
Dominion Resources Services. Inc. 
L1.w Dcparr menc 
120 T redegar Sr. Richmond. VA 23219 

dom.com 

December 1,2016 

, 
Dominion'" 

Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company 
For establishment of rate adjustment clause: Rider U, new underground 
distribution facilities, for the Rate Year Commencing September I, 2017 

Case No. PUE-2016-00136 

To: Local Government Officials 

Pursuant to 20 VAC 5-201-10 J, Virginia Electric and Power Company (the 
"Company") is providing you a copy of its Application in the above-referenced matter. 
Please take notice of its contents. 

A copy of the complete Application in this matter may be obtained from the 
Company at no cost by written or oral request to Charlotte P. McAfee, Senior Counsel, 
Law Department, Dominion Resources Services, Inc. , 120 Tredegar Street, 
RS-2, Richmond, Virginia 23219, (804) 819-2277. 

Senior Counsel 
Attachment 



COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA 

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION 

APPLICATION OF 

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY 

For revision of a rate adjustment clause: Rider U, 
new underground distribution facilities, 
for the Rate Year Commencing September I, 2017 

) 
) 
) 
) Case No. PUE-2016-00136 
) 
) 
) 

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY'S 
RIDER U ANNUAL UPDATE FILING AND WAIVER 

Virginia Electric and Power Company ("Dominion Virginia Power" or the "Company"), 

by counsel, pursuant to clause (iv) of § 56-585.1 A 6 ("Subsection A 6") of the Code of Virginia 

("Va. Code" or "Code"), Rules 10 (20 VAC 5-201-10) and 60 (20 VAC 5-201-60) of the 

Virginia State Corporation Commission's ("Commission") Rules Governing Utility Rate Case 

Applications and Annual Informational Filings (20 VAC 5-201-10 et seq.) ("Rate Case Rules"), 

and the directive contained in Ordering Paragraph (4) of the Commission's August 22, 2016 

Final Order ("August 22, 2016 Final Order") in Case No. PUE-2015-00114 ("2015 Phase One 

proceeding"), l hereby submits its first annual update ftling with respect to its rate adjustment 

clause ("RAe"), Rider U, for cost recovery associated with phase one ("Phase One") of the 

Company's Strategic Underground Program ("SUP") and its request for Commission approval to 

recover costs associated with phase two ("Phase Two") of the SUP through Rider U, for the rate 

year commencing September 1,2017 through August 31,2018 ("Rate Year") 

(the "Application"). In supp0l1 of this Application, the Company respectfully shows as follows: 

1 Application a/Virginia Electric and Power Company, For establishment of a rate adjustment clause: Rider U, new ' 
underground distribution facilities. for the rate year commencing September 1, 2016, Case No. PUE-20 15-00 114, 
Final Order (Aug. 22, 2016). 



GENERAL INFORMATION 

I. Dominion Virginia Power is a public service corporation organized'under the 

laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia furnishing electric service to the public within its 

certificated service territory. The Company also supplies electric service to non-jurisdictional 

customers in Virginia and the public in portions of North Carolina. The Company is engaged in 

the business of generating, transmitting, distributing, and selling electric power and energy to the 

public for compensation. The Company is also a public utility under the Federal Power Act, and 

certain of its operations are subject to the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission. The Company is an operating subsidiary of Dominion Resources, Inc. 

2. The Company's name and post office address is: 

Virginia Electric and Power Company 
120 Tredegar Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 

3. The names, post .office addresses, and telephone numbers of the attorneys for the 

Company are: 

Lisa S. Booth 
Charlotte P. McAfee 
Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
120 Tredegar Street, RS-2 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
(804) 819-2288 (LSB) 
(804) 819-2277 (CPM) 

Joseph K. Reid III 
William G. Bushman 
Jennifer D. Daglio 
McGuireWoods LLP 
Gateway Plaza 
800 East Canal Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219-3916 
(804) 775-1198 (JKR) 
(804) 775-1806 (WGB) 
(804) 775-1221 (JDD) 
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BACKGROUND 

4. In its 2014 session, the Virginia Generai Assembly passed legislation to further 

the Commonwealth's "public policy goals of increased electric service reliability and reduced 

outage times associated with the replacement of existing overhead distribution facilities with new 

underground facilities.,,2 Chapter 212 authorizes investor-owned electric utilities to request 

Commission approval to recover, on a timely and current basis through a RAC, the costs of new 

underground distribution facilities to replace overhead distribution facilities of 69 kilovolts 

. ("kV") or less located within the utility's Virginia service territory. Costs related to assessing the 

feasibility of potential sites for new underground facilities are also recoverable through a RAC. 

