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Case 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1 Q. Please state your names, titles and business 

2 addresses. 

3 A. Marco L. Padula, Utility Engineer 3, Liliya A. 

4 Randt, Junior Engineer, and Michael J. Rieder, 

5 Utility Engineer 3, Department of Public Service, 

6 Three Empire State-Plaza, Albany, New York 12223- 

7 1350. 

8 Q. Have you previously submitted testimony in this 

9 proceeding? 

10 A. Yes.  We have offered testimony concerning the 

11 company's proposed recovery of East River Repowering 

12 Project (ERRP) carrying costs, the embedded cost of 

13 service (ECOS) study, the proposed timing of 

14 implementation of the demand charge rate structure. 

15 and the revenue adjustment associated with Staff's 

16 sales forecast adjustments. 

17 Q. What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony? 

18 A. The puxpose of our rebuttal testimony is to address 

19 New York City's (NYC) proposed changes to the 

20 company's ECOS study and its proposed allocation of 

21 the non-ERRP component of any base rate increase 

22 granted by the Commission. 

23 Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

24 A. NYC's methods of calculating the D01 allocator and 

1 
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Case ; 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1 of allocating any increase in base rates are flawed. 

2 The Commission should reject the proposed use of 

3 these methods and instead adopt the company's 

4 methodologies. 

5 Q. Are you sponsoring any exhibits? 

6 A. Yes, we are sponsoring Exhibit   (SRP-4) 

7 Q. What is the purpose of the D01 allocator? 

8 A. The D01 allocator is used to allocate demand related 

9 production and distribution costs in the ECOS study 

10 and is calculated based on the average demand, per 

11 hour, from 6 AM through 11 AM, on the system peak 

12 day. 

13 Q. Please summarize NYC's claim that Con Edison's 

14 calculation of the D01 allocator was in error. 

15 A. NYC claims that the D01 allocator for the SC2 class 

16 must be in error by reason of comparing the load 

17 factor (the ratio of the average load in a given 

18 period to the maximum load during that, period) of 

19 each class to the max/min ratio (peak month usage 

20 divided by minimum month usage) of each class.  It 

21 claims that a class with the highest max/min ratio 

22 should have the lowest load factor, while the class 

23 with the lowest max/min ratio should have the 

24 highest load factor, and since the SC2 class does 

2 



Case 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1 not follow this relationship relative to the other 

2 classes, the D01 allocator must be incorrect. 

3 Q- Do you agree with these claims? 

4 A. No.  NYC's assumed relationship between max/min 

5 ratio and load factor cannot be substantiated. 

6 Based on our analysis, there is no discernible 

7 relationship between the two.  Therefore, NYC's 

8 contentions are irrelevant in determining the 

9 validity of the D01 allocator. 

10 Q. Please describe your analysis. 

11 A. We looked at a number of scenarios in which we kept 

12 the class max/min ratio constant and changed the 

13 monthly usage.  Our analysis, which we provide by 

14 way of examples in Exhibit  (SRP-4), demonstrates 

15 that the relationship between class max/min ratios 

16 and the class load factor can vary. 

17 Q. Please describe Exhibit   (SRP-4). 

18 A. The exhibit contains three examples that show the 

19 change in relationship between the two factors. 

20 Example 1 shows the resulting max/min ratios and 

21 load factors for each service class based on data 

22 used in the ECOS study, and to which NYC 

23 specifically refers.  In Example 2, the monthly 

24 usages are modified such that the class with the 

3 



Case 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1 lowest max/min ratio has the lowest load factor.  In 

2 Example 3, again the monthly usages are modified, 

3 resulting in the class with the lowest max/min ratio 

4 having the highest class load factor.  These 

5 examples demonstrate that there is no direct 

6 relationship between load factor and the max/min 

7 ratios as NYC claims. 

8 Q.   Do you have any comments on NYC's proposed use of 

9 the Peak Month method to calculate the D01 

10 allocator? 

11 A.   Yes. Utilizing the Peak Month method, which is 

12 determined using the average of the two.highest 

13 month demands, does not reflect how the steam system 

14 is designed.  Con Edison designs its system to meet 

15 the peak demand on the single peak day.  The D01 

16 allocator as filed by the company, which is based on 

17 the average demand per hour from 6 AM through 11 AM 

18 on the system peak day, more closely reflects how 

19 the system is designed. 

20 Q.   Do you have any comment on NYC's proposal to 

21 allocate a portion of fuel costs, related to fixed 

22 line losses, using the C06 allocator? 

23 A.   We do not offer any opinion on that proposal. 

24 Q.   Do you have any comments on NYC's proposed 



Case 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1 allocation of the non-ERRP related proposed increase 

2 in base rates? 

3 A.   If the Commission adopts Staff's position in this 

4 proceeding, there would not be any base rate 

5 increase, so the allocation would not be necessary. 

