrastructure and services used to 
provide electric service and administrative costs of the shared solar program.”9® He framed the 
relevant inquiry as two related questions: “First, what utility costs are specifically caused by the 
Shared Solar Program? Second, of those costs, which of them are not recovered through some 
other mechanism?”91 He indicated that the utility infrastructure and services costs associated 
with the operation of shared solar generators are recovered through upfront and ongoing 
interconnection costs assessed on shared solar facilities. He further indicated that energy cost 
differences are collected through purchased power charges pursuant to Code § 56-249.6.92 The 
only remaining administrative costs of the program he believes must be reflected in the minimum 
bill are the incremental costs incurred by the utility for apportioning, crediting, and billing shared 
solar subscribers.93 At most, he believes administrative costs should include the cost of 
managing data flow between the utility and subscriber organizations, the cost of utility staff time 
directly attributable to managing utility customer inquiries from shared solar subscribers, and 
incremental billing functionality required to facilitate bill crediting.94
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average subscription amount of program participants.96 He asserted that this approach, unlike 
Dominion’s minimum bill methodology, would avoid confusion and frustration among solar 
subscribers and would provide for a predictable and reasonable calculation of minimum bill 
costs.97

Specifically, Mr. Rabago viewed the following costs and charges as properly included in 
the minimum bill:

(1) The incremental or marginal costs of shared solar facilities or Shared Solar 
Program operations that are not otherwise recovered (e.g., through 
interconnection charges); (2) the incremental or marginal costs that are created by 
an added customer service, administrative, or billing burden undertaken by the 
utility; (3) the basic customer costs associated with electric service that do not 
vary with usage and that recover the costs of adding customers to the system; and 
(4) other utility costs that are both non-volumetric and still reasonably assigned to 
customers that subscribe to the Shared Solar Program.98

Mr. Rabago was alarmed by Dominion’s indication that an administrative cost charge 
could be in the amount of $10 to $20 per shared solar customer per month.104 He found it 
inconceivable that a prudent utility of Dominion’s size “would incur incremental fixed costs, 
independent of subscription size, as large as $120 to $240 per customer per year for shared solar 
billing.”105 He attached to his testimony a discovery response by Dominion estimating that 
addressing shared solar program billing components in the Company’s planned customer

Mr. Rdbago used Dominion’s estimate of approximately $300,000 in annual costs for 
workforce expansion99 to calculate a monthly administrative minimum bill component of 
approximately $1 per customer.100 He asserted that Dominion’s basic customer charge, which 
varies by rate schedule, “ensures recovery of the basic costs of connection that do not vary with 
the level of the customers usage, and so, like a minimum bill, should not be reduced or 
eliminated by shared solar credits.”101 He noted that net metering customers under Code 
§ 56-594 must always pay the fixed basic customer charge.102 103 He indicated the basic customer 
charge provides an administratively efficient foundation and does not require a separate 
evaluation of costs since it is established through existing Commission ratemaking procedures 
based on fixed costs of providing electric service.'03

96 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 21-22, 27. Low-income customers are statutorily exempt from a minimum bill. Id. at 21.
97 Id. at 23.
98 Id at 42.
"See Ex. 2 (Trexler) at 18.
100 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 25. Mr. Rabago calculated a minimum bill amount of $0.91 with the following formula 
$302,300/(200 MW x 8,760 hours x 19% capacity factor). He also assumed a “representative” Dominion customer 
uses 1 MWh per month. Id. at 28, n.66.
101 Id. at 27.
'mld. at28,n.67.
103 Id at 28.
104 Id. at 39 and attached Ex. KRR-3, p. 1.
105 Id. at 39.
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Mr. Rabago offered several additional reasons Dominion’s proposed minimum bill 
methodology is inconsistent with Code § 56-594.3 in his opinion. While Dominion’s proposal 
would vary with the shared solar subscription level, the statute requires the minimum bill be a set 
amount in his opinion.112 He does not think a cost shift can occur unless Dominion’s overall 
revenues fall below the level projected in a rate case that set currently applicable rates.113 He 
took issue with Dominion’s proposal to apply the minimum bill against the bill credit in a given 
billing period to determine a net bill credit, which he indicated treats shared solar subscriber 
organizations as if they are competitive service providers.114

Mr. R£bago believes Dominion seeks to reduce the bill credit by the delivery cost of 
electric service to subscribers.115 Mr. Rdbago found Dominion’s avoided cost approach to be 
based on "broad-sweeping assertions”, unsupported by actual data for any customer class or 
individual subscriber.116 He believes an avoided cost credit conflicts with Code § 56-594.3, 
which specifically provides for a solar bill credit rate.117 He described Dominion’s proposed 
minimum approach as "a credit rate minus energy and capacity credit approach that 
mischaracterizes bill credits as costs of the shared solar program.”118 He called this approach 
"inverted” because, in his view, Code § 56-594.3 "builds up the minimum bill from zero” while 
“Dominion’s approach assumes that it is entitled to collect every dollar it would have collected 

g&

Id. at attached Ex. KRR-3, p. 10.
107 Id. at 40.
108 Id at 41.
,09 Id. at 25.
110 Id. at 25-26. According to Mr. Rdbago, Shared Solar Program customers would not be exempted from costs 
because they “will be fully charged for their consumption at current rates.” Id. at 36.
1,1 Id at 25.
112 Id at 29-30.
113 Id. at 30.

Id. at 31.
nsId. at 32.
1,6 Id.
"Vid at 35.
118 Id. at 41. Mr. Rdbago asserted that Dominion did not fully examine the value of shared solar energy, which he 
expects provides locational benefits that Dominion’s methodology does not recognize. See, e.g., Tr. at 174, 184-85 
(RAbago).

information platform would cost approximately $1 million.106 He believes careful scrutiny of 
Dominion’s spending will be warranted.107 108 He thinks it would be prudent for Dominion “to 
incorporate [sjhared [sjolar [pjrogram billing in the broader customer information platform 
development to minimize overall costs.

Mr. R&bago asserted that no minimum bill charges are justified to ensure fair share 
payment of costs.109 He indicated that the bill credit does not reduce the subscriber’s charges for 
electric service, only the final amount of the bill because the credit is a post hoc adjustment to 
the bill amount.110 He further asserted that making the minimum bill additive to the basic 
customer charge, as he proposed, would provide a contribution to non-subscriber cost 
minimization as related to fixed costs that do not vary with consumption.111
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Mr. RAbago also opposed Dominion’s proposal to include non-bypassable charges in the 
minimum bill because they are not incremental program costs. He indicated that doing so for 

Mr. Rabago emphasized that Dominion has not recognized or quantified any locational or 
operational benefits associated with the operation of shared solar generation.121 122 He characterized 
shared solar subscribers as “frontline volunteers, mitigating costs that Dominion would otherwise 
incur to develop solar to meet the requirements of the Virginia Clean Economy Act [(“VCEA”)] 
and the Renewable Portfolio Standard [(“RPS”)] and which Dominion has not accounted for:

In Mr. Rabago’s opinion, “you really can’t start thinking about workability for the shared 
solar program if you don’t think about how customers are going to approach it and how their 
subscriptions are going to be shaped and what’s going to be offered to them” by subscription 
organizations. Shared Solar Program customers will subscribe to the proportional output of a 
facility, which will change each month.125 Pointing to volumetric components that vary with 
shared solar facility production, he emphasized the difficulty that potential customers would 
have understanding and budgeting for a new service program with a new rate element.126 He 
does not believe Dominion or Staff adequately addressed workability.127

Mr. Rabago believes customers will be confused by Dominion’s proposal, which would 
make the minimum bill high and the program “practically unworkable.” He expressed concern 
about the difficulty for shared solar subscriber organizations “to launch or operate their 
businesses in Virginia, much less effectively communicate program economics and risks to 
subscribers.”123 He also testified that a high minimum bill would discourage energy efficiency 
and conservation by shared solar participants.124

119 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 42-43 (emphasis in original).
120 Id at 33.
121 Id. at 42. He asserted that billed revenues from sales of injected energy, transmission cost savings, and 
distribution system costs savings all will reduce the impact of, and may even outweigh, the incremental bill credit- 
related costs addressed through the fuel factor. Id.
122 Id. at 44.
123 Id at 35. For this proposition, he endorsed portions of comments filed in this proceeding by CCSA and 
CHESSA. Id. at 33-34.
,24Tr. at 208 (Rabago).
125 Tr. at 162-64 (Rabago).
126 Tr. at 165 (Rabago).
127 Tr. at 157, 170 (Rabago).
128 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 36.
129 Id. at 37.

Mr. RAbago estimated that Dominion’s proposed 7.4280/kWh minimum bill rate would 
mean adding about $25 million to the fuel factor, which he calculated would be 350 per month 
for a 1,000 kWh per month user.128 He found these amounts “pale in comparison” to a $212.4 
million revenue surplus amount from Staff testimony in Dominion’s pending triennial review.129

from a shared solar subscriber except for a small credit for avoided energy and capacity costs.”119 
Mr. Rabago asserted that Dominion is kept whole because “energy costs differences,” which he 
indicates could be positive or negative, are recoverable through the fuel factor.120
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Staff presented the results of its investigation through the testimony of David J. Dalton, 
a Principal Utilities Analyst in the Commission’s Division of Public Utility Regulation.

In addition to the exclusion/inclusion of taxes, Mr. Rabago identified two other 
differences between FERC Form 1 and E1A data. First, E1A data is posted annually in October 
while FERC Form 1 data is posted in March. He found this difference to be immaterial since the 
Order Adopting Rules determined that the bill credit rate should be recalculated each 
December.133

Second, Mr. Rabago recognized that FERC Form 1 data is used to determine rates in the 
Multi-Family Shared Solar Program, while E1A data is not.134 But he saw “no compelling reason 
to align the programs precisely.” In support of this position, he pointed out that each program is 
the product of a different statute using different terminology to describe the respective bill credit 
rate. The multi-family shared solar statute lists effective retail rate components that Mr. Rabago 
indicated do not include utility and consumption taxes.135 Mr. Rabago could not identify an 
administrative benefit to Dominion’s approach. He also does not believe adoption of different 
methodologies for the Shared Solar and Multi-Family Shared Solar Programs would create any 
reasonable risk of confusion.136

low-income customers conflicts with Code § 56-594.3 because such customers are exempt from 
the minimum bill.130

130 Id at 45.
131 Id. at 17. He calculated 2021 per kWh bill credit rates of 12.060 for residential customers, 7.940 for commercial 
customers, and 6.450 for industrial customers. Id.
132 Id. at 18.
133 Id. at 19-20 (citing Order Adopting Rules at 8).
134 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 19.
135 Id. at 19-20. Mr. Rabago quoted the following language from Code § 56-585.1:12 D: “The Commission shall 
annually calculate the applicable bill credit rate as the effective retail rate of the customer’s rate class, which shall be 
inclusive of all supply charges, delivery charges, demand charges, fixed charges, and any applicable riders or other 
charges to the customer.” See also Tr. at 159 (Rabago).
136 Tr. at 161 (Rdbago).

Turning to the bill credit rate methodology, Mr. Rabago recommended using the most 
recent data posted by the U.S. Energy Information Administration (“ElA”). He indicated that 
El A posts data each October for the prior calendar year and provided 2021 residential, 
commercial, and industrial credit rate calculations based on October 2020 ElA data.'31 
Mr. Rabago opposed Dominion’s proposed use of FERC Form 1 data to the extent such revenue 
values are net of taxes. He indicated FERC Form 1 data “falls short” of the statutory 
requirement to use “revenues to the class.”132 He believes a “gross revenue” amount captures the 
full cost paid by a Dominion customer, which should include, among other things: energy, 
demand, and customer service charges; state and local income taxes; franchise fees; 
environmental surcharges; and fuel adjustments.

©
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Mr. Dalton testified that Staff has not identified any specific distribution or transmission 
investments - either base rate or rate adjustment clause (“RAC”) - that are new or that Dominion 
would have to procure or acquire due to the Shared Solar Program.146 Mr. Dalton agreed that the 
shared solar program relies on Dominion’s transmission and distribution infrastructure to operate 
and that shared solar energy would be used in the system generally, rather than providing direct 
service to shared solar customers.147

Mr. Dalton provided Staffs understanding that the term “minimum bill” represents the 
minimum amount to be charged to a customer, regardless of usage. In his opinion, the purpose 
of a minimum bill is to ensure that each customer makes an appropriate contribution toward the 
system’s fixed costs. While he indicated a minimum bill may typically be considered a fixed 
amount, it may also be appropriate for a minimum bill to include volumetric charges.141

Staffs analysis of the minimum bill and rate credit methodologies focused on the rate 
design principles of simplicity, understandability, and public acceptability.137

137 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 2-3 (citing Bonbright, James C., Principles of Public Utility Rates, Columbia University Press, 
1961, p. 291).
138 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 6-7 (citing the Multi-Family Shared Solar Order at 3-4).
139 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 7, n.25.
'wId. at 8.
w Id.

Id. at 10-11.
Id. at 11-12.

'“Id. at 12.
145 Id. at 13-14. Dominion ultimately did not oppose setting an initial fixed fee of $1 pending a future proceeding. 
Dominion’s Brief at 10.
14S Tr. at 249-52 (Dalton).
147 Tr. at 258-59 (Dalton).

In Staffs view, there may be six categories of charges that could be included in the 
minimum bill for shared solar subscribers: (1) the basic customer charge; (2) statutory non- 
bypassable charges; (3) transmission charges; (4) distribution charges; (5) administrative 
charges; and (6) generation balancing services charges.142 Mr. Dalton recognized that 
CCSA/CHESSA proposed including two of these charges in the minimum bill - the basic 
customer charge and an administrative charge that would be set at $1 initially.143 This approach 
would allow customers to offset the entire volumetric portion of their bills.144 As for Dominion’s 
proposed minimum bill, Mr. Dalton indicated that it included charges for all six of the categories 
he identified except for administrative charges.145

Starting with Dominion’s rate credit methodology proposed in this case, Mr. Dalton 
acknowledged that the Commission approved the use of FERC Form 1 data to calculate the rate 
credit for the Multi-Family Shared Solar Program.138 Mr. Dalton recognized that the Shared 
Solar and the Multi-Family Shared Solar Programs both generally afford Dominion’s customers 
the opportunity to participate in shared solar projects. He also recognized that Code provisions 
for both programs provide guidance for the annual calculation of a bill credit, albeit using 
different statutory language.139 Staff supported using the same FERC Form 1 data and the 
resulting bill credit rate for both programs.140
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Base Distribution
Charges

Distribution RAC 
Charges

$0.011943/kWh 
$0.000025/kWh 
$0.000036/kWh 
($0.00018)/kWh 
$0.001417/kWh 
$0.01169/kWh 

$0.002136/kWh 
$0.0097/kWh 

$0.010591/kWh 
$1 .OO/Fixed

Base Trans. Chgs. 
Trans. RAC Chgs. 
Admin. Chg.