Operation and maintenance costs attributable to the replaced overhead distribution facilities or 

the new underground facilities are not eligible for recovery. Each annual petition is limited to 

recovery of incremental investments up to 5% of the utility's distribution rate base, as 

determined for the most recently ended 12-month test period in the latest biennial review. 

Because Chapter 212 declares underground conversions of distribution facilities of69 kV or less 

to be ordinary extensions or improvements in the usual course of business, no certificate of 

public convenience and necessity or any other approval is required under Va. Code § 56-265.2, 

nor is there a finding to be made under Va. Code § 56-580.3 

5. In 2014, the Company filed an application for approval of a RAC associated with 

a SUP in Case No. PUE-2014-00089 (the "2014 initial SUP proceeding"), which the 

Commission denied in its July 30,2015 Final Order ("July 30,2015 Final Order,,).4 The 

2 House Bill 848, Chapter 212 of the 2014 Virginia Acts of Assembly, amending §§ 56-576 and 56-585.1 ofthe 
Code of Virginia ("Chapter 212"). 
3 Va. Code § 56-585.1 A 6. 
4 Application 0/ Virginia Electric and Power Company, For approval 0/ a rate alijustment clause: Rider U, new 
underground distribution/acilities, lor the rate year commencing September 1, 2015, Case No. PUE-2014-00089, 
Final Order (Ju!. 30, 2015). 
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Commission found that a "more limited program, at a lower cost, specifically targeting tap lines 

with the worst reliability records that would be used to provide realistic cost-benefit analyses and 

credible measurements of any demonstrative improvements in reliability, could reasonably 

satisfy the statutory requirements" for RAC recovery of costs associated with the SUP. 

6. In 2015, the Company filed an application for approval of a RAC to recover costs 

associated with Phase One of the SUP, a smaller-scale, more limited, and clearly defined 

program. Also, in response to the Commission's concerns expressed in the July 30, 2015 Final 

Order, though not required by Chapter 212, Company Witness Richard E. Brown, a nationally 

renowned expert in electric distribution reliability improvements, conducted an analysis 

comparing the costs of Phase One to its economic benefits and concluded that Phase One was 

cost-beneficial. 

7. In its August 22, 2016 Final Order, the Commission approved a RAC designated 

Rider U and authorized the Company to recover costs associated with Phase One of the SUP, 

subject to certain limitations. The Commission limited the total investment and revenue 

requirement for Phase One recoverable through Rider U in accordance with the Stipulation and 

Recommendation ("Stipulation") between the Company and the Office of Attorney General, 

Division of Consumer Counsel filed in the 2015 Phase One proceeding. The Stipulation: (i) 

limits the $140 million total Phase One investment to $122.5 million for cost recovery through 

Rider U, resulting in a reduced revenue requirement of $21.3 million for the rate year September 

1, 2016-August 31, 2017; and (ii) provides a $1.8 million credit against the revenue requirement 

for the rate years September I, 20 I 6-August 31, 2017, September I, 2017-August 31,2018, and 

September 1, 2018-August 31,2019. 5 Further, the Commission instructed that in any future 

SUP proceeding, the Company should be prepared to provide "detailed evidence demonstrating 

5 August 22,2016 Final Order at 5-6. 
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both the local and system-wide benefits - and establishing that the SUP is and will be cost-

effective on both a local and system-wide basis."6 

PHASE ONE UPDATE 

A. Phase One Projects 

8. The SUP focuses on targeted underground conversions oftap lines because a 

large percentage of outage events on the Company's overhead distribution system occur at 

damage locations on distribution tap lines and facilities. The tap lines are relatively more 

vulnerable to damage from wind, limbs, lightning, falling trees, snow, ice, and other hazards 

generally, and especially during severe weather. Before repairing tap line devices, the Company 

must remove fallen trees and tree limbs, which can be extensive in front and rear lots that have 

significant tree canopy. Tap lines located in rear lots can be inaccessible by equipment, such as 

bucket trucks. Repair locations for tap lines in rear and front lots with these features can extend 

the overall storm restoration effort and time, which is one of the reasons the SUP targets tap 

lines. In Phase One, the Company completed approxiinately 412 miles of underground 

conversions o(overhead distribution tap lines and associated facilities. This compares favorably 

to the projected 400 miles the Company proposed for Phase One underground conversions. 