6 If the Commission does not adopt all of Staff's 

7 recommendations, however, and such an allocation 

8 would be necessary, we do not agree with NYC's 

9 proposal. 

10 Q.   Please explain the nature of your disagreement with 

11 NYC's proposal. 

12 A.   NYC proposes to first eliminate the deficiency or 

13 surplus of each class and then allocate the proposed 

14 increase in proportion to rate base.  We disagree 

15 with.its second step of allocating the proposed 

16 increase in proportion to rate base.  The company's 

17 revenue requirement includes capital expenditures, 

18 operations and maintenance (O&M) expenditures, 

19 taxes, and other costs.  Unless the revenue 

20 requirement increase is solely related to increases 

21 in capital expenditures, allocating the increase 

22 among the classes based on rate base would not 

23 provide an accurate allocation.  That is, O&M 

24 expenditures, taxes, and other non-capital costs may 



Case 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1 not be incurred in the same proportion as capital 

2 expenditures, as among the classes, so excluding 

3 these costs from the allocation methodology may 

4 produce inaccurate results. 

5 In contrast, allocating a revenue requirement 

6 increase based on revenues maintains the ECOS 

7 allocation of all costs, both capital and non- 

8 capital, as well as the realigned relationship 

9 between the classes. 

10 Q.   Is your analysis based on any assumptions? 

11 A.   Yes.  The allocation of an increase using base 

12 revenues assumes that the company incurs costs and 

13 revenues in the rate year in a similar manner as it 

14 has in the past. 

15 Q.   Do you have any reason to believe this pattern will 

16 change during the rate year? 

17 A.   No. 

18 Q.   Please summarize your recommendations regarding 

19 NYC's proposals. 

20 A.   NYC's proposed use of the Peak Month method to 

21 calculate the D01 allocator should be rejected, and 

22 the D01 allocator set forth in the company's ECOS 

23 study should be used instead.  We further recommend 

24 that if the Commission decides to increase base 



Case 05-S-1376   Staff Rate Panel - Rebuttal 

1       rates, the increase should be allocated among the 

2*      service classes in proportion to base revenues, as 

3 adjusted for the ECOS study results. 

4 Q.   Does this conclude your testimony? 

5 A.   Yes. 
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EXHlBrr_(SRP- 4) 

Example 1 Example 2 

ie IU iniiiimuin mamn us iae 

Sales -MLBS Sales -MLBS fialne-Ml RR 
SCI SC2 SC3 Year SCI SC2 SC3 Year 

154.407 2.451.202 1.263.561 January 2004 154.407 710,001 1.263.561 
1.202.717 Febryaty 2004 170.003 2,137,100 1.202,717 Febryary 2004 170.003 

March 2004 102,893 710.001 912,897 March 2004 102.693 

May 2004 
656.818 April 2004 66.892 710,001 656,818 April 2004 66.892 2.628,600 

May 2004 16,755 710,000 332,288 May 2004 16.755 
342,704 June 2004 9,667 710,001 342,704 June 2004 9.667 2.628.600 

July 2004 8.325 710.001 371,543 July 2004 6.325 2.626.600 
August 2004 7.433 710.001 339,408 August 2004 7.433 

7.536 1.384.534 361.047 September 2004 7.536 710,001 351.047 September 2004 7.536 
342.789 Octoher 2004 12.147 710,001 342.769 October 2004 12,147 2.628 600 
604,986 November 2004 44.267 710,001 604.986 November 2004 

1.503.852 880.954 December 2004 64.951 710,001 880.954 
68S.276 17.841.656 7.601.712 Total Sales 685,276 9.947.110 7.601,712 Total Sales 685,276 

6707 2452 441 6707 2462 Winter DemanO-Av.MLBS/HR 441 6707 2452 
35.4% Load Factor % 17.7% 16.9% 35.4% Load Factor % 17.7% 50.7% 35.4% 

Ratio of max to min 22.9 3.0 3.8 Ratio of max to min 2287 3.01 380 Ratio of max to min 229 3,0 38 month usage month usage month usage 
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February 27, 2006 

Hon. Jaclyn Brilling, Secretary 
State of New York Public Service Commission 
Three Empire State Plaza, 14th Floor 
Albany, New York 12223-1350 

Re:      Case 05-S-1376 - Proceeding on Motion of the Commission as to 
the Rates, Charges, Rules and Regulations of Consolidated Edison 
Company of New York, Inc. for Steam Service 

Dear Secretary Brilling: 

Enclosed please find an original and five copies of the Direct Testimony of Frank W. 
Radigan on behalf of the County of Westchester in the above captioned proceeding. Copies of 
the Testimony, with accompanying exhibits and summary have been served on the active parties 
by electronic mail. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need additional 
assistance. 