Charge
Amount ($) 

$6.58/Fixed 
$0.000l82/kWh 
$0.00019/kWh 

$0.000027/kWh 
$0.002944/kWh 
$0.000027/kWh

Non-Bypassable 
Charges

Charge
______ Name____________
Basic Cust. Chg.________
Rider RPS______________
Rider CE_______________
Rider PIPP_____________
Rider CCR53____________
Rider RBB54____________

Base Distribution,
First 800 kWh__________
Base Distribution,
Usage > 800 kWh_______
Rider CIA______________
Rider C2 A______________
Rider C3 A______________ i
Rider C4A _____
Rider GT55 _____

RiderU________________
Base Transmission_______
Rider T1________________
Admin. Charge__________

Total:**
* Values are rounded to the nearest whole cent. 
** Values may not sum exactly due to rounding.

148 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 16-17.
149 Id. at 15.
150 Id. at 15-16.
151 Id. at 18.

$2.39 
$0.03 
$0.04 

($0.18) 
$1.42 
$1.17 
$2.14 
$9.70 

$10.59 
$1.00 

$55.10

Charge
Type

Cust. Chg.

Mr. Dalton expressed concern that Dominion’s preliminary $10 to $20 per month 
administrative cost estimate could result in a minimum bill as high as $94.28 using Dominion’s 
proposed methodology. He further indicated that Staff does not support Dominion’s proposal to 
set the administrative charges when Dominion files tariff pages for the Shared Solar Program. 
While he agreed that Dominion should be able to update the administrative charge portion of the 
minimum bill in the future regardless of the methodology approved by the Commission,148 149 he 
believes it is appropriate to set any such administrative charge in a formal, rather than informal, 

IdOmanner.

Mr. Dalton presented two minimum bill proposals developed by Staff. Staff Alternative 
Option A (“Staff Alternative A”) calculates a $10.95 minimum bill by adding non-bypassable 
charges to the CCSA/CHESSA approach.150 Mr. Dalton showed his calculation of Staff 
Alternative Option B (“Staff Alternative B”), which does not include generation balancing 
charges but includes a $1 administrative charge, as follows.151

S/1,000 kWh Res.
Customer* 

____________ $6.58
____________ $0.18
____________ $0.19
____________ $0.03
____________ $2.94

$0.03

K3
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Mr. Dalton explained reasons why annual updates to the minimum bill calculation may 
be appropriate. He pointed out that the number and rates for non-bypassable charges will likely 
increase annually and that several values used in Dominion’s approach will change annually.153

As shown, the applicable rates used in the above calculations for Staff Alternative B are standard 
tariff rates. Mr. Dalton’s $10.95 and $55.10 calculations for Staff Alternatives A and B, 
respectively, are based on a residential customer with monthly usage of 1,000 kWh and a 
monthly shared solar subscription of 1,000 kWh.152

Dominion offered the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Trexler. In further support of 
Dominion’s proposal to use FERC Form 1 data to calculate the bill credit rate, Mr. Trexler 
focused on the Commission’s approval of FERC Form 1 data to calculate the bill credit rate for 
the Multi-Family Shared Solar Program. He noted that the Shared Solar and Multi-Family 
Shared Solar Programs are similarly structured and will involve many of the same non-customer 
parties. He expects that many of Dominion’s customers will have interest in both programs and 
that uniformity between the two programs would be efficient and appropriate.154 He indicated 
that using the same bill credit in both programs makes the most sense for ease of operation and 
would avoid confusion when a customer calls the Company’s customer service center for 
questions related to their “shared solar” subscription.155

While Mr. Trexler indicated that Dominion does not oppose seeking Commission 
approval to update the minimum bill to address changes to the administrative charge and 
components of the minimum bill, he indicated an annual update may be unnecessary. He also 
pointed out that the Order Adopting Rules directed Dominion to file its tariffs related to the 
Program within 60 days of the implementation of the CIP, or by July 1,2023. To him, it seems 
premature to set the costs of the administrative charge almost two years in advance of the 
statute’s program implementation timeline. However, he did not oppose setting an initial fixed 
fee of $1 pending a future proceeding, as proposed by Staff and CCSA. This would address the 
initial estimated personnel costs for program administration, but not the expected total of 
administrative charges.158

152 Jd. at 16, n.47, and 18, n.52.
]53 Id. at 19.
154 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 2.
155 Id. at 9.
156Id. tAl.
157 Id. at 8.
158 Id. at 5.

Mr. Trexler explained that when Dominion initially proposed using EIA data to calculate 
the bill credit rate, Dominion had noted that utility and consumption taxes must be removed. He 
indicated that such taxes are “payments collected on behalf of and passed to the respective 
governmental entities to whom they belong and are not Company revenue.”156 157 Mr. Trexler 
explained the Commission’s approval to use FERC Form 1 data in the Multi-Family Shared 
Solar Order'51 which is addressed below in this Report’s Discussion section.
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the minimum bill reflects [Dominion’s] opinion that the structure 
of the Program is such that a participating customer subscribes to a 
portion of the output of a solar facility that is not located on the 
customer[’s] premises or able to serve any of the customer’s load 
directly. Instead, the output of the solar facility is sold into the 
larger grid system and the subscribing customers have paid the 
subscribing organization for the right to be assigned a portion of 
that generation, the assignment of which is recognized as a bill 
credit for that energy sold into the grid. The generation is not 
serving any of the customer’s load directly in real time (in contrast 
to, for example, a net metering facility located behind the meter on 
a customer’s property), and because of the nature of solar 
generation, does not cover the customer’s load whenever the solar 
facility is not generating (e.g., night, cloudy days, when the facility 
is down for repair or maintenance). Thus, at all times, the 
Company is providing generation service to the participating 
customer. The Company therefore believes that its proposal better 
aligns with the statutory requirements and the Commission’s 
regulations.159

Mr. Trexler reacted to Staffs alternative minimum bill proposals. He believes Staff 
Alternative A fails to include the costs of all utility infrastructure and services used to provide 
electric service and administrative costs of the Shared Solar Program, as required by Code 
§ 56-594.3 D. He believes this alternative also does not ensure that subscribing customers pay a 
fair share of the costs of providing electric services or minimize the costs shifted to 
nonparticipants, as the Commission also must consider when determining any further necessary 
costs, because this alternative does not account for transmission charges, distribution charges 
beyond the basic customer charge, or generation charges - all of which will be necessary to 
provide electric service to Shared Solar Program customers.162

159 Id at 11.
160 Tr. at 276 (Trexler).
161 Tr. at 279-80 (Trexler). Dominion witness Trexler was unsure of whether long-term operations and maintenance 
expense might be incurred for interconnection upgrades funded by the interconnecting shared solar generators.
Tr. at 278-79 (Trexler). While CCSA witness Rabago indicated ongoing costs would be assessed to Shared Solar 
Program facilities, Mr. Trexler indicated that interconnection costs do not cover daily operation costs. See Ex. 3 
(Rabago) at 16; Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 19.
162 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 10.

Mr. Trexler acknowledged that the Company believes it is appropriate to recover the cost 
of existing infrastructure through the minimum bill.160 He is not aware of any new costs of new 
generation, distribution, or transmission infrastructure that Dominion must procure because of 
the Shared Solar Program.'61
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If the Commission found Staff Alternative B compliant with the statutory scheme and 
legislative intent, Mr. Trexler proposed that the Commission consider Dominion’s approach of 
calculating an average rate/kWh to apply for distribution and transmission, for residential, 
commercial, and industrial customers as noted in Table 1 of his direct testimony.163 164

He testified that absent the proposed distribution and transmission service charges, 
participating customers would pay $0 for transmission and distribution-related costs for their 

As for Staff Alternative B, Mr. Trexler recognized that, in addition to the charges 
previously described for Staff Alternative A, Staff Alternative B also includes all distribution and 
transmission charges, reducing the amount of costs shifted to customers not in the Shared Solar 
Program. He found that Staff Alternative B comes closer to satisfying the statutory requirements 
than Staff Alternative A, but still results in Shared Solar customers not paying for certain 
generation services they are receiving, and shifting those associated costs to nonparticipants.

Mr. Trexler opposed CCSA’s minimum bill proposal, which he indicated provides for 
only two of the six categories the Company believes are appropriate for inclusion. He explained 
that Dominion’s basic customer charge is only designed to provide recovery for a limited set of 
distribution-related, customer costs — not the costs of all the utility infrastructure and services 
used to provide electric service.165

163 Id. at 11. See also Tr. at 270 (Trexler).
164 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 13-14.
165 Id. at 14.
166 Id. at 6 (emphasis omitted) (citing Code § 56-594.3 D).
167 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 15-16.
168 Id. at 6.
169 Id. at 15. Mr. Trexler noted that the Commission previously found cost-shifting of up to $65 million over a 10- 
year period to customers to be unacceptable. Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 15 (citing Wal-Mart Stores East, LP v. State 
Corp. Comm 'n, 299 Va. 57, 66 (2020) ^Wal-Marf’y).
170 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 17-18.

Mr. Trexler indicated that CCSA witness Ribago’s testimony acknowledged that 
CCSA’s minimum bill proposal would shift approximately $25 million in costs per year to 
nonparticipating customers.169 Mr. Trexler believes it would be unreasonable for 
nonparticipating customers to pay for any generation-, distribution-, or transmission-related costs 
related to a participating customer’s subscription.170

s

Mr. Trexler asserted that CCSA’s minimum bill proposal fails to comply with 
the “statutory requirements that (i) the minimum bill include the costs of all utility 
infrastructure and services used to provide electric service and administrative costs of the 
Shared Solar Program; and (ii) the Commission ensure that subscribing customers pay a fair 
share of the costs of providing electric services and minimize the costs shifted to customers not 
in a shared solar program.”166 He argued that CCSA’s approach overlooks or obviates the clear 

command of the statute by focusing on one word - “incremental” - in isolation from the 
Commission’s implementing regulations.167 He indicated that statutes and shared solar programs 
in other states “have no application to this proceeding.”168



Mr. Trexler further testified as follows:

28

Mr. Trexler disagreed with CCSA witness Rabago’s assertion that the statute requires the 
minimum bill to be a fixed amount. This approach also does not make sense or seem reasonable

electricity usage associated with their subscription, thereby resulting in incremental costs borne 
by the Company, and ultimately nonparticipating customers. He believes these distribution and 
transmission-related costs are reasonable because they are intended to cover services necessary 
for the provision of electricity to participating customers.171

Mr. Trexler refuted CCSA witness Rabago’s contention that utility infrastructure and 
services costs associated with the operation of a shared solar generator are recovered through 
upfront and ongoing interconnection costs assessed on shared solar facilities. Mr. Trexler 
indicated that such costs and payments are “wholly unrelated to infrastructure costs the utility 
incurs to serve customers daily, including those with a Shared Solar [Program] subscription”; 
rather, such costs and payment are related solely to allowing a generator to interconnect to the 
system without causing the system damage.173 He stood by Dominion’s treatment of non- 
bypassable charges, sharing his understanding that such charges are statutorily mandated subject 
to specified exceptions. He is aware of no such exception for Shared Solar Program 
participants.174

He further testified that absent the proposed generation service charge and avoided cost 
credit (i.e., generation balancing charge), participating customers would pay $0 for generation- 
related costs for their electricity usage associated with their subscription, thereby resulting in 
incremental costs borne by the Company, and ultimately nonparticipating customers. He 
believes these generation balancing service costs are reasonable because they are intended to 
cover service necessary for the provision of electricity to participating customers. He sees 
calculating the higher of (i) the customer’s generation service charge based upon Commission- 
approved rates net of avoided cost benefit credits; or (ii) the sum of the Commission-approved 
non-bypassable charges, as outlined in the Company’s proposal, as the most straightforward 
mechanism for addressing generation balancing.172

Without the minimum bill, you will shift costs to non-participants. 
If you say the bill credit post hoc pays the customer’s bill, you 
cannot ignore the fact that the money comes from somewhere. By 
increasing the purchased power costs, you are still shifting costs to 
non-participants, which the statute clearly indicates should be 
minimized; the Company’s proposal creates the minimum bill for 
this reason. The statute, by design, provides for costs associated 
with low-income subscribers to be shifted to non-participants, but 
was clear that otherwise, subscribers should pay a minimum bill.

at 16-17.
172 Id. at 18.
173 Id. at 19.
174 Id at 20.

'ST?
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I. Bill Credit Rate

Code

A. As used in this section: 
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For the Shared Solar Program bill credit rate, the relevant provisions of Code § 56-594.3 
include the following (with emphasis added):

to Mr. Trexler, who cited the potential for a small usage residential customer to pay a minimum 
bill at a much higher percentage compared to their subscription than a residential customer 
with higher than average usage.175

“Applicable bill credit rate” means the dollar-per-kilowatt-hour 
rate used to calculate the subscriber’s bill credit.

This Discussion analyzes the two issues the Commission set for hearing and assigned to a 
Hearing Examiner. Section I identifies and applies the statutory bill credit rate provisions to 
relevant record evidence. Section II identifies and applies the minimum bill statutory provisions 
and regulations to relevant record evidence. In addition to the two issues set for hearing, Section 
III addresses Dominion’s proposal to recover the Shared Solar Program costs associated with 
low-income customers through the fuel factor.

175 Id. at 21.
176 CCSA’s Brief at 29. See also Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 16.
177 Rule 80 A 2 (emphasis added).
178 See generally Wal-Mart, 299 Va. at 73 (“As the party seeking to disturb the status quo ... a petitioner seeking 
relief under the exception in [Code § 56-577 A 4] must shoulder a three-tiered burden of persuasion.”) (internal 
citation and quotations omitted).

CCSA asserted that Dominion “has the burden to demonstrate that the costs it proposes to 
include in the minimum bill are justified.”176 While CCSA cites Rule 80 for this assertion, Rule 
80 states that the Commission’s evaluation of the minimum bill shall be limited to such “costs as 
determined by the commission to be just and reasonable based on evidence provided by the 
parties to the evidentiary hearing process.”'’’1 In addition, the two issues set for hearing directly 
implicate the allocation of cost responsibility between two groups of Dominion’s customers - 
those that will participate in the Shared Solar Program and those that will not. There is no status 
quo for the program, the associated rate, or its cost allocation implications, because the program 
has not yet been established.178 Accordingly, my analysis applies the plain language of the Code 
and, where Commission discretion exists, recommends just and reasonable rate components — 
balancing the interests of prospective participants, nonparticipants. Dominion, and subscriber 
organizations - based on the evidence presented by the case participants. However, should the 
Commission decide that Dominion bears the burden of proof, it would not affect my findings or 
recommendations discussed below.

teg
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2. The utility shall provide bill credits to a shared solar facility’s 
subscribers for not less than 25 years from the date the shared solar 
facility becomes commercially operational.