Company Witness Leslie M. Carter discusses .the underground conversion projects completed in 

Phase One. 

B. Phase One Expenditures 

9. The Company invested a total of$138.5 million in Phase One projects, below the 

projected Phase One capital expenditures of$140 million. The Company estimated Phase One 

would cost an average of approximately $350,000 per mile, and the actual cost per mile for 

Phase One was $336,263. Company Witness Carter provides details for Phase One costs andthe 

, Id. at 7. 
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total capital investment. 

C. Phase One Benefits 

10. Dr. Brown analyzed the impacts from a weather event that struck the Richmond 

area on June 16,2016 (the "Father's Day Storm") and demonstrates that the total economic 

benefit of Phase One from the Father's Day Storm was approximately $5.5 million, which is 

comprised of the sum of GDP loss avoidance, the reduction in customer hours of interruptions, 

and reduced food spoilage. 

PROPOSED PHASE TWO 

11. Phase Two is designed to convert 244 miles of overhead tap lines to underground 

facilities at a capital investment of approximately $110 million. Phase Two actual expenditures 

through September 30,2016 are $36.6 million, and projected expenditures for the period October 

I, 2016 through August 31, 2017 are approximately $73.4 million. The Company estimates an 

average cost per mile of $450,000 for Phase Two underground conversions. Company Witness 

Carter describes the process to develop the Phase Two budget and calculate the average cost per 

mile of underground conversions. Company Witness Alan W. Bradshaw explains that increased 

complexity and customer density for Phase Two projects require more facilities and more 

easements per mile, which contribute to the increased average cost per mile for Phase Two as 

compared to Phase One. 

12. The Company continues to use the selection metric of "events per mile" to 

identifY the most-outage prone tap lines that are candidates for underground conversions based 

upon outage history of each line over a ten year period. Company Witnesses Carter and 

Bradshaw describe how the events per mile metric maximizes the number of outage events 

removed from the distribution system in a cost-effective way. 
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l3. The Company's support for this Application includes Dr. Brown's updated cost 

benefit analysis comparing the costs of Phase Two to its expected economic benefits. Dr. Brown 

uses the cost-benefit model filed in the 2015 Phase One proceeding to present a forward looking 

cost benefit analysis for Phase Two. In order to test Dr. Brown's cost-benefit model and 

economic benefits conclusions in the 2015 Phase One proceeding, Staff Witness Timothy Lough 

independently researched alternative economic models to estimate the annual cost of power 

outages caused by severe weather nationwide. Dr. Lough determined that Dr. Brown's estimated 

economic impacts from severe weather on the local economy are reasonable and thus Dr. 

Brown's expected economic benefits from Phase One may also be reasonable.7 In support of this 

Application, Dr. Brown concludes that Phase Two is cost beneficial with a benefit-to-cost ratio 

of 1.65:1. While the ratio for Phase Two is lower compared to Phase One (1.65 compared to 

2.12) this is not due to reduced economic benefits, but rather due to the higher cost per mile for 

Phase Two projects. Further, he explains that the benefit-to-cost ratio is significantly higher than 

one, indicating positive value for customers. 

14. Company Witness Carter presents a comparison of Phase Two and an enhanced 

vegetation management alternative and demonstrates that Phase Two removes more outage 

events at a lower cost per event removed than the enhanced vegetation management alternative. 