B. ... Under its shared solar program, a utility shall provide a bill 
credit for the proportional output of a shared solar facility 
attributable to that subscriber. The shared solar program shall be 
administered as follows:

“Bill credit” means the monetary value of the electricity, in 
kilowatt-hours, generated by the shared solar facility allocated to a 
subscriber to offset that subscriber’s electricity bill.

C. Each subscriber shall pay a minimum bill, established pursuant 
to subsection D, and shall receive an applicable bill credit based 
on the subscriber's customer class of residential, commercial, or 
industrial. Each class’s applicable credit rate shall be calculated 
by the Commission annually by dividing revenues to the class by 
sales, measured in kilowatt-hours, to that class to yield a bill credit 
rate for the class ($/kWh)'19

As italicized above, Code § 56-594.3 C provides that the Shared Solar Program’s bill 
credit rate shall be calculated for each customer class “annually by dividing revenues to the class 
by sales, measured in kilowatt-hours, to that class to yield a bill credit rate for the class 
($/kWh).”

1. The value of the bill credit for the subscriber shall be calculated 
by multiplying the subscriber’s portion of the kilowatt-hour 
electricity production from the shared solar facility by the 
applicable bill credit rate for the subscriber. Any amount of the 
bill credit that exceeds the subscriber’s monthly bill, minus the 
minimum bill, shall be carried over and applied to the next month’s 
bill.

179 The Commission’s Rules include provisions addressing the bill credit rate for the Shared Solar Program. See
20 VAC 5-340-60 F. Like the arguments of the case participants, my bill credit rate analysis focuses on the record 
and the relevant provisions of the Code.
180 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 4.

To calculate the bill credit rate for the Shared Solar Program, Dominion proposed using 
the total revenues and sales from FERC Form 1, for the Virginia jurisdictional revenue classes.179 180 
The Commission’s Multi-Family Shared Solar Order approved these FERC Form 1 inputs for 
the Multi-Family Shared Solar Program bill credit rate calculation. In doing so, the Commission 
indicated that, compared to E1A data, the use of FERC Form 1 data would “obviate the need to 
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remove taxes from the data before calculating the bill credit rate” and that FERC Form 1 is 
“more timely and provides data by jurisdiction, and because both Dominion and KU-ODP 
submit Virginia-specific FERC Form 1 information to the Commission each March, using the 
FERC Form 1 data to calculate the bill credit rate is preferable.”18'

CCSA witness Rabago also argued that FERC Form 1 data “falls short” of the statutory 
requirement to use “revenues to the class” because the FERC Form 1 revenues are net of certain 
taxes.191 In making this argument, Mr. Rabago emphasized that the Multi-Family Shared Solar 
Program bill credit rate was approved pursuant to the following statutory language,192 which 
differs from the bill credit provisions of Code § 56-594.3: “The Commission shall annually 
calculate the applicable bill credit rate as the effective retail rate of the customer’s rate class, 
which shall be inclusive of all supply charges, delivery charges, demand charges, fixed charges, 181 182 183 184 185 186 187 188 189 190 191 192

Staff supported Dominion’s recommendation to use the same FERC Form 1 data 
approved in the Multi-Family Shared Solar Order.186

In proposing FERC Form 1 data in the instant case, Dominion witness Trexler testified 
that methodological consistency between the Shared Solar and Multi-Family Shared Solar 
Programs “is of primaiy importance”182 and would avoid customer confusion.183 Additionally, 
Mr. Trexler testified that the taxes included in the EIA data, but not the FERC Form 1 data, are 
“payments collected on behalf of and passed to the respective governmental entities to whom 
they belong and are not Company revenue.”184 Dominion argued that the appropriate bill credit 
rate methodology is the “one that best reflects the correct revenue and sales data to be applied in 
the statutory formula” and “not the one that provides the greatest financial return.

181 Multi-Family Shared Solar Order at 3-4.
182 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 5.
183 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 9.
184 Id. at 7.
185 Dominion’s Brief at 27.
186 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 8.
187 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 17.
188 Id. at 19.
189 Id. at 20.
190 Tr. at 161 (Rdbago).
191 Ex. 3 (RAbago) at 18.
192 Id. at 19-20. See also Tr. at 159 (Rabago).

CCSA opposed Dominion’s proposal to use FERC Form 1 data and instead 
recommended using data that ELA posts each October.187 According to CCSA witness Rabago, 
EIA provides gross revenue data that captures “the full cost paid by a Dominion customer, which 
should include, among other things: energy, demand, and customer service charges; state and 
local income taxes; franchise fees; environmental surcharges; and fuel adjustments.”188 
Mr. Ribago found “no compelling reason” to adopt the same bill credit rate methodology 
approved for the Multi-Family Shared Solar Program.189 He does not believe adoption of 
different methodologies for the two programs would create any reasonable risk of confusion and 
could not identify an administrative benefit to Dominion’s approach.190
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and any applicable riders or other charges to the customer.” 93 He pointed out that utility and 
consumption taxes are not among the charges enumerated in this statutory language for the 
Multi-Family Shared Solar Program.193 194

To Appalachian Voices, both Dominion’s and CCSA’s bill credit rate methodologies 
appear reasonable. However, Appalachian Voices prefers CCSA’s recommendation because it 
will result in a higher bill credit rate, which would “incrementally contribute to the program’s 
success.”195

Based on my reading of the Code, the Commission has discretion to approve the use of 
either FER.C Form 1 or EIA data to calculate the bill credit rate for the Shared Solar Program. 
Code § 56-594.3 does not require the Commission to include in its bill credit rate calculation 
government revenues that are collected by Dominion, as suggested by CCSA. The excerpt from 
the FERC Form 1 in the record of this case shows that the data reported therein includes 
jurisdictional electric operating revenues,196 consistent with the statutory directive to use 
“revenues.”197 The Commission’s authority under Code § 56-594.3 is unaffected by the fact that 
the multi-family shared solar bill credit language of Code § 56-585.1:12 differs from the shared 
solar bill credit language of Code § 56-594.3. Different statutory language does not necessarily 
compel different results. Where, as here, an approach (z.e., using FERC Form 1 revenues and 
sales) can satisfy the parameters of two statutes, that the statutes use different language is legally 
inconsequential.

193 Code §56-585.1:12 D.
193 Ex. 3 (RAbago) at 19-20.
195 Tr. at 106-07 (Allmond); Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 27-28.
196 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at Appendix A (excerpt from Dominion’s Virginia jurisdictional FERC Form 1 for Electric 
Operating Revenues (Account 400), for year ended December 31,2020).
197 Code § 56-594.3 C. While CCSA suggested that this issue turns on whether such revenues are either “net” or 
“gross,” Ex. 3 (R&bago) at 19-20; Tr. at 159 (Rabago), that the plain language of Code § 56-594.3 includes neither 
term supports Commission discretion, rather than limitation.
198 Order for Notice and Hearing at 6, n.14.
199 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 7.

In assigning this case to the Office of Hearing Examiners, the Order for Notice and 
Hearing expressly recognized the Commission’s prior adoption of a bill credit rate using FERC 
Form I data in the Multi-Family Shared Solar Order. The Commission indicated that should the 
Hearing Examiner in the instant case recommend a different methodology than approved in the 
Multi-Family Shared Solar Order, the Hearing Examiner should explain in detail any 
differences, and the reasons therefor, in the recommended methodology.198

In calculating the bill credit rate, I find it unreasonable to include the tax revenue in 
question. As recognized by Dominion witness Trexler, this tax revenue is government revenue 
that is collected by Dominion.199 Additionally, I do not see a statutory or evidentiary reason to 
recommend a bill credit rate methodology different from what the Commission approved in the 
Multi-Family Shared Solar Order. For these reasons, I recommend the Commission use FERC 
Form 1 data to calculate the bill credit rate for the Shared Solar Program, as recommended by 
Dominion and consistent with the Multi-Family Shared Solar Order.
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Case participants have cited provisions of Code § 56-594.3 and the Commission’s Rules 
in support of their competing minimum bill proposals. These provisions that pertain specifically 
to the minimum bill are shown below, in a side-by-side format for ease of reference and 
comparison.

©

200 See, e.g., Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 7-8 (citing the Multi-Family Shared Solar Order). Dominion’s proposed commercial 
and industrial bill credit rates are 7.120 and 5.9010/kWh, respectively. Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at attached workpaper.
201 Ex. 3 (RAbago) at 17; Tr. at 160 (RAbago).

I note the magnitude of the bill credit rate using either of the competing proposals. Using 
2020 data, Dominion’s methodology would produce a 11.7650/kWh residential bill credit rate200 
and CCSA’s methodology would produce either a 12.060 or 12.180/kWh residential bill credit 
rate.201 Because the FERC Form 1 and EIA data include Dominion’s generation, transmission, 
and distribution revenues, the bill credit rate will approach the retail rates that customers pay. 
A bill credit rate of this magnitude will almost certainly create a cost to nonparticipants unless 
counterbalanced by the statutory minimum bill provisions, as discussed below.
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C. Each subscriber shall pay a minimum bill, 
established pursuant to subsection D....

“Minimum bill” means a dollar per month amount 
determined by the commission under § 56-594.3 of the 
Code of Virginia that subscribers are required to pay, 
at a minimum, on their utility bill each month after 
accounting for any bill credits.

A. “Minimum bill” means an amount determined 
by the Commission under subsection D that subscribers 
are required to, at a minimum, pay on their utility bill 
each month after accounting for any bill credits.

2. The minimum bill components ... shall be limited to 
such costs as determined by the commission to be just 
and reasonable based on evidence provided by the 
parties to the evidentiary hearing process. Such costs 
must reflect incremental costs of the shared solar 
program and not otherwise recovered by the utility 
from participating subscribers. The following factors 
shall be considered by the commission in determining 
whether costs proposed by the utility are incremental to 
the shared solar program and eligible for inclusion in 
the minimum bill:
a. The extent to which the costs are utility 
infrastructure and services used to provide electric 
service for the shared solar program;
b. The extent to which the costs are administrative 
costs of the shared solar program;
c. Whether including the cost in the minimum bill is 
necessary to ensure subscribing customers pay a fair 
share of the costs of providing electric services to the 
subscribers;
d. Whether including the cost in the minimum bill will 
minimize the costs shifted to customers not in a shared 
solar program; and
e. Whether including the cost in the minimum bill is 
otherwise consistent with the requirements of
§ 56-594.3 of the Code of Virginia.

A. The commission shall convene a proceeding to 
determine any monthly administrative charge and the 
components of the minimum bill.
With respect to the minimum bill:
1. Each subscriber shall pay a minimum monthly bill, 
which shall, as approved by the commission, include 
the costs of all utility infrastructure and services used 
to provide electric service and administrative costs of 
the shared solar program. The commission may modify 
the minimum bill overtime. In establishing the 
minimum bill, the commission shall (i) consider further 
costs the commission deems relevant to ensure 
subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of 
providing electric services to the subscribers, and 
(ii) minimize the costs shifted to customers not in a 
shared solar program.

D. The Commission shall establish a minimum bill, 
which shall include the costs of all utility infrastructure 
and services used to provide electric service and 
administrative costs of the shared solar program. The 
Commission may modify the minimum bill over time. 
In establishing the minimum bill, the Commission shall
(i) consider further costs the Commission deems 
relevant to ensure subscribing customers pay a fair 
share of the costs of providing electric services and
(ii) minimize the costs shifted to customers not in a 
shared solar program. Low-income customers shall be 
exempt from the minimum bill.

©



&

1. Reasonably allow for the creation of shared solar facilities;

2. Allow all customer classes to participate in the program;

9. Allow the utility the opportunity to recover reasonable costs of 
administering the program;

6. Reasonably allow for the transferability and portability of 
subscriptions, including allowing a subscriber to retain a 
subscription to a shared solar facility if the subscriber moves 
within the same utility’s service territory;

7. Establish standards, fees, and processes for the interconnection 
of shared solar facilities that allow the utility to recover reasonable 
interconnection costs for each shared solar facility;

In support of minimum bill proposals, case participants have also cited provisions of 
Code § 56-594.3 that are generally applicable to any Commission rule or program pursuant to 
this statute. Code § 56-594.3 provides in part as follows:

F. The Commission shall establish by regulation a shared solar 
program that complies with the provisions of subsections B, C, D, 
and E by January 1,2021, and shall require each utility to file any 
tariffs, agreements, or forms necessary for implementation of the 
program within 60 days of the utility’s full implementation of a 
new customer information platform or by July 1, 2023, whichever 
occurs first. Any rule or utility implementation filings approved by 
the Commission shall:

14. Require net crediting functionality as part of any new customer 
information platform approved by the Commission. Under net 
crediting, the utility shall include the shared solar subscription fee 
on the customer’s utility bill and provide the customer with a net 
credit equivalent to the total bill credit value for that generation 
period minus the shared solar subscription fee as set by the 
subscriber organization. The net crediting fee shall not exceed one 
percent of the bill credit value. Net crediting shall be optional for 
subscriber organizations, and any shared solar subscription fees 
charged via the net crediting model shall be set to ensure that 
subscribers do not pay more in subscription fees than they receive 
in bill credits; and

15. Allow the utility to recover as the cost of purchased power 
pursuant to § 56-249.6 any difference between the bill credit

35
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Minimum Bill Analysis

A. Four Proposals

Staff Alternative A is the same as CCSA’s methodology except that it would also require

206
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provided to the subscriber and the cost of energy injected into the 
grid by the subscriber organization.

CCSA’s methodology would require Shared Solar Program customers to pay:
(1) Dominion’s basic customer charge; plus (2) an amount associated with administrative costs 
that have yet to be detennined, but that would be set initially at $1 per month.

G. Within 180 days of finalization of the Commission’s adoption 
of regulations for the shared solar program, a utility shall, provided 
that the utility has successfully implemented its customer 
information platform, begin crediting subscriber accounts of each 
shared solar facility interconnected in its service territory, subject 
to the requirements of this section and regulations adopted thereto.

202 However, the generation charge could never be less than applicable non-bypassable charges. Ex. 2 (Trexler 
direct) at 14-15.
203 While CCSA characterized Dominion’s minimum bill proposal as a “top down” or “inverted approach,” Ex. 3 
(R&bago) at 42-43, Dominion witness Trexler explained the Company’s basis for including each component in its 
proposal. Ex. 3 (Trexler direct) at 10-19.
204 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 10-12, 16, 20.
205 Id. at 10.

Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 17-18, Appendix B.

Dominion’s proposed methodology is detailed in the summary of the record above. In 
general, the Company’s proposal would effectively require Shared Solar Program customers to pay: 
(1) all generation, transmission, and distribution charges minus an avoided energy and capacity cost 
credit against generation charges;202 plus (2) an administrative cost charge for which Dominion does 
not seek a determination at this time.203 Dominion proposed using class average charges based 
upon revenues from FERC Form I, functionalized in accordance with the previous year’s cost-of- 
service study to determine the applicable generation, transmission, and distribution components of 
the minimum bill.204 Dominion proposed using this data, rather than standard tariff charges, 
because Code § 56-594.3 directs that the bill credit be developed based on average costs of utility 
service for each class.205

Staff Alternative B would require Shared Solar Program customers to pay: (1) their standard 
tariff rates for (a) all transmission and distribution charges and (b) non-bypassable generation 
charges; plus (2) an amount associated with administrative costs that have yet to be determined, but 
that would be set initially at $1 per month.206 This alternative varies from Dominion’s proposal in 
that it eliminates from the calculations all bypassable generation charges and the avoided cost credit 
against generation charges. Additionally, this alternative uses standard tariff rates to calculate 
charges, rather than a functionalization of FERC Form 1 data.
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B. Legal Issues
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Before analyzing and weighing statutory considerations associated with the four competing 
minimum bill proposals, six legal issues should be addressed: (1) the applicability of non- 
bypassable charges to Shared Solar Program customers; (2) whether charges that appear twice on a 
bill, but are netted out once with credits, would be recovered twice from customers; (3) whether 
reducing bill credits with the minimum bill is an unlawful collateral attack on the statutory bill 
credit rate; (4) whether the minimum bill must be a flat monthly amount, regardless of a Shared

Staff Alt. Option A 
$10.95

Second, all the figures shown above, except for the $7.58 CCSA figure, would vary if usage 
and/or shared solar subscription-output varies from the 1,000 kWh assumption used to calculate the 
above figures.213 For example, in a month when a Shared Solar Program customer with a 1,000 
kWh subscription-output uses 700 kWh or 1,200 kWh, the Company methodology produces bill 
amounts of $42.33 or $95.49, respectively (compared to the $74.28 amount shown above).214 
For that same customer with a 1,000 kWh subscription-output, 700 kWh of usage would result in a 
$42.13 minimum bill under Staff Alternative B, with excess bill credits rolled forward to future 
billing months.215 For the 1,000 kWh subscription-output customer, 1,200 kWh of usage would 
result in a $55.10 minimum charge and the customer would also be charged full tariff rates for the 
200 kWh of usage above the 1,000 kWh subscription-output amount.216

CCSA/CHESSA 
$7.58

US

(53

Staff presented the following table207 208 for comparison of the four methodologies, assuming 
1,000 kWh usage and 1,000 kWh subscription by a residential customer.209 In this context, 
‘'subscription” refers to the output of a shared solar facility attributable to the subscribing customer.

Staff Alt. Option B 
$55.10

207 Id. at 15-16, Appendix A.
208 Id. at summary.
209 Id. at 2.
210 See, e.g., id. at Attachment No. DJD-1.
211 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 18-19.
212 See, e.g., Dominion’s Brief at 10.
213 All these calculations are also based on rates and/or FERC Form 1 data that change over time.
214 Ex. 9.
215 Ex. 10 at 56.
216 Id. at 68.

Minimum Bill Proposals 
Company_____

$74.28

Two aspects of the above figures are important to understand at the outset. First, while Dominion 
estimated that administrative charges for the Shared Solar Program could be within the $10 to $20 
range,210 none of these minimum bill proposals includes more than $1 for such costs. Given the 

uncertainties associated with administrative costs at this time, Dominion did not propose an 
administrative charge,211 although it did not oppose Staff and CCSA including a $1 administrative 
charge pending a future proceeding.212 It is important to understand that the minimum bill figures 
presented above would be higher if higher administrative charges were incorporated.
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Solar Program customer’s usage or subscription; (5) whether Dominion’s minimum bill is not a 
floor, and is therefore inconsistent with statutory law; and (6) whether the minimum bill is limited 
to “incremental costs” and, if so, what the term means in this context.

Staff Alternative A adds the statutory non-bypassable charges to CCSA’s proposed 
minimum bill. Staff Alternative B also includes such charges.

As an initial matter, the applicability of statutory non-bypassable charges to low-income 
customers appears to be beyond the scope of the two issues assigned by the Order for Notice and

217 See, e.g., Code § 56-585.6 A (“The Commission shall, after notice and opportunity for hearing, initiate a 
proceeding to establish the rates, terms, and conditions of a non-bypassable universal service fee to fund the 
Percentage of tncome Payment Program (PIPP). Such universal service fee shall be allocated to retail electric 
customers of... [Dominion] Code § 56-585.5 F (iii) (“all other costs of compliance, including costs 
associated with the purchase of RECs associated with RPS Program requirements pursuant to this section shall be 
recovered from all retail customers in the service territory of a Phase I or Phase II Utility as a non-
bypassable charge....”); Code § 56-585.1:11 C 3 (“Any such costs proposed for recovery through a [RAC] pursuant 
to subdivision A 6 of § 56-585.1 shall be allocated to all customers of the utility in the Commonwealth as 
a non-bypassable charge....”); Code § 56-585.1:9 B (“The costs of providing broadband capacity pursuant to any 
such petition, net of revenue generated therefrom, shall be eligible for recovery from customers as an electric grid 
transformation project pursuant to clause (vi) of subdivision A 6 of § 56-585.1 filed on or after July 1,2021, as 
a non-bypassable charge....”); Code § 10.1-1402.03 (iv) (“any such costs shall be allocated to all customers of the 
utility in the Commonwealth as a non-bypassable charge, irrespective of the generation supplier of any such 
customer.”).
218 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 16.
2,9 See. e.g.. Code § 56-585.1:11 C 3 (“.. .other than (i) PIPP eligible utility customers, (ii) advanced clean energy 
buyers, and (iii) qualifying large general service customers”).
220 See, e.g., Dominion’s Brief at 18; Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 20.
221 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 21.
222 CCSA’s Brief at 35.
223 See, e.g, Tr. at 179-82 (Rdbago); Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 36; CCSA’s Brief at 35-36.

CCSA’s minimum bill proposal does not include any charges for the statutory 
non-bypassable charges. Additionally, CCSA argued that because “[t]here is no exception to the 
low-income exemption in [Code § 56-594.3],” including non-bypassable charges in the minimum 
bill would violate the plain language of the Code.222 CCSA further argued that Shared Solar 
Program subscribers will not bypass such charges so long as they are billed for them.223

Dominion argued that non-bypassable charges are mandated by statute and applicable to all 
customers, regardless of the source of their generation, unless a customer qualifies for an 
exemption.220 Mr. Trexler testified that under Dominion’s proposal low-income customers would 
be exempt from all components of the minimum bill, except non-bypassable charges.221

The Code provides for several non-bypassable charges,217 five of which Staff identified 
under Dominion’s current or proposed rates.218 Some of these same Code provisions also include 
exemptions for certain specified customers.219 No case participant asserted that Shared Solar 
Program customers fall within any such exemption.
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2. Double Recovery

Appalachian Voices’ described its concern based on the following:

227

39

As an issue of first impression, I recognize that the Commission could ultimately reach a 
different conclusion. Consequently, my analysis below includes CCSA’s proposed methodology, 
notwithstanding my reading of the Code.

The practical effect of my conclusion is that I cannot recommend CCSA’s proposed 
minimum bill methodology in the instant case. However, the slight variation of CCSA’s proposal 
offered by Staff Alternative A can be viewed as a “friendly amendment” to CCSA’s proposal in that 
Staff Alternative A merely adds the statutory non-bypassable charges to CCSA’s proposal.

Hearing. Low-income customers are statutorily exempt from the Shared Solar Program minimum 
bill.224 Therefore, any statutory requirement for such customers to pay nonbypassable charges 
could not be a function of an inapplicable minimum bill. Non-bypassable charges are also 
irrelevant to the statutorily prescribed determination of a bill credit rate for any customers.

all the costs from the customer’s primary tariff are still charged to 
a subscribing customer and it will appear on their bill. Then, after 
the bill credit is applied, the subscribing customers will again be 
charged for all the costs from the customer’s primary tariff as 
components of Dominion’s proposed minimum bill.... Dominion’s 
proposed minimum bill attempts to recover these costs twice, once

224 Code § 56-594.3 D.
225 See, e.g., Tr. at 180 (Rabago).
226 Rule 80 A 2.

Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 18.

£

Turning to the Shared Solar Program customers that are subject to the minimum bill, I am 
unconvinced that such customers can bypass non-bypassable charges without an express statutory 
exemption similar to such exemptions provided for other types of customers. This conclusion does 
not, as CCSA suggested, confuse “exemption and offsetting.”225 I fully recognize that, by virtue of 
the companion rate for the Shared Solar Program, all standard charges - including non-bypassable 
charges - will continue to appear on participating customers’ bills. But allowing bill rate credits to 
offset such non-bypassable charges allows Shared Solar Program customers to, in fact, bypass 
non-bypassable charges. 1 also struggled to identify a limiting principal in CCSA’s argument. 
A non-bypassable charge that need not be paid so long as it appears on the bill could seemingly be 
bypassed by all customers.

The Commission’s Rules provide that costs included in the minimum bill must “not [be] 
otherwise recovered by the utility from participating subscribers.”226 Appalachian Voices argued 
that Dominion’s proposed minimum bill methodology would allow for the double-recovery of costs 
because Dominion’s minimum bill includes costs that will also be reflected in the standard tariff 
charges appearing on participating customers’ bills.227



3. Reduced Bill Credits
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CCSA argued that Code § 56-594.3 “does not allow for the mischaracterization of bill 
credits as costs of the program to be recovered through the minimum bill.”231 CCSA asserted 
that Dominion’s proposed minimum bill “would change the statutory bill credit rate to a net bill 
credit rate such that subscribers would no longer receive the statutory bill credit rate, in violation 
of [Code § 56-594.3].”232 Similarly, CCSA witness Rabago argued that Dominion’s proposed 
methodology is “a kind of collateral attack on the level of the bill credit rate established by the 
law”233 that improperly “tries to claw back the benefits of subscription.”234 235

before application of the bill credit and once again after the bill 
credit is applied.228

Accepting this sequential view of how the Shared Solar Program companion rate would 
operate for purposes of considering this argument, the step where primary tariff charges are offset 
by the bill credit means such costs are not recovered in the first instance (z.e., “before application of 
the bill credit”) from Shared Solar Program customers. The record shows that, as proposed by 
Dominion, the amount paid by subscribing customers each month would be the sum of: (1) two 
positive figures, which are based on costs; and (2) one negative figure, which is the statutory bill 
credit amount.229 Notably, the bill credit amount is always larger than - and therefore negates in 
full - one of the two positive/cost figures in this calculation. The nature of a companion bill means 
all standard charges will continue to appear on participating customers’ bills and a similar charge 
may also appear on the companion rate schedule. But it is the net effect of the standard rates in 
tandem with the companion rates that would determine what a customer must pay. By way of 
analogy, if a store cashier scans an item twice but then voids one of the entries before totaling the 
payment amount, the customer does not end up paying twice for that item just because two charges 
(plus one credit) for the item appear on the receipt. For the foregoing reasons, I was not persuaded 
that Dominion’s proposal could result in double recovery or would include costs that are “otherwise 
recovered by the utility from participating subscribers,” as prohibited by Rule 8O.230

228 Id. at 18-19 (quotations and citation omitted).
229 Ex. 9.
230 Rule 80 A 2.
231 CCSA’s Briefat 31-32 (citing Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 11).
232 CCSA’s Briefat 11.
233 Tr. at 176 (Rabago).
234 Tr. at 173 (Rabago).
235 Code § 56-594.3 A (emphasis added).

As discussed in my analysis below, a high minimum bill can favor some statutory 
considerations over others (and so can a low minimum bill). However, I do not view the 
potential that the minimum bill may cause a customer’s bill to not reflect the full rate credit 
amount as unlawful. Indeed, the Code defines the “minimum bill” as the amount “that 
subscribers are required to, at a minimum, pay on their utility bill each month after accounting 
for any bill credits.”725 The Code also provides that: “[ajny amount of the bill credit that exceeds 
the subscriber’s monthly bill, minus the minimum bill, shall be carried over and applied to the
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Dominion argued that making the minimum bill solely a fixed amount does not make 
sense and is not statutorily required. Dominion witness Trexler emphasized that nothing in the 
Code “requir[es] a customer to have a subscription at 100% of their average annual usage.” A 
fixed price approach in which low-usage customers would pay a minimum bill at a much higher 
percentage compared to their subscriptions than customers with higher-than-average use would 
pay seemed unreasonable to him.243

In Staff witness Dalton’s opinion, the purpose of a minimum bill is to ensure that each 
customer makes an appropriate contribution toward the system’s fixed costs. While he indicated 
a minimum bill may typically be considered a fixed amount, it may also be appropriate for a 
minimum bill to include volumetric charges.242

next month’s bill.”236 Accordingly, Code § 56-594.3 appears to establish the minimum bill as a 
counterbalance that can reduce the monthly bill credit rate amount.237

As discussed above, all of the minimum bill proposals except CCSA’s proposal would 
vary if usage and/or shared solar subscription-output varies from the 1,000 kWh assumption used 
to calculate the minimum bill.238

236 Code § 56-594.3 B I (emphasis added).
237 According to Appalachian Voices, the minimum bill “acts as a failsafe to ensure subscribing customers pay 
something each month.” Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 9.
238 All these calculations are also based on rates and/or FERC Form 1 data that change over time.
239 See, e.g„ CCSA’s Brief at 21-22.
240 AZ at 21 (citing Merriam-Webster.com).
241 CCSA also cited the following: Code § 56-594.3 B 1 (“Any amount of the bill credit that exceeds the subscriber’s 
monthly bill, minus the minimum bill, shall be carried over and applied to the next month’s bill.”); Code § 56-594.3 
B 5 (“Each utility shall, on a monthly basis and in a standardized electronic format, provide to the subscriber 
organization a report indicating the total value of bill credits generated by the shared solar facility in the prior 
month, as well as the amount of the bill credit applied to each subscriber.”). CCSA’s Brief at 21 (emphasis added 
by CCSA).
242 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 8.
243 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 21.