He compares the costs of Phase Two and enhanced vegetation management to the number of 

outage events removed from the distribution system. The results support that Phase Two 

underground conversions remove outage events at an average cost of $l3 ,647, compared to 

enhanced vegetation management that removes outage events at an average cost of $19,368. The 

higher cost per event removed for enhanced vegetation management can be attributed in large 

part to two factors. First, the Company's tree-trimming easements extend only 15 feet on either 

7 See supra n.l, Pre-filed testimony of Staff Witness W. Timothy Lough at 12-15. 
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side of the distribution pole lines. Without increasing the width of the easements, there is little 

more the Company can do to prevent outage events from fallen trees, which can grow up to 80 

feet and higher, and tree limbs located either inside or outside the easement from damaging 

overhead distribution facilities during severe weather. Second, tree trimming in the vicinity of 

candidate SUP tap lines is significantly more expensive - approximately $1 O,OOO'per mile - than 

a system average - approximately $6,000 per mile - primarily because the SUP candidate tap . 

lines are generally located in areas inaccessible by mechanized tree trim equipment and 

practices. As a result, the Company believes that enhanced vegetation management is not a cost-

effective alternative to Phase Two ofthe SUP. 

15. The Company is requesting to recover costs of Phase Two through Rider U for 

only those projects that will be completed prior to the beginning of the proposed rate year or 

September I, 2017. Company Witness Bradshaw discusses the complete undergrounding 

process - including tap line selection, prioritization, and design, as well as Phase Two's project 

management and implementation, and the customer communications and outreach strategy. 

16. The Company respectfully requests that the Commission approve recovery of 

these Phase Two capital investments through Rider U, subject to subsequent true-ups, and find 

that such expenditures are reasonable and prudent giving due consideration to Chapter 212's 

public policy goals to increase electric service reliability and reduce outage times associated with 

the replacement of existing overhead distribution facilities with new underground facilities. 

PHASE ONE ACCOUNTING UPDATE AND PHASE TWO ACCOUNTING 

A. Rate of Return on Common Equity 

17. The Company is requesting the use of a return on common equity ("ROE") of 

10.50% in this proceeding.' Accordingly, for purposes of calculating the revenue requirement for 
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the September 1, 2017 through August 31, 2018 Rate Year in this case, the Company used an 

ROE of 10.50%. This proposed 10.50% general ROE is supported by Company Witness Robert 

B. Hevert. 

B. Revenue Requirement 

18. The two key components of the revenue requirement for each Phase One and 

Phase Two in this filing are the Projected Cost Recovery Factor and the Actual Cost True-up 

Factor. There will not be an Allowance for Funds Used During Construction ("AFUDC") Cost 

Recovery Factor in Rider U filings. Like the Company's application filed in the 2015 Phase One 

proceeding, costs for Phase Two underground conversion projects are being closed directly to 

plant-in-service in the month incurred, consistent with the Company's longstanding practice for 

Distribution Massed Assets. Therefore, the underground distribution conversion projects will 

not have Construction Work in Progress balances requiring the accrual of AFUDC. 

19. To calculate the Projected Cost Recovery Factor, the Company is proposing to 

only include actual and projected capital expenditures up until the beginning ofthe Rate Year in 

determination of the rate base and the calculation of financing costs on rate base. The projected 

rate base as of August 31, 2017 will be utilized separately for each phase in this filing. 

Additionally, similar to costs deferred as part of the Company's application in the 2015 Phase 

One proceeding, the Company has identified certain costs related to Phase Two that have been 

deferred and will be amortized over the Rate Year. 

20. When applicable, the Actual Cost True-Up Factor will credit to, or recover from, 

jurisdictional customers any over/under collection of costs from the most recently completed 

calendar year. No true-up is included in this current proceeding. Company Witness C. Alan 

Givens explains that any true-up for calendar years 2016 and 2017 will be included in future 
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update filings. 

21. The Company utilizes an end-of-test period capital structure and cost of capital 

pursuant to Va. Code § 56-585.1 A 10 and consistent with the Commission's Order on 

Commission Staffs Motion in Limine dated July 14,2009 in the Company's 2009 going-in 

review, Case No. PUE-2009-00019. For purposes of setting rates during the rate year, the 

Company's actual December 31, 2015 year-end capital structure and year-end cost of capital 

("Cost of Capit8J") is used as a placeholder. The Commission Staff proposed in the 2014 initial 

SUP proceeding and the 2015 Phase One proceeding, and the Company agreed, that the 

Company will substitute the placeholder 2015 year-end capital structure through rebuttal 

testimony with the Company's actual December 31, 2016 year-end capital structure and year-end 

cost of capital, which will be known at that time. Company Witness Givens supports this 

calculation. 