CCSA argued that the minimum bill must be a fixed monthly amount.239 In support of 
this argument, CCSA pointed out that “minimum bill” is defined as “an amount determined by 
the Commission under [Code § 56-594.3 D] that subscribers are required to, at a minimum, pay 
on their utility bill each month after accounting for any bill credits.” CCSA asserted that the 
plain language definition of “amount” is “the total number or quantity” and that an amount is a 
fixed figure, not a variable volumetric rate.240 CCSA added that the term “amount,” as used 
elsewhere in Code § 56-594.3, refers to a dollar figure, not a volumetric rate, whereas the term 
“rate” is used in the statute to refer to volumetric figures, including for the “applicable bill credit 
rate.”241 Several public witnesses and CCSA also argued, as discussed further below in this 
Report’s application of Rule 80 factor (e), that the variable nature of Dominion’s minimum bill 
calculations would be confusing and deter participation in the Shared Solar Program.
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Code § 56-594.3 A defines “[mjinimum bill” as “an amount determined by the Commission 
under [Code § 56-594.3 D] that subscribers are required to, at a minimum, pay on their utility bill 
each month after accounting for any bill credits.” Appalachian Voices argued that Dominion’s 
minimum bill proposal does not establish a “floor” below which customers’ monthly net bill cannot

©
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Regardless, should the Commission conclude that a fixed charge is required or just and 
reasonable, the Commission should consider the extent to which Dominion’s proposed minimum 
bill and Staff Alternatives A and B can be converted from a minimum bill that varies according 
to usage/subscription level to a fixed monthly charge. In other words, a Commission 
determination that the minimum bill must be a fixed monthly charge would not leave the 
Commission with one option (or no option - if non-bypassable charges, which are variable rates, 
are required249). Should the Commission ultimately conclude that Dominion’s approach or Staff 
Alternative A or B best satisfies all legal requirements based on the record, the Commission has 
the authority to approve one of these methodologies for implementation as a fixed charge based 
on an assumed level of usage. If, for example, the Commission were to find: (1) Staff 
Alternative B is the best methodology; and (2) a fixed charge is either mandatory or more 
reasonable, the Commission could consider the reasonableness of a fixed charge based on 1,000 
kWh usage and subscription ($55.10) or 700 kWh ($42.13), among others.250

See, e.g., Code § 56-585.1:3 B 10 (For a community solar pilot, “[a]ny fixed generation costs and fixed 
purchased power costs shall remain fixed for subscribing customers....”).
245 See, e.g., Code § 56-235.11 B (directing that “equal fixed and volumetric rates are charged for each customer 
class of each water utility that is in the water utility network”).
246 Code § 1-227.
247 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 27.
248 The Rules do not appear to provide a conclusive interpretation on this issue. On one hand, the Rules indicate the 
minimum bill will be a “dollar per month amount.” 20 VAC 5-340-20 (definition of “[mjinimum bill”). On the 
other hand, the Rules also contemplate that the Commission may approve a formula to determine the minimum bill. 
20 VAC 5-340-60 G (“In a proceeding, as prescribed in [Rule 80], the commission will determine the specific costs 
and formula to determine the minimum bill for program participants.”).
249 See Section ll.B.l of this Discussion.
250 Ex. 10.

I do not share CCSA’s view that the minimum amount charged to customers must be a 
fixed monthly charge that applies regardless of a customer’s usage or subscription. The General 
Assembly has specified the use of fixed rates,244 or equal fixed rates,245 in other utility 
ratemaking statutes. That Code § 56-594.3 includes no such language puts more weight on the 
word “amount” to function as the equivalent of such a requirement than I conclude it can bear. 
Additionally, the Code recognizes a general rule of statutory construction that a word used in the 
singular (here, “amount”) includes the plural.246 I also note that CCSA itself does not propose 
one minimum bill “amount” for all customers. By proposing to use the existing customer charge 
for the rate schedule applicable to each subscriber, CCSA’s methodology produces minimum 
bills ranging between fixed amounts of $7.58 and $121, depending on the customer class and 
existing rate schedule of each subscriber.247 For these reasons, T do not conclude that the Code 
requires that the minimum bill be a fixed monthly charge, although the Commission has the 
discretion to adopt such a charge.248
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251 Appalachian Voices’ Briefat 10.
252 See, e.g., Ex. 9. In the limited scenarios where the “total bill” is negative, Dominion proposed that the billed 
amount would be zero, with the remaining bill credits carried over to future months. Id. at n.7.
253 See, e.g., Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 23 (“By law, the minimum bill exists to ensure Dominion recovers from participating 
customers the incremental costs of infrastructure and service specifically for the Shared Solar Program. The 
minimum bill should not, then, recover utility costs that are not caused by the Shared Solar Program.”).
254 See, e.g., id. at 23-24.
255 See, e.g., Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 14 (“In fact, the only evidence in the record on what costs Dominion has 
identified for inclusion are the costs of infrastructure and investments that already exist ....Dominion has offered no 
evidence of specific new costs”) (emphasis omitted).
256 See, e.g., CCSA’s Brief at 12-13 (quoting Rule 80 A 2) (emphasis omitted); Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 6-8,
11-12.
257 Code § 56-594.3 D (emphasis added).
258 CCSA’s Brief at 16; Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 12.
259 Dominion’s Brief at 22.
260 Id. at 23.
261 Id at 22.
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In support of their arguments, CCSA and Appalachian Voices focused on the Rule’s 
statement that minimum bi ll “costs must reflect incremental costs of the shared solar program. 
CCSA and Appalachian Voices also emphasized the phrase “of the shared solar program” at the end 
of this provision of Code § 56-594.3: “The Commission shall establish a minimum bill, which shall 
include the costs of all utility infrastructure and services used to provide electric service and 
administrative costs of the shared solar program.”251 CCSA and Appalachian Voices argued that 
“of the shared solar program” modifies “utility infrastructure”, “services to provide electric 
service”, and “administrative costs.”258

go and therefore this proposal “runs afoul of the statutory explanation of minimum bills.”251 While 
potentially confusing because of Dominion’s terminology, I do not conclude that the Company’s 
minimum bill proposal fails to establish amounts “subscribers are required to, at a minimum, pay on 
their bill each month after accounting for any bill credits.” As proposed by Dominion, subscribing 
customers would be required to pay the relevant “total bill,” a monthly amount which accounts for 
bill credits.252

CCSA and Appalachian Voices argued that the minimum bill must be limited to 
“incremental costs.”253 CCSA indicated that “incremental costs” are the costs of infrastructure and 
services specifically caused by the Shared Solar Program.254 Similarly, Appalachian Voices took 
issue with Dominion including in its proposal the costs of infrastructure and investments that 
already exist, rather than “new costs [Dominion] will incur as a result of the [S]hared [Sjolar 
[P]rogram.”255 256 257

Dominion argued that CCSA’s “conception of ‘incremental’ costs is out of line with how the 
term is used in” the Commission’s Rules,259 which provide factors for determining what constitutes 
an “incremental” cost.260 Dominion asserted that the Rules explain that “incremental” in this 
context means “not otherwise recovered by the utility from participating customers.”261 Dominion 
asserted, among other things, that the Commission’s Rules “guard against duplicative charging of
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a. The extent to which the costs are utility infrastructure and services used to 
provide electric service for the shared solar program;
b. The extent to which the costs are administrative costs of the shared solar

262 Id. at 24.
Accordingly, as discussed below, my interpretation of the two factors in the Rule that include such language (but 

not the other three) does turn on this phrase.
264 See, e.g., Ex. 3 (RAbago) at 23 (framing the relevant inquiry as two related questions: “First, what utility costs are 
specifically caused by the Shared Solar Program? Second, of those costs, which of them are not recovered through 
some other mechanism?”).
265 Code § 56-594.3 D.
266 Staffs Briefat?.

The Commission’s Rules provide a multi-factorial test that encompasses all the statutory 
directives and considerations. The sentence immediately after Rule 80’s statement that minimum 
bill “costs must reflect incremental costs of the shared solar program,” specifies the following 
considerations as “factors ... in determining whether costs ... are incremental ... and eligible for 
inclusion in the minimum bill:

While term “incremental cost” does not appear in Code § 56-594.3, the Commission’s Rules 
- where the term does appear - were promulgated pursuant to the statute. Accordingly, my analysis 
of what “incremental cost” means in the context of the Shared Solar Program begins with the 
introductory sentence of Code § 56-594.3 D: “The Commission shall establish a minimum bill, 
which shall include the costs of all utility infrastructure and services used to provide electric service 
and administrative costs of the shared solar program.” Were this sentence the entirety of the 
applicable statute, my recommended choice between the competing arguments might have 
depended on a determination of what the phrase “of the shared solar program” modifies.262 263 
However, when this introductory sentence is read with the remainder of Code § 56-594.3, I reached 
the same conclusion as Dominion. This is because Code § 56-594.3 D goes on to direct that “[i]n 
establishing the minimum bill, the Commission shall (i) consider further costs the Commission 
deems relevant to ensure subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric 
services and (ii) minimize the costs shifted to customers not in a shared solar program.”

CCSA’s and Appalachian Voices’ interpretation would appear to establish a “but for” 
standard. That is, would the costs have been incurred but for the Shared Solar Program?264 If a 
minimum bill using a “but for” incremental cost approach was the General Assembly’s intent, it is 
unclear why Code § 56-594.3 would not simply direct the Commission to identify such costs, rather 
than directing the Commission, when establishing the minimum bill, to “consider further costs ... to 
ensure subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric services” and 
“minimize the cost shifted” to nonparticipants.265

W
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Code § 56-594.3 D therefore appears to contain multiple directives to be balanced by the 
Commission. One part of this statute, when read in isolation, may support CCSA’s and 
Appalachian Voices’ “but for” arguments to limit minimum bill costs. However, another part of the 
statute supports, for example, Staffs argument that “the Commission must minimize cost-shifting 
as much as possible.”266
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As a matter of first impression, 1 recognize that the Commission could interpret Code 
§ 56-594.3 or its Rule 80 different than I have. However, if the Commission interprets the 
statute or rule to limit the minimum bill components to “incremental costs” as CCSA and 
Appalachian Voices define them, 1 note that none of the proposed alternatives represents an 
incremental cost approach in which Shared Solar Program customers would pay only costs 

program;
c. Whether including the cost in the minimum bill is necessary to ensure 
subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric services 
to the subscribers;
d. Whether including the cost in the minimum bill will minimize the costs shifted 
to customers not in a shared solar program; and
e. Whether including the cost in the minimum bill is otherwise consistent with the 
requirements of § 56-594.3 of the Code of Virginia.267

I also could not reconcile CCSA’s legal argument with its proposal to charge subscribing 
customers Dominion’s basic customer charge. Regardless of whether or not CCSA considers the 
basic customer charge to be technically within its proposed minimum bill,269 there is no question 
that Dominion’s basic customer charge - which subscribers would pay under CCSA’s proposal — is 
an existing charge that was not designed to recover any new cost that arises due to the Shared Solar 
Program. Consequently, CCSA’s proposal to include this existing cost charge appears consistent 
with some recognition of the Commission’s authority to implement the statutory “[i]n establishing 
the minimum bill” provisions (z.e., the fair share and cost minimizing directives) in a manner that is 
not limited to “but for” costs.

Of these five factors in the Rule, only the first two include the modifying phrase “for/of the shared 
solar program,” which is consistent with the language of Code § 56-594.3. The next two factors 
(cost shift and fair share) are statutory considerations that neither Code § 56-594.3 nor Rule 80 
expressly limit to “incremental costs” in the sense that CCSA and Appalachian Voices use the term. 
The fair share factor, consistent with the statute, requires consideration of the costs “of providing 
electric services” - a broader modifying phrase - and the cost shift factor includes no such limiting 
language. If CCSA and Appalachian Voices are correct that “for/of the shared solar program” 
language limits all costs eligible for inclusion in the minimum bill, the five-factor test of Rule 80 
would seem to collapse into a two-factor test. Consequently, based on the plain language of 
Rule 80,1 do not interpret Rule 80 to limit “incremental costs” in this context to new costs 
specifically incurred due to the Shared Solar Program. Instead, 1 interpret Rule 80 to establish a 
five-factor standard for determining “whether costs ... are incremental ... and eligible for inclusion 
in the minimum bill.”268

267 Rule 80 A 2 (emphasis added).
268 Id.
269 It was unclear whether CCSA considers the basic customer charge part of its proposed minimum bill or a charge 
assessed above its proposed minimum bill. Compare CCSA’s Brief at 3-4 with Tr. at 181 -82 (Rabago); Ex. 3 
(Rdbago) at 25. Similarly, while counsel for CCSA argued that the basic customer charge “is a reasonable further 
cost relevant to ensuring that subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric services,” 
CCSA witness Rdbago asserted that “[n]o minimum bill charges are justified to ensure fair share payment of costs.” 
Compare CCSA’s Brief at 18 with Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 25.

w

£



„274

C. Application of Rule 80 Factors

46

270 Dominion’s methodology and Staff Alternative B include generation, transmission, and distribution costs that 
were not caused by the Shared Solar Program. CCSA’s methodology and Staff Alternative A would require 
participating customers to continue paying their basic customer charge - an existing charge that was not (and could 
not have been) designed to recover costs caused by the Shared Solar Program. Tr. at 211 -12 (R^bago). Staff 
Alternative A would also require customers to continue paying non-bypassable charges. CCSA witness Rdbago 
testified that the basic customer charge paid by Shared Solar Program customers under CCSA’s approach would not 
technically be part of the minimum bill. Tr. at 214 (Rabago). However, under CCSA’s approach bill credits would 
be reduced by the basic customer charge.
271 CCSA’s Briefat 16-17.
272 Code § 56-594.3 F (“Any rule or utility implementation filings approved by the Commission shall: ... 7. 
Establish standards, fees, and processes for the interconnection of shared solar facilities that allow the utility to 
recover reasonable interconnection costs for each shared solar facility”). Dominion and CCSA appeal- to agree that 
all infrastructure costs would be paid for by the interconnecting facility, although Dominion witness Trexler was 
unsure about future O&M costs associated with such infrastructure. See, e.g., Tr. at 212-13 (R&bago), 277-79 
(Trexler).
273 Tr. at 250-52 (Dalton), 279-80 (Trexler).
274 Rule 80 A 2.
275 Staffs alternatives are variations of Dominion’s and CCSA’s proposals.

©
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In presenting their proposals, Dominion and CCSA emphasized different considerations 
identified by Code § 56-594.S.273 Dominion focused primarily on “ensuring] subscribing 
customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric services” and “minimizfing] the costs

In sum, I do not interpret the Code or the Rules to require the Commission to set a minimum 
bill at or near zero ($0) because such a requirement would appear to disregard the “fair share” and 
“cost shiftf]” minimization provisions of Code § 56-594.3, which are incorporated by the Rules. 
Consequently, this Report provides further analysis of the Code and the record below. Rule 80 
further states that “minimum bill components ... shall be limited to such costs as determined by the 
commission to be just and reasonable based on evidence provided by the parties to the evidentiary 
hearing process.”274 275 While the Commission has yet to apply this rule or Code § 56-594.3 to a utility 
proposal, a “just and reasonable” standard typically involves a weighing and/or balancing of 
interests. Accordingly, my analysis below evaluates the competing minimum bill proposals based 
on all five factors that Rule 80 indicates shall be applied to determine the “incremental costs” that 
are eligible for inclusion in the minimum bill.