22. Similar to the Company's treatment of costs incurred for Phase One in the 

Company's application in the 2015 Phase One proceeding, the Company is proposing to defer 

depreciation expense, property taxes, feasibility costs and financing costs on rate base incurred 

up through the beginning of the Rate Year for Phase Two, and recover them over the Rate Year 

ending August 31, 2018. This is consistent with how the Company is currently deferring Pre-

Commercial Operation costs in other various Subsection A 6 rider cases, and similar to how it is 

deferring and recovering certain demand-side management ("DSM") Program Design Costs in 

the current DSM RAC. The Company is likewise proposing to defer these reasonable and 

prudently incurred costs of Phase Two, and recover the costs over the Rate Year. Company 

Witness Givens' testimony supports the cumulative balance of these costs, for the period 

September 1, 2015 through August 31, 2017, as well as the associated financing costs incurred 
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during this period, to be amortized and recovered over the Rate Year. 

23. For the Rate Year beginning September 1,2017, the Company is therefore 

requesting recovery of the combined Phase One and Phase Two Projected Cost Recovery Factor 

for a total revenue requirement of $30.981 million. The total revenue requirement for Phase One 

totals $10.532 million, which includes a Projected Cost Recovery factor of$12.332 million that 

is reduced by the second of three voluntary customer credits in the amount of$1.800 million as 

agreed to in the Stipulation. The Projected Cost Recovery Factor revenue requirement for Phase 

Two totals $20.449 million. 

RIDER U ALLOCATION AND RATE DESIGN UPDATE 

24. The Company has applied the Commission's directive in the August 22,2016 

Final Order concerning the method of allocation of the Rider U revenue requirement to the 

Virginia jurisdiction, as the basis for the Rider U allocation to the Company's Virginia Non-

Jurisdictional class. The Company interprets the language in Subsection A 6 to mean that the 

Company's Virginia Jurisdictional large general service rate classes, OS-3, OS-4, and § 56-235.2 

Contracts are exempt from Rider U charges. That is, the Virginia jurisdictional Rider U costs 

will be collected only from the Residential, OS-I, OS-2, Church, and Lighting classes. 

Additionally, the Company applies the Commission's directive regarding the jurisdictional 

allocation methodology to allocate the Rider U revenue requirement between the Virginia 

Jurisdiction and the Virginia Non-Jurisdiction classes. The Company is using a Virginia 

Jurisdictional Rider U allocation factor of 89.4487%. Company Witness Melba 1. Lyons details 

this methodology and the calculations, Rider U customer class allocation and pricing, and the 

assignment of Rider U distribution plant to the Virginia jurisdiction. 

25. . The updated Rider U, sponsored by Company Witness Lyons, identifies the rates 
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in either cents per kilowatt-hour ("kWh") or dollars per kilowatt that will apply to distribution 

plant for the Virginia Jurisdiction and customer classes based on the number and types of 

customers that will benefit from Phase One and Phase Two. 

26. The Company proposes, for billing purposes, that Rider U have an effective date 

for usage on and after the first day of the month which is at least fifteen (15) calendar days 

following the date of any Commission order approving Rider U. Regardless of the resulting 

effective date of Rider U for billing purposes, the Company proposes,. for calculation of the 

revenue requirement, the Rate Year be September 1,2017 to August 31, 2018. 

27. The implementation of the proposed Rider U on September 1, 2017 is calculated 

to incrementally increase the residential customer's monthly bill by $0.32 over the current Rider 

U. The total Rider U bill impact is $0.82, based on usage of 1,000 kWh per month. Company 

Witness Lyons provides typical monthly bill changes for customers subject to Rider U receiving 

service on Residential Schedule I, General Service Schedules GS-l, GS-2, and Church Schedule 

5C, at several representative levels of consumption or demand . 

. PRE-FILED DIRECT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS 
SUPPORTING FILING SCHEDULES 45 AND 46 AND REQUEST FOR PARTIAL 

WAIVER OF THE RATE CASE RULES FILING REQIDREMENTS 

28. In support of this Application, Dominion Virginia Power presents herewith the 

pre-filed direct testimony and exhibits of the following witnesses: J. Kevin Curtis, Alan W. 