U3

specifically caused by the Shared Solar Program.270 CCSA is correct that, if its interpretation is 
adopted, the record indicates this figure should be set initially at zero ($0),271 plus an 
administrative charge to be determined later. This is because Code § 56-594.3 F recognizes that 
Dominion will recover the costs of interconnecting Shared Solar Program facilities from 
subscriber organizations, rather than through retail rates.272 Accordingly, Staff and Dominion 
witnesses testified that they have not identified any new transmission or distribution 
infrastructure required by the Shared Solar Program (other than the subscriber-funded 
interconnection facilities).273 Consequently, if the Commission interprets the statute or Rule to 
limit the minimum bill components to “but for” incremental costs, then the record supports a 
methodology producing a minimum bill lower than any of the four proposals presented in this 
case.
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As discussed above, Code § 56-594.3 directs the Commission, when establishing the 
minimum bill, to “minimize the costs shifted to customers not in a shared solar program. 
Accordingly, Factor (d) of Rule 80 indicates the Commission will consider “[wjhether including 
the cost in the minimum bill will minimize the costs shifted to customers not in a shared solar 
program.”

276 Code § 56-594.3 D. See, e.g., Tr. at 92 (Ray) (“The minimum bill is simply intended to ensure that subscribers 
pay their fair share of the cost of utility service, and that these customers are not getting a windfall to the detriment 
of other non-participating customers, again, consistent with the governing law and regulations.”). Dominion 
witness Trexler acknowledged that his testimony focused on Code § 56-594.3 D and Rule 80. Tr. at 121 (Trexler).
277 Code § 56-594.3 A. See, e.g., Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 7, 14; Tr. at 97-98 (Wallace).
273 Code § 56-594.3 D.
279 See, e.g, Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) a 16-18. CCSA witness RAbago contended that Dominion’s methodology “is 
framed on the premise that shared solar customers are actually dedicated supply customers who are getting their 
electricity from the shared solar facility.” Tr. at 202 (Rdbago). However, Dominion witness Trexler testified that 
Dominion’s methodology reflects the Company’s opinion “that the structure of the Program is such that a 
participating customer subscribes to a portion of the output of a solar facility that is not located on the customers’ 
premises or able to serve any of the customer’s load directly.” Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 11.
280 CCSA’s Briefat 32 (contrasting Code § 56-594.3 with Code § 56-585.1:3 B 8).
231 Tr. at 170-71 (Rabago).

Tr. at 187, 189 (Rabago).

Dominion’s methodology recognizes that the Company would continue to provide 
generation, transmission, and distribution services to shared solar customers, while also 
recognizing that there will be value to the generation that the shared solar facility will inject into 
the distribution system.279 Dominion’s methodology subtracts this value from a participating 
customer’s bill. By not reducing a Shared Solar Program customer’s bill by more than the value 
of the associated shared solar generation, this methodology attempts to minimize cost shifts from 
participating customers to nonparticipating customers.

shifted to customers not in a shared solar program.”276 CCSA focused primarily on “[rjeasonably 
allowing] for the creation of shared solar facilities” by ensuring the Shared Solar Program is 
“workable.”277 * Given this emphasis, my analysis of the competing minimum bill proposals begins 
with factors (d), (c), and then (e) under Rule 80, before turning to factors (a) and (b).

In CCSA’s view. Code § 56-594.3 “contemplates some potential cost shifting, which 
should be minimized (not eliminated) through the minimum bill.”280 CCSA downplayed the 
shift, from participants to nonparticipants, in costs that would occur if the statutory bill credit 
rate is implemented with a narrow view of the statutory cost shift provisions. CCSA witness 
Rabago asserted, for example, that “[wjhen a bill credit reduces a bill, it doesn’t create a cost and 
it doesn’t exempt a customer from charges. It just creates an offset.”281 But he also recognized 
that a bill credit does create a cost if the bill credit exceeds the value of the shared solar 
generation.282
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Appalachian Voices argued that Dominion has failed to meet a burden of proof that 
"actual cost shifts” will occur.283 Absent evidence that quantifies declines in base rate and RAC 
revenue, Appalachian Voices finds cost shifts that may be caused by the Shared Solar Program to 
be speculation.284

Given the large divide between the minimum bill proposals presented in this case, it is 
not difficult to determine which proposals include more (and conversely fewer) costs that will 
minimize cost shifts to nonparticipants. The record supports a finding that the CCSA 
methodology and Staff Alternative A would produce larger cost shifts from participants to 
nonparticipants. The centerpiece of these two proposals is Dominion’s basic customer charge, 
which CCSA indicated “ensures recovery of the basic costs of connection that do not vary with 
the level of the customer usage.”285 However, as recognized by Dominion, its basic customer 

charge “is only designed to provide recovery for a limited set of distribution-related, customer 
costs and does not come close to costs of all the utility infrastructure and service used to provide 
electric service.”286 The monthly basic customer charge - approximately $7 for residential 

customers - does not cover all the transmission, distribution, and generation infrastructure and 
service used to provide electricity for customers. Nor was it designed to. Dominion’s basic 
customer charge was designed to recover a subset (specified customer costs) of a subset 
(distribution) of Dominion’s costs.287

Take Dominion’s transmission costs, for example, which the record indicates currently 
cost a 1,000 kWh residential customer approximately $20 per month.288 While approximately 
half of this amount is a base rate transmission charge, 100% of transmission costs are recovered 
dollar-for-dollar because Dominion’s transmission RAC is an increment/decrement charge.289 
This means every dollar of a participant’s transmission cost not paid by that participant will be 
paid by nonparticipants through annually adjusted RAC rates. The CCSA methodology includes 
no ($0) transmission costs. 1 therefore cannot conclude that the approximately $8 of distribution 
and administrative costs included in the CCSA methodology would somehow minimize the shift 
of transmission costs to nonparticipants, much less minimize a shift in all costs (z.e., generation, 
transmission, and distribution).

283 See, e.g., Appalachian Voices’ Briefat 14-15.
284 See, e.g., id. at 15-16.
285 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 27.
286 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 14 (emphasis omitted).
287 Accordingly, the basic customer charge was not designed to recover all the costs that the comments of Delegate 
Jones and Senator Surovell indicate the minimum bill was intended to cover - namely, “the costs of infrastructure 
necessary to deliver electricity to a customer’s home and the cost of creating a new linked billing program.”
288 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at Appendix B.
289 See, e.g., 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. P UR-2021-00102, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 210820275, 
Final Order at 2 (Aug. 16, 2021) (recognizing that “Rider T1 is designed to recover the increment/decrement 
between the revenues produced from the Subsection A 4 transmission component of base rates and the new revenue 
requirement developed from the Company’s total transmission costs for the Rate Year.”).
290 See, e.g., Dominion methodology; Ex. 3 (RSbago) at 31.

Both Dominion and CCSA appear to recognize that value provided by Shared Solar 
Program generation will help mitigate cost shifts.290 But while Mr. Rabago believes a proper
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benefit-cost assessment would reveal a greater value for shared solar than Dominion’s avoided 
cost calculation,291 the record of this case indicates that the value of such generation would need 
to be nearly triple Dominion’s avoided cost value to reach the statutory bill credit rate (under 
either Dominion’s or CCSA’s bill credit approach). Put simply, the statutory bill credit rate is so 
high it almost certainly creates a cost unless counterbalanced by the minimum bill provisions.

I was unpersuaded by suggestions that the value of the Shared Solar Program approaches 
or exceeds Dominion’s Virginia jurisdictional retail electricity rates due to values assigned in 
non-Virginia programs, studies, or proceedings.297 The Commission must apply Code 
§ 56-594.3, which includes the cost shift and fair share provisions. Some of the non-Virginia 
jurisdictions identified in the record have deregulated,298 making generation cost shift concerns 
less relevant than in Virginia. In addition, States can and do value resources differently for any 

And if Dominion recovers such cost through the fuel factor or some other bypassable 
retail rate, rather than from Shared Solar Program participants, costs will be shifted from 
participants to nonparticipants.292 As Dominion witness Trexler testified, “you cannot ignore the 
fact that the money comes from somewhere”293 - a reality Staff also recognized.294 The extent of 
Dominion’s dollar-for-dollar recovery of costs through the fuel factor and RACs means that for 
the costs recovered through these mechanisms - which are extensive295 and adjusted regularly - 
every dollar of costs incurred to serve participants that they do not pay will be paid by 
Dominion’s other customers in short order.296 When you offset one customer’s costs that must 
then be paid by a second customer, this creates a cost for the second customer.

291 Tr. at 184-85 (RSbago).
292 That standard tariff rate charges appear on a participating customer’s bill does not change this conclusion. See, 
e.g., Tr. at 215-16 (asserting that participating customers are “fully on the hook for all the cost of service” because 
such charges appear on their bills). The Commission’s consideration of cost shifts and “subscribing customers 
payfing] a fair share of the costs of providing electric services” involve payment responsibility, which is determined 
by the amounts that are ultimately billed and paid for by subscribing customers. Charges that are offset by a bill 
credit are not paid by a customer. There is no question that bill credits reduce the bill amount a subscribing 
customer must otherwise pay. Ex. 3 (Rabago) (recognizing that the bill credit reduces “the final amount of the 
bill”).
293 Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 21.
294 Tr. at 263 (Dalton).
295 Since base transmission rates are trued up through Rider T, tlie extent of Dominion’s costs that are trued up on a 
dollar-for-dollar basis can be determined by simply subtracting Dominion’s base generation and base distribution 
rates from its total retail rates. For a residential customer using 1,000 kWh base distribution charges are 
approximately $26. See Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 18 ($6.58+$ 16.87+$2.39 = $25.84). Dominion’s tariff shows base 
generation rates that would cost a 1,000 kWh residential customer approximately $33 or $38, depending on the 
season. This means that costs subject to dollar-for-dollar recovery constitute about half of the $117 bill that a 1,000 
kWh residential customer pays. Ex. 9.
296 1 disagree that a cost shift can only occur if Dominion’s overall revenues fall below the level projected in a rate 
case that set currently applicable rates. Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 30. Setting aside the complexities, of base rate reviews, 
this argument overlooks, among other things, the fact that Dominion’s fuel factor and numerous RACs provide the 
Company with dollar-for-dollar recovery of applicable costs, typically through annual rate adjustments. If such 
costs are not recovered from shared solar participants, they will be recovered from Dominion’s other customers. 
See, e.g., Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 8; Tr. at 186 (Rdbago) (indicating that a bill rate credit above the value of the 
shared solar generation would go into the fuel factor); Tr. at 264-65 (Dalton).
297 See, e.g., Ex. 4; Comments of Dr. Damian Pitt.
298 Id.



©

The record supports a finding that, by including more costs in the minimum bill. 
Dominion’s methodology will likely result in the lowest shift in costs from subscribing 
participants to nonparticipants, followed by Staff Alternative B. As a general matter, the more 
costs that participating customers pay to Dominion, the fewer costs remain to be picked up by 
Dominion’s nonparticipating customers. However, CCSA identified one caveat to this general 
proposition. Namely, CCSA asserted that if the minimum bill is set at a level that is too high, the 
Shared Solar Program could become a “low income only” program.301 I find that as low-income 
participation increases, the cost shift over which the Commission has no discretion may also 
increase because such customers are not subject to the minimum bill. If only low-income 
customers participate, 1 agree with CCSA that all the program costs, including administrative 
costs, would be borne by nonparticipating customers.302

299 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 44.
300 Code § 56-594.3 B 7 (“All environmental attributes associated with a shared solar facility, including renewable 
energy certificates, shall be considered property of the subscriber organization. At the subscriber organization’s 
discretion, such environmental attributes may be distributed to the subscribers, sold to load-serving entities with 
compliance obligations or other buyers, accumulated, or retired.”).
301 Tr. at 205 (Rabago). See also CCSA’s Brief at 33-34.
302 CCSA’s Brief at 34. CCSA also asserted that the minimum bill could be set so high that the program does “not 
move forward at all,” which would necessarily leave nonparticipants (since there would be no participants) to pay 
the administrative costs to implement the Shared Solar Program (e.g., the net crediting functionality in Dominion’s 
new customer implementation platform). CCSA’s Brief at 34-35. It is not clear that such an outcome would shift 
more costs to nonparticipants.
303 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 36. In replicating Mr. Rabago’s $25 million estimate, the 332.9 gigawatt-hours of annual 
generation figure he identified when calculating his proposed administrative charge, rather than the 262.8 gigawatt- 
hours figure shown on page 36 of his testimony, is correct. Id. at 28, n.66.
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CCSA witness Rabago identified one mathematic approach that can be used for roughly 
estimating the potential cost shift - albeit at a high level — associated with the Shared Solar 
Program. Mr. Rabago calculated that fuel factor costs would increase by approximately 
$25 million assuming all 200 MW of potential Shared Solar Program generation operated at 
19% capacity' factor based on Dominion’s minimum bill rate.303 While Mr. Rabago’s one-step 
calculation is more efficient, additional perspective is provided by: (1) approaching the same 

number of reasons. If, for example, other jurisdictions use shared solar resources for RPS 
compliance they may have value there that does not translate to Virginia’s Shared Solar 
Program. While CCSA witness Rabago characterized program subscribers as “frontline 
volunteers, mitigating costs that Dominion would otherwise incur to develop solar to meet the 
requirements of the [VCEA] and the [RPS] and which Dominion has not accounted for,”299 
whether Shared Solar Program generation can be used for such compliance - and, if so, whether 
it would be part of a separate sales transaction - is placed within the generator’s discretion under 
Code § 56-594.3.300 This means that any RPS compliance value associated with Shared Solar 
Program generation could potentially come at an additional cost to ratepayers. Looking beyond 
generation, the Shared Solar Program would not avoid any of the fixed capital expense or fixed 
operations and maintenance expense associated with existing transmission or distribution 
infrastructure in Virginia. No distribution lines or poles will be taken down, nor will right-of- 
way need to be trimmed less often, for example. It will still cost Dominion money to serve 
participating customers using the Company’s generation, transmission, and distribution 
infrastructure - regardless of the policies implemented by other jurisdictions.
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calculation as a two-step process; and (2) recognizing the minimum bill exemption for low- 
income customers. Using the same generation assumptions as Mr. Rabago, the estimated value 
to participants of the full bill credit rate at the 11.7650 rate recommended herein is 
approximately $39 million (step one, as shown in Hearing Examiner’s Attachment I). This is 
not the potential cost shifted to nonparticipants because the Shared Solar Program energy has 
value beneficial to all of Dominion’s customers. Using Mr. Rabago’s generation assumptions 
together with Dominion’s estimated avoided cost value, a $14 million value for such generation 
is calculated (step two). Subtracting the $14 million avoided cost value from the $39 million 
amount provides an annual estimate of $25 million matching Mr. Rabago’s figure. However, 
because his calculations assume a 200 MW program level that can only be reached with 45 MW 
of low-income customer participation, approximately $6 million of his $25 million estimate 
should be associated with low-income customers who, by statute, are exempt from the minimum 
bill.304 The Commission has no discretion over the cost shift associated with low-income 
customers. Consequently, based on Mr. Rabago’s generation assumptions and the simplifying 
assumption that all subscribers are residential customers, the Commission’s decision in this case 
would detennine how much of an estimated annual amount of approximately $19 million would 
be shifted from participants to nonparticipants.305 Again, Mr. Rabago’s $25 million calculation 
(and the lower $19 million calculation that removes low-income customers) is necessarily high- 
level, given the nature of the Shared Solar Program.306

304 Pursuant to Code § 56-594.3 E, the Shared Solar Program can only increase from 150 MW to the 200 MW figure 
used by Mr. Rdbago if 45 MW has been subscribed to low-income customers.
305 See Attachment 1 to Hearing Examiner’s Report. The $19 million figure increases to $25 million if the 25% 
capacity factor used by Dominion is incorporated. See Attachment 2 to Hearing Examiner’s Report.
306 For example, the cents/kWh value provided by a Shared Solar Program facility could be different (higher or 
lower) than the avoided cost value incorporated in these calculations. Participation levels lower than the fully 
subscribed 200 MW assumption would lower these estimates.
307 Rule 80 A 2 d.
308 Tr. at 218 (Rabago). On this point, Mr. RAbago criticized the impact Dominion’s attempt to minimize cost shifts 
would have on the viability of the Shared Solar Program, as discussed below in applying Factor (e).
309 $302,300/($0.91 monthly charge * 12 months) = 27,683 customers at 200 MW level. Ex. 28 (Rabago) at 28,
n.66. 27,683 customers/( 155/200) = 21,454 customers at 155 MW level that excludes 45 MW of low-income 
customers.