Bradshaw, Leslie M. Carter, Richard E. Brown, Robert B. Hevert, C. Alan Givens, and Melba L. 

Lyons. 

A. Filing Schedule 45 

29. Filing Schedule 45 (Return on Equity Peer Group Benchmark) is sponsored by 

Company Witness Robert B. Hevert. 
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B. Filing Schedule 46 

30. Filing Schedule 46A, Statement 1, sponsored by Company Witness Carter, 

provides schedules of Phase One and Phase Two costs by type of cost and year associated with 

Rider U. Consistent with the approach presented in other Subsection A 6 annual update filings, 

Schedule 46A, Statement 2; provides the documentation supporting these costs to the extent that 

such information has changed since the Company's December I, 2015 application filed in the 

2015 Phase One proceeding, including all documentation, contracts, studies, investigations, or 

correspondence that supports costs proposed to be recovered via the RAC. 

31. Filing Schedule 46B, Statement 1, sponsored by Company Witness Givens, 

provides the combined total annual revenue requirement for Phase One and Phase Two, and the 

Projected Cost Recovery Factor for Phase One for the Rate Year ending August 31, 2018. In 

addition, Filing Schedule 46B, Statement 2 provides the Projected Cost Recovery Factor for 

Phase Two for the Rate Year ending August 31, 2018. Filing Schedule 46B, Statement 3 

provides the annual revenue requirement over the duration of the RAC for Phase One and Phase 

. Two, individually. Filing Schedule 46B, Statement 4 provides documentation supporting 

Statement 3 for Phase One, and Statement 5 provides documentation supporting Statement 3 for 

Phase Two. Lastly, Filing Schedule 46B, Statement 6 provides a detailed description of all 

significant accounting procedures and internal controls that the Company has instituted to 

identify all costs associated with the RAC. Filing Schedule 46B, Statements 1 through 5, also 

satisfy the project financing requirement of subsection (f) of Filing Schedule 46. 

32. Filing Schedule 46C, Statement 1 sponsored by Company Witness Lyons, 

provides the allocation of the revenue requirement and the rate design for the Rate Year ending 

August 31, 2018. In addition, Filing Schedule 46C, Statement 2, provides the annual revenue 
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requirement by class over the duration of the RAC. 

B. Request for Waiver of Certain Filing Schedule 46 Requirements 

33. For this Application and applications for future phases of the SUP, the Company, 

pursuant to 20 VAC 5-201-10 E, respectfully requests that the Commission, waive, in part, for 

good cause shown and in conformance with the Company's previous Rider U filings, the 

requirements and instructions of Rules 60. and 90 of the Rate Case Rules with respect to the 

portions of Filing Schedule 46 that apply only to Subsection A 6 generation RACs. The Rate 

Case Rules have not been revised following the passage of Chapter 212, which amended 

Subsection A 6 to add clause (iv) distribution RACs to the generation-related RACs authorized 

previously by clauses (i), (ii) and (iii) of Subsection A 6. 

34. As to Filing Schedule 46, there is a delineation of specific requirements - ((a) 

through (f» - that by the plain language of Rule 90 apply only to Subsection A 6 RACs filed 

"for the recovery of costs of proposed new generating facilities" (emphasis added). There is also 

a separate requirement that RACs filed pursuant to Subsection A 6, "provide information relative 

to the need and prudence of proposed generating unit additions" (emphasis added). The 

Company submits that by their terms such requirements would not apply to the distribution 

facilities addressed in clause (iv) of Subsection A 6. The Company's Application, however, does 

include information relative to the need and prudence of its proposed distribution additions under 

the Phase Two of the SUP. As addressed above, the Company is submitting the required 

information in compliance with the parts of the Schedule 46 instructions that are not explicitly 

limited to new generation facilities. As with its applications filed in the 2014 initial SUP 

proceeding and the 2015 Phase One proceeding, pursuant to new clause (iv) of Subsection A 6, 

the Company, for good cause shown and pursuant to Rule 10 E, seeks any additional waivers for 
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this Application and applications for future phases of the SUP that the Commission may deem 

necessary by the Filing Schedule 46 requirements of the Rate Case Rules. 