Appalachian Voices is correct that the record does not include evidence that specifies 
exactly what cost shift would occur under Dominion’s proposed minimum bill, or any of the 
other proposed minimum bills. But that is not the standard in Rule 80, which directs 
consideration of “(wjhether including the cost in the minimum bill will minimize the costs 
shifted to customers not in a shared solar program.”307 Applying the standard in Rule 80, the 
record developed by the case participants is clear that Dominion’s proposed methodology 
includes generation, transmission, and distribution costs that would be sufficient to minimize 
cost shifts to nonparticipants, provided its avoided cost value is in line with the actual value of 
the Shared Solar Program generation. Indeed, CCSA witness Rdbago testified that “eliminating 
both the actual and potential for any cost shift ... is what Dominion’s more than tried to do.”308 
It is also obvious from the record that, by including far fewer costs, CCSA’s methodology and 
Staff Alternative A are designed to recover fewer costs from participants than the other two 
methodologies. If the Shared Solar Program were to be subscribed with the same number of 
customers Mr. Rabago assumed for purposes of his monthly administrative cost calculation,309 
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For these reasons, I find that Dominion’s methodology includes costs that will minimize 
the cost shifts to customers not participating in the Shared Solar Program, followed by Staff 
Alternative B. CCSA’s methodology and Staff Alternative A include the fewest costs to 
minimize cost shifts to nonparticipants.

Dominion asserted that its methodology ensures Shared Solar Program participants pay a 
“fair share of the costs of providing electric services” by identifying Dominion’s transmission, 
distribution, and generation services that Shared Solar Program participants would continue to 
use, then including the costs for all such services in the minimum bill, less the Company’s 
avoided cost value.315 Staff Alternative B includes the same generation, transmission, and 
distribution costs as Dominion’s proposed methodology, except it excludes the costs for any 

As discussed above. Code § 56-594.3 directs the Commission, when establishing the 
minimum bill, to “consider further costs the Commission deems relevant to ensure subscribing 
customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric services”314 Accordingly, Factor (c) 
of Rule 80 indicates the Commission will consider “[w]hether including the cost in the minimum 
bill is necessary to ensure subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing 
electric services to the subscribers.”

after excluding 45 MW for low-income customers not subject to the minimum bill, CCSA’s 
methodology would only result in annual payments of approximately $2 million.310

One last note as to the specificity of cost shift evidence bears mention. The nature of the 
Shared Solar Program is different than other contexts in which the Commission has considered 
cost shift impacts. For the Shared Solar Program, the shift in costs from participants to 
nonparticipants will depend in part on the intersection of each subscribing customer’s bill credits 
with the minimum bill,311 which can depend on each customer’s subscription choice, actual 
generation output for that subscription, and actual usage.312 Since the participating customers 
cannot be known at this time, there is no way of knowing, for example, their customer class or 
their usage (energy or demand) characteristics,313 much less their individual subscription choices 
or whether they are low-income customers.

310 21,454 customers * S7.58 monthly residential basic customer charge * 12 months = $1,951,456.
311 See generally CCSA’s Brief at 10 (“the bill credits can only offset utility charges exceeding the minimum bill 
amount each month”).
312 See, e.g.. Ex. 10 at 61 -63. These pages illustrate that under Staff Alternative B the subscription choice by a 1,000 
kWh customer can result in payment of (a) $55.10 plus a credit for the subscription amount above usage that rolls 
forward to future billing months; (b) $55.10; or (c) a $42.13 minimum bill plus full tariffed rates for usage in excess 
of subscription. The extent to which bill credits are carried over to future months can also impact the timing of any 
cost shifts. Code § 56-594.3 B 1.
313 Such usage characteristics could be (and were) used for the cost shift estimates calculated in proceedings under 
Code § 56-577 A 4. See, e.g., Petition of Costco Wholesale Corporation, For permission to aggregate or combine 
demands of two or more individual nonresidential retail customers of electric energy pursuant to § 56-577 A 4 of 
the Code of Virginia, Case No. PUR-2018-00088, 2019 S.C.C. Ann. Rep. 225, Final Order (May 30, 2019).
314 Code § 56-594.3.
315 See, e.g., Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 11-14; Ex. 8 (Trexler rebuttal) at 10-11.
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For these reasons, I find Dominion’s proposed minimum bill methodology and Staff 
Alternative B would better ensure subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of 
providing electric service to them.

In contrast, the CCSA methodology and Staff Alternative A do not include in the 
minimum bill any share for most of the costs to serve Shared Solar Program customers. As 
discussed above, the monthly basic customer charge does not cover - and was not designed to 
recover - all the transmission, distribution, and generation infrastructure and service used to 
provide electric service for customers. The fact that Dominion’s current residential customer 
charge is $6.58 while the total bill fora Dominion residential customer using between 1,000 and 
1,200 kWh runs between $117 and $138, approximately,322 demonstrates that Dominion’s 
existing rates are designed to recover most of the Company’s (fixed and variable) costs of 
providing electric service through volumetric charges, rather than this flat monthly customer 
charge. As recognized by Staff, CCSA’s approach would allow Shared Solar Program customers 
to offset the entire volumetric portion of their bills.323

generation beyond non-bypassable charges. In contrast, Mr. Rdbago asserted that no minimum 
bill charges are justified to ensure fair share payment of costs,316 although CCSA also asserted 
that Dominion’s basic customer charge should be included for this purpose.317 Staff Alternative 
A adds non-bypassable charges to CCSA’s methodology.

316 Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 25.
317 CCSA’s Briefat 18.
313 See, e.g., Tr. at 258-59 (Dalton) (agreeing that the Shared Solar Program relies on Dominion’s transmission and 
distribution infrastructure to operate and that shared solar electricity is used in the system generally, rather than 
providing service through a direct connection to program subscribers).
319 See, e.g, Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 11-14.
320 See, e.g, Tr. at 258-59 (Dalton).
321 Code § 56-594.3 F 6. See also 20 VAC 5-340-50 H.
322 Ex. 9.
323 Ex. 7 (Dalton) at 12.

There is no doubt that Shared Solar Program customers will continue to rely extensively 
on the infrastructure and services that Dominion currently uses to serve them.318 Dominion 
witness Trexler described in detail why Shared Solar Program customers would continue to rely 
on Dominion’s transmission, distribution, and generation services.319 320 Just as the record 
establishes that Shared Solar Program generators will not directly serve subscribing customers, 
so is the Code. Indeed, the Code contemplates a customer’s ability to maintain a subscription 
even if that customer moves somewhere (anywhere) else in Dominion’s service territory.321 
I find that by identifying and including costs for services that subscribing customers will 
continue to use, Dominion’s proposed methodology includes costs necessary to ensure 
subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electricity to them. Staff 
Alternative B is the second-best methodology under Factor (c), falling behind Dominion’s 
methodology because Staff Alternative B does not include any bypassable generation costs even 
though subscribing customers will continue to rely on Dominion’s generation services.

a

&



3. Reasonably Allowing for the Creation of Facilities (“Workability”) - Factor (e)
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Staff indicated that the General Assembly "could have, but did not, include direction to 
the Commission to consider program participation in establishing the [mjinimum [b]ill.:

Factor (e) of Rule 80 indicates the Commission will consider “[wjhether including the 
cost in the minimum bill is otherwise consistent with the requirements of § 56-594.3 of the Code 
of Virginia.”324 One such additional requirement is found in Code § 56-594.3 F 1, which 
provides that “any rule or utility implementation filings approved by the Commission” pursuant 
to § 56-594.3 “shall ... [rjeasonably allow for the creation of shared solar facilities.” CCSA 
witness Rabago believes this statutory provision is part of a framework requiring that the Shared 
Solar Program be “fair and workable” and that the minimum bill, among other charges and fees, 
should not be set at a level that makes the program unworkable.325 Similarly, counsel for CCSA 
asserted that “for the Shared Solar Program to be successful, the [pjrogram economics must 
work for participating subscribers and the shared solar facility developers that will be 
constructing and operating projects to service its subscribers.”326 CCSA expressed concern that 
the adoption of Dominion’s minimum bill proposal could make the Shared Solar Program “dead 
on arrival.”327

Endorsing CCSA’s view, Appalachian Voices argued that “to ensure that the minimum 
bill ‘[rjeasonably allow[s] for the creation of shared solar facilities,’ the Commission cannot 
approve a minimum bill set at a level that would render the program unworkable.’”328

324 Rule 80 A 2 (emphasis added).
325 Ex. 3 (Rabago) at 8.
326 Tr. at 102 (Wallace).
327 Tr. at 99 (Wallace).
323 Appalachian Voices’ Brief at 23.
329 Dominion’s Briefat 12-13.
330 /d at 13.
331 Staff’s Briefat 7.
332 Code § 56-594.3 F 1.

Dominion argued that “workability” is not the statutory standard because the law does 
not guarantee subscriber organizations a certain level of return.329 330 331 In Dominion’s view, 
maximizing economic return for solar developers participating in the program implicates 
“private economic and policy interests; not entitlements under [Code § 56-594.3 F 1].” 
Dominion described CCSA’s suggestion that the law would require customers to receive 
significant discounts from their program participation as extraordinary and unprecedented.

In my view, the “workability” concerns raised by CCSA are relevant under the statute 
and Factor (e) of Rule 80. Whether a Shared Solar Program proposal “[rjeasonably allow[sj for 
the creation of shared solar facilities,”332 can include consideration of the likely impact that 
minimum bill proposals would have on the creation of generation facilities for the Shared Solar 
Program. However, I agree with Dominion that Code § 56-594.3 does not require savings for 
customers or profits for subscriber organizations. Pursuant to Rule 80, Factor (e) is only one of 
the statutory considerations that inform the Commission’s consideration of the minimum bill.
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Mr. Ribago does not believe Dominion or Staff adequately addressed workability,335 336 and 
he believes Dominion’s minimum bill proposal would make the Shared Solar Program 
“practically unworkable.” He repeatedly expressed concern about the difficulty Dominion’s 
approach could cause for subscriber organizations “to launch or operate their businesses in 
Virginia, much less effectively communicate program economics and risks to subscribers. 
Pointing to volumetric components that vary with shared solar facility production, he 
emphasized the difficulty that potential customers would have understanding and budgeting for a 
new service program with a new rate element.337

Dominion has no doubt that solar developers may not participate in the Shared Solar 
Program, and that it could fail if solar developers do not believe they will receive a sufficient 
return on their investment.333 However, Dominion also pointed out that the minimum bill is only 
one component in determining “workability” or the economics of the Shared Solar Program. 
According to Dominion:

333 Dominion’s Brief at 12-13.
334 Id. at 14.
335 Tr. at 157, 170(Rdbago).
336 Ex. 3 fRAbago) at 35. For this proposition, he endorsed portions of comments filed in this proceeding by CCSA 
andCHESSA. Id. at 33-34.
337 Tr. at 165 (Riibago).
338 Ex. 3 (RSbago) at 14, n.32.
339 Tr. at 56 (Sutch).
340 Ex. 4; Tr. at 177-79 (Rabago).
341 Staffs Briefat 7.

Other components include but are not limited to: the amount subscibers 
pay for their subscription to the [subscriber [organization; the fact that 
a [subscriber [ojrganization may be able to demand higher prices and 
still allow low-income customers to achieve savings; and the fact that 
[Code § 56-594.3] allows the [subscriber [ojrganization to retain the 
environmental attributes (including renewable energy certificates) which 
they have the option of also selling (and thus, factoring into their own 
analyses regarding whether participating as providers in the [p]rogram is 
a worthwhile investment).334

Mr. Rabago observed that community solar programs in other states do not include a 
while public witness Sutch identified two states that only include a fixed 

customer charge.339 Mr. Rabago presented an exhibit which listed “effective bill credit ratefs]” 
that are equivalent to “bill credit rate[s]” for community solar or shared solar programs in D.C., 
Maryland, Maine, Massachusetts, and Minnesota.340

Staff found “nothing in the record to support the assertion that the [mjinimum [b] il 1 
proposals of the Company or Staff would result in an ‘unworkable’ shared solar program. It is 
simply unknown and unknowable what effect the [mjinimum [b]ilI will have on program 
enrollment or the economics of the various subscriber organizations who may choose to 
participate.”341

minimum bill,338
339



56

Only time can tell how many generators and customers will participate in the Shared 
Solar Program. But the record includes evidence indicating which of the minimum bill proposals 
are more (and less) likely to reasonably allow for the creation of Shared Solar Program 
generation.

342 Dominion’s Brief at 12-13.
343 Tr. at 13-17 (Epstein).
344 Tr. at 141 (Trexler). ($117.96-S74.59 = $43.37).
345 For example, under Dominion’s proposal a residential customer with 1,000 kWh usage and a 500 kWh 
subscription-output would pay a monthly bill of $96.27, which is $21.69 less than the $ 117.96 bill amount shown 
without bill rate credit. $21.69 for 500 kWh = $43.38 per MWh. Similarly, a residential customer with 500 kWh 
usage and a 1,000 kWh (/.e., 1 MWh) subscription-output would pay a monthly bill of $19.72, which is $43.37 less 
than the $63.09 bill amount shown without any bill credit rate. See Ex. 9; Appalachian Voices’ Briefat 20-21.
346 See, e.g., Tr. at 143 (Trexler); Tr. at 178 (Rabago).
347 Code § 56-594.3 B 7 (“At the subscriber organization’s discretion, such environmental attributes may be 
distributed to the subscribers, sold to load-serving entities with compliance obligations or other buyers, accumulated, 
or retired.”).

The Shared Solar Program is subscription-driven - it depends on customers volunteering 
to subscribe and generators volunteering to construct generation and offer subscriptions. The 
pool of potential volunteer customers and the potential profit from them provide the economic 
incentive for subscription organizations to create generation for the program. Absent generators’ 
expectation of a sufficient return on investment, Dominion recognized that generators may not 
participate and the Shared Solar Program could fail.342

Some of Dominion’s customers are interested in volunteering for cost savings and/or 
environmental benefits. Public witness Epstein detailed his development of a community for 
residents interested in these two goals, which he would like to accomplish through the Shared 
Solar Program.343 If these goals of some customers cannot be met, then the pool of potential 
volunteers for the program will shrink.

Based on the record. Dominion’s minimum bill methodology could make the Shared 
Solar Program a premium product. Such a result is more likely if an administrative charge in the 
range of $10 to $20 per customer is ultimately included. Absent any administrative cost charges, 
a residential customer would have to pay less than $43 per M Wh to a subscriber organization to 
obtain bill savings, based on Dominion’s cun-ent avoided cost pricing.344 While subscription 
sizes can vary and include partial subscriptions, Appalachian Voices correctly recognized that 
this $43/MWh delta does not change under Dominion’s proposed methodology based on either 
subscription or usage.345 A $20 administrative charge would lower the $43 per MWh price a 
residential customer would have to obtain from a subscriber organization for bill savings down to 
$23.346 While the Commission is regularly informed of current solar market prices based on the 
annual RPS proceedings, $23 per MWh would provide limited headroom before participating 
customers pay a premium to participate in the Shared Solar Program. A subscriber organization 
has the discretion to create additional headroom by selling renewable attributes associated with 
the Shared Solar Program generation - discretion expressly identified by the Code347 - but this 
would mean customers do not purchase the renewable attributes of their subscribed generation.

i.*i
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4. Utility Infrastructure and Services Used - Factor (a)
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Based on the record, I find it reasonably likely that methodologies with lower minimum 
bills would better provide for the creation of Shared Solar Program generation.

By including the fewest costs that are not utility infrastructure and services used to 
provide electric service for the shared solar program, CCSA’s minimum bill proposal is most 
consistent with Factor (a), followed by Staff Alternative A. By prioritizing the cost-shift and fair 
share considerations found in Factors (c) and (d), Dominion’s proposal and Staff Alternative B 
include more costs that are not specifically “for the shared solar program.”

As discussed above, the statutory language on which Factor (a) is based can - when read 
in isolation - support the “but for” argument that CCSA and Appalachian Voices attempt to 
extrapolate to all of Code § 56-594.3 D. My analysis of Rule 80 applies each factor in isolation 
to the relevant record evidence. Consequently, this section of my analysis considers the extent to 
which the costs included in the various minimum bill proposals “are utility infrastructure and 
services used to provide electric service for the shared solar program.”

©a
A premium product should not deter participation by low-income customers because they 

are not subject to the minimum bill. And wealthier customers can better afford to pay for a 
premium product. In between these two groups lies a “middle” identified by Delegate Jones,348 
that could be less likely to participate if the Shared Solar Program offers a premium product.349 
If limited headroom for a prospective generator requires a generator to sell renewable attributes 
outside of the program subscription to participate, this would deter prospective customers 
interested in purchasing renewable energy. As the potential pool of customers willing to 
volunteer for the Shared Solar Program decreases, the creation of generation to meet that smaller 
pool becomes less likely.

3,18 Any such middle could overlap with the nonparticipants who could be most affected by a cost shift from the 
program. The bills paid by many low-income customers should soon be capped by Dominion’s percentage of 
income payment program, and wealthier customers can better afford the impact of a cost shift.
349 See, e.g., Tr. at 31-32 (Jones). Delegate Jones co-sponsored the bill enacted as Code § 56-594.3. See Comments 
of Senator Scott A. Surovell and Delegate Jerrauld C. Jones, dated October 27, 2021. This Report gives Delegate 
Jones’s testimony the weight afforded under case law. See, e.g., Application of Potomac Edison Company d/b/a 
Allegheny Power, For an increase in its electric rates pursuant to Virginia Code §§ 56-249.6 and 56-582, PUE- 
2007-00026, 2007 S.C.C. Ann. Rep. 416, 420-21, Order Denying Application (June 28, 2007) (“Further, it is also 
well settled law in Virginia that the meaning of a statute should be amved at from its own language and not from the 
declaration of the draftsman.... Consistent with the long-standing precedent discussed above, we will not treat the 
affidavits [of legislators] ... as evidence of legislative intent. Rather, we will treat them as timely filed comments 
urging that we interpret the statute in a manner desired by the commenter.”) (internal quotations omitted).
350 Rule 80 A 2 a.
351 Code § 56-594.3 D.

Factor (a) of Rule 80 considers “[t]he extent to which the costs are utility infrastructure 
and services used to provide electric service for the shared solar program.”350 This factor is 
based on the statutory language directing that the minimum bill established by the Commission 
“shall include the costs of all utility infrastructure and services used to provide electric service 
and administrative costs of the shared solar program.”351



5. Administrative Costs - Factor (b)
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D. Recommended Minimum Bill Based on All Five Factors in Rule 80

Staff Alt B

2 3

3 2 1

23 1

1 2 3

No difference

58

1 recommend Staff Alternative B because 1 find it offers the best balance of all the 
statutory considerations. However, I recognize the record could support approval of a different 

The table below summarizes this Report’s findings from Section II.B of the above 
discussion. As illustrated by the ranking of number “I”, Staff Alternative A and CCSA’s 
methodology (if legal) align best with Factors (a) and (e). Dominion’s proposed methodology 
aligns best with Factors (c) and (d).

Hearing Examiner’s Ranking of Case Participants’ Minimum Bill Proposals
by Statutory Considerations Incorporated as Factors in Commission Rule______

Dominion

Extent to which costs reflect infrastructure and 
services for the program - Factor (a)_______________
Includes costs necessary to ensure fair share of cost of 
providing electric service to subscribers - Factor (c) 
Includes costs that will minimize costs shifted to 
nonparticipating customers - Factor (d)____________
Includes costs that are otherwise consistent with 
statute (reasonably allowing for the creation of 
facilities) - Factor (e)___________________________
Extent to which costs are administrative - Factor (b)

CCSA (if 
legal) and 
Staff Alt A

1

352 Rule 80 A 2 b.
353 Code § 56-594.3 D.
354 Ex. 2 (Trexler direct) at 18-19 and 20, n.4.
355 See, e.g., id. at 18; Ex. 3 (Rdbago) at 5.
356 See, e.g., Dominion’s Brief at 10.

©

&Factor (b) of Rule 80 considers “(tjhe extent to which the costs are administrative costs of 
the shared solar program.”352 Like Factor (a), Factor (b) is based on the statutory language 
directing that the minimum bill established by the Commission “shall include the costs of all 
utility infrastructure and services used to provide electric service and administrative costs of the 
shared solar program.”353

Dominion initially proposed that the administrative charge calculation be determined in 
the future and did not include any such costs in its minimum bill calculations in this case.354 
CCSA’s minimum bill proposal and Staff Alternatives A and B all include a $1 monthly charge 
that CCSA calculated based on an estimate of approximately $300,000 in annual costs for 
workforce expansion.355 Dominion ultimately did not oppose setting an initial fixed fee of $1 
pending a future proceeding.356 Accordingly, for Factor (a) there is no difference among the four 
methodologies.



HI. Proposed Fuel Factor Recovery of Low-Income Subscriber Costs

20 VAC 5-340-60 of the Commission’s Rules state in part as follows:

G. Minimum bill.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

357 See, e.g., id. at 24-25.
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Based on the Code, the evidence provided by the parties to the evidentiary hearing 
process, and the arguments in this proceeding, and for the reasons set forth above, I find that:

(3) Dominion’s minimum bill proposal does not allow for double-recovery from 
subscribing customers.

Dominion proposed that such costs be recovered through the fuel factor, 
participant proposed an alternative mechanism for recovering such costs.

(2) Shared Solar Program customers that are subject to the minimum bill cannot bypass 
statutory non-bypassable charges without an express statutory exemption.

If the Commission decides to provide guidance on cost recovery in this case, 1 find that 
the fuel factor is a reasonable mechanism that could be used for the recovery of Shared Solar 
Program costs associated with low-income customers. However, the extent of such recovery 
should be determined in a future rate proceeding, such as a fuel factor proceeding if the 
Commission determines the fuel factor is appropriate for such recovery.

(1) While the Commission has the discretion to approve the use of either FERC Form 1 
orEIA data to calculate the bill credit rate pursuant to Code § 56-594.3 C, FERC 
Form 1 data reasonably excludes government tax revenues.

2. Low-income customers shall be exempt from the minimum bill. 
Costs associated with such customers’ participation shall be 
recovered by the utility in a manner to be determined by the 
commission in the proceeding set forth in 20VAC5-340-80.

As discussed above, the instant phase of this proceeding was convened in part to determine 
the minimum bill pursuant to Rule 80. Accordingly, 20 VAC 5-340-60 indicates that the 
Commission could determine in the instant proceeding how Dominion would recover Shared Solar 
Program costs associated with low-income customers’ participation.

minimum bill depending on the weight the Commission gives to the various factors. For 
example, greater weight to the statutory cost shift and fair share considerations may support 
Dominion’s proposal, while less weight to these considerations may support Staff Alternative A 
or CCSA’s proposal.

357 No case

I’dtJ
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(10) Applying Factor (e) of Rule 80, the record supports a finding that methodologies with 
lower minimum bills would better provide for the creation of Shared Solar Program 
generation.

(11) Applying Factor (a) of Rule 80, the record supports a finding that CCSA’s proposed 
minimum bill is the most consistent with this factor because CCSA’s proposal 
includes the fewest costs that are not utility infrastructures and services used to 
provide electric service “for the shared solar program.”

(5) While 1 do not conclude that the Code requires that the minimum bill be a fixed 
monthly charge, the Commission has the discretion to adopt such a charge. 
Additionally, if the Commission concludes a fixed monthly charge is mandatory or 
more reasonable, the Commission should consider the extent to which minimum bill 
proposals that vary based on usage and subscription can be converted to a fixed 
monthly charge.

(6) Dominion’s minimum bill proposal would establish an amount that participating 
customer must pay on their utility bills each month after accounting for any bill 
credits, consistent with Code § 56-594.3 A.

(12) Applying Factor (b) of Rule 80, the record supports a finding at this time there is no 
difference among the proposed minimum bill methodologies regarding administrative 
costs.

(8) Applying Factor (d) of Rule 80, the record supports a finding that Dominion’s 
minimum bill proposal includes costs that will minimize the costs shift to customers 
not in a shared solar program, while the other proposals include fewer costs to 
minimize such cost shifts.

(9) Applying Factor (c) of Rule 80, the record supports a finding that Dominion’s 
minimum bill proposal includes generation, transmission, and distribution costs to 
ensure subscribing customers pay a fair share of the costs of providing electric 
services, while other proposals exclude certain costs of providing electric services to 
subscribing customers.

(7) Neither Code § 56-594.3 nor the Commission’s Rules limit the costs that are eligible 
for inclusion in the minimum bill to new costs incurred specifically for the Shared 
Solar Program. Instead, the Commission’s Rules specifies five factors for 
consideration when determining “whether costs ... are incremental ... and eligible for 
inclusion in the minimum bill.” Defining “incremental costs” as “but for” costs 
would collapse the five-factor standard of the Rule into a two-factor standard and 
would support a minimum bill lower than any of the four proposals in this case.

(4) Code § 56-594.3 allows Shared Solar Program customer bills to not reflect the full 
bill credit amount due to the minimum bill.

&
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Accordingly, I RECOMMEND the Commission enter an order that:

(V) ADOPTS the findings in this Report;

(3) APPROVES Staff Alternative B as the minimum bill for the Shared Solar Program;

(5) DISMISSES this case from the Commission’s docket of active cases.

61

(2) APPROVESDominion’s proposed bill credit rate for the Shared Solar Program, 
which would result in an initial bill credit rate of 11,7650/kWh for residential 
customers, 7.1200/kWh for commercial customers, and 5.901^/kWh for industrial 
customers;

(14) The fuel factor is a reasonable mechanism that could be used for the recovery of 
Shared Solar Program costs associated with low-income customers.

(13) Based on the record, Staff Alternative B offers the best balance among all five 
statutory considerations that are incorporated as Factors (a) through (e) in Rule 80; 
however, the record could support approval of a different minimum bill depending on 
the weight the Commission gives to the various factors.

(4) APPROVES the use of Dominion’s fuel factor for the recovery of Shared Solar 
Program costs associated with low-income customers, if the Commission decides to 
provide guidance on cost recovery in this case; and

©

©

©



COMMENTS

Respectfully submitted.

62

D. Mathias Roussy, Jr. 
Hearing Examiner

Document Control Center is requested to send a copy of the above Report 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, Tyler 
Building, First Floor, Richmond, VA 23219.

Staff and parties are advised that, pursuant to Rule 5 VAC 5-20-120 C of the 
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure and Code § 12.1-31, any comments on this 
Report must be filed on or before March 9, 2022. In accordance with the directives of the 
Commission’s COVID-I9 Electronic Service Order35* the parties are encouraged to file 
electronically. If not filed electronically, an original and fifteen (15) copies must be submitted in 
writing to the Clerk of the Commission, c/o 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 sent by electronic mail to all counsel of record 
and any such party not represented by counsel.

358 Commonwealth of Virginia, ex rel State Corporation Commission, Ex Parte: Electronic service among parties 
during COWD-19 emergency. Case No. CLK-2020-00007, Doc. Con. Cen. No. 200410009, Order Requiring 
Electronic Service (Apr. 1,2020) (“COVJD-19 Electronic Service Order”).
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