REQUEST FOR CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT 

35. The Company's Application contains, at points so designated therein, confidential 

and/or redacted information, and the non-public version of this filing is being made under seal. 

Because portions of the Company's Application contain such confidential and/or redacted 

information, in compliance with Rule 10 F and Rule 170,20 V AC 5-201-10 F and 

5 V AC 5-20-170, this filing is accompanied by a separate Motion for Entry of a Protective 

Order, including a form of Proposed Protective Order, filed by the Company under separate 

cover but contemporaneously with this Application. 

COMPLIANCE WITH RULE 10 OF THE RATE CASE RULES 

36. The Company's Application for revision of Rider U complies with the 

requirements contained in Rule 10 of the Rate Case Rules. In accordance with Rule lOA, the 

Company filed with the Commission on August 4, 2016, the Company's notice of intent to file 

this Application under Va. Code § 56-585.1 A 6. Copies of the Public Version ofthis 

Application, to the extent required by Rule 10 J, along with the additional information required 

by Rule 10 J, have been served upon the persons addressed in that Rule. A complete copy of the 

Public Version of this Application has been served upon the Office of the Attorney General's 

Division of Consumer Counsel, in accordance with Rule 10 J. Also included with and following 

this Application, pursuant to Rule 10, is a table of contents ofthis filing, including exhibits and 

schedules. 

37. Beyond the initial Application, Rule 20 VAC 5-201-10 J requires the Company to 

serve copies of certain information related to Dominion Virginia Power's rate proceedings upon 
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local officials via first class mail or personal delivery. The Company has recently obtained a 

continuing waiver of Rule 10 J of the Rate Case Rules from the Commission to permit electronic 

delivery of rate application information to the localities in lieu of first class mail delivery upon 

request from the locality.8 Accordingly, the Company requests that any procedural order issued 

in this proceeding allow for electronic service of materials going forward on localities that 

request such service in writing. 

CONCLUSION 

WHEREFORE, the Company respectfully requests that the Commission: (1) grant this 

Application and revise the Rate Adjustment Clause to update Rider U for Phase One and to 

recover the costs for Phase Two ofthe SUP through Rider U; (2) approve the proposed total 

combined revenue requirement, cost allocation, class assignment, rate design, and accounting 

treatment for service rendered on and after September 1, 2017 through August 31, 2018 for the 

conversion of overhead to underground distribution facilities in Phase One and Phase Two of the 

SUP; (3) establish a rate ofretum on common equity for the purpose ofthis Application at 

10.50%; (4) approve the Company's Rider U to be effective, for billing purposes, on and after 

the first day of the month which is at least fifteen (15) calendar days following the date any 

Commission order approving Rider U; (5) grant the Company's requested waivers for this 

Application and applications for future phases of the SUP as to the filing requirements to the 

extent necessary; and (6) grant such other relief as deemed appropriate. 

8 Petition of Virginia Electric and Power Company For continuing waiver of20 VAC 5-201-10 J of the Rules 
Governing Utility Rate Applications and Annual Informational Filings to permit electronic service to local officials 
upon request, Case No. PUE-2016-00039, Order (Apr. 19,2016). 
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Lisa S. Booth 
Charlotte P. McAfee 
Dominion Resources Services, Inc. 
120 Tredegar Street, RS-2 
Richmond, Virginia 23219 
(804) 819-2288 (LSB telephone) 
(804) 819-2277 (CPM telephone) 
(804) 819-2183 (facsimile) 
lisa.s. booth@dom.com 
charlotte.p. mcafee@dom.com 

Joseph K. Reid III 
William G. Bushman 
Jennifer D. Daglio 
McGuireWoods LLP 
Gateway Plaza 
800 East Canal Street 
Richmond, Virginia 23219-3916 
(804) 775-1198 (JKR telephone) 
(804) 775-1806 (WGB telephone) 
(804) 775-1221 (JDD telephone) 
(804) 698-2019 (facsimile) 
jreid@mcguirewoods.com 
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jdaglio@mcguirewoods.com 

Respectfully submitted, 

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY 

By ['ciL<...£:-
Counsel 

Counsel for Virginia Electric and Power Company 

December 1,2016 
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