Very truly yours. 

'JL. 
)tewart M. Glass 

Senior Assistant County Attorney 
(914) 995-3143; fax (914) 995-2495 
E-Mail: smg4@westchestergov.com 

SMG:me 
Ends. 

cc: ALJ Robert R. Garlin (by Fed Ex) 
Kevin Lang, Esq. (by e-mail and regular mail) 
Active Party List (by e-mail) 

Michaelian Office Building 
148 Martine Avenue, 6th Floor 
White Plains, New York 10601 Telephone: (914)995-2660    Website: westchestergov.com 
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Summary of County nf Westchester's Position 

The purpose of the testimony submitted by the County of Westchester 

("Westchester") is to show that the method of allocating costs between Con 

Edison's steam system and its electric system results in the electric system and its 

customers subsidizing the steam system by paying a disproportionate share of costs 

related to the operation of the East River Repowering Project ("ERRP")- This 

subsidy is larger than projected by Con Edison, and as relied upon by the 

Commission, in Case 03-S-1672. For the period commencing April 2005, when 

ERRP began operation, through December 2005 the electric department paid over 

92.7% of the operating expenses at ERRP. For January 2006, the electric system 

paid over 96% of those operating costs. It is Westchester's position that the 

methodology and amount of the subsidy should be reviewed and modified. 

In addition, Westchester wants assurances that the subsidy by the electric system is 

not extended to other steam facilities. 

The testimony also addresses the allocation of proceeds from the sale of Waterside 

and the First Avenue properties. 
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l     Q- 
PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS? 

2     A. My name is Frank W. Radigan. I am a principal in the Hudson River Energy 

3 
Group, a consulting firm providing services regarding the electric utility industry 

4 and specializing in the fields of rates, planning and utility economics. My office 

5 address is 120 Washington Avenue, Albany, New York 12210. 

6     Q. 
WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE YOUR EDUCATION AND 

7 BUSINESS EXPERIENCE? 

8     A. I received a Bachelor of Science degree in Chemical Engineering from Clarkson 

9 College of Technology in Potsdam, New York (now Clarkson University) in 1981. 

10 I received a Certificate in Regulatory Economics from the State University of New 

11 
York at Albany in 1990. From 1981 through February 1997,1 served on the Staff 

12 of the New York State Department of Public Service ("DPS") in the Rates and 

13 System Planning sections of the Power Division. My responsibilities included 

14 resource planning and the analysis of rates, depreciation rates and tariffs of electric. 

15 gas, water and steam utilities in the State and encompassed rate design and 

16 performing embedded and marginal cost of service studies as well as depreciation 

17 studies. 

18 

19 Before leaving the DPS, I was responsible for directing all engineering staff during 

20 major rate proceedings including those relating to integrated resource planning and 

21 environmental impact studies. In February 1997,1 left the DPS and joined a firm 

22 called Louis Berger & Associates as a Senior Energy Consultant. In December 

23 
1998,1 formed my own Company. In my 24 years of experience, I have testified as 

1 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 Q. 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 Q. 

17 

18 A. 

an expert witness in utility rate proceedings on more than 40 occasions before 

various utility regulatory bodies, including this Commission, the Nevada Public 

Utility Commission, the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance, the 

Connecticut Department of Utility Control, the Rhode Island Public Utilities 

Commission, the Michigan Public Service Commission and the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission. A summary of my qualifications and experience is 

included in Exhibit (FWR-1). 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING? 

I am testifying on behalf of the County of Westchester ("Westchester"). 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. ("Con Edison" or "Company") 

serves all of the electric customers located in Westchester except for a relatively 

small number of customers in the north eastern side of Westchester who are served 

by New York State Electric & Gas Corporation. 

ARE THERE ANY CON EDISON STEAM CUSTOMERS IN 

WESTCHESTER COUNTY? 

No, there are no steam customers in Westchester. 

19 

20 Q.        SO WHY IS WESTCHESTER INTERESTED IN STEAM RATES? 

21 A.        Con Edison serves about 3 million electric customers in the New York 

22 metropolitan area. Approximately 340,000 of those customers are located in 

23 Westchester. It is uncontested that Con Edison's electric customers, both New 
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1 
York City customers and Westchester customers, have been subsidizing steam rates 

2 
since at least 1975, which increases the electric rates of those customers. Prior to 

3 
1975, steam generation at steam-electric plants were treated as "incremental" to 

4 
electnc generation for ratemaking purposes due to the fact that cogeneration 

5 
facilities were originally installed to permit steam sendout as a by-product of 

6 
electric generation. By 1975, the Commission determined that a more equal 

7 
sharing of costs between the two products was justified because steam had become 

8 
the primary output, rather than the by-product. Accordingly, the Commission 

9 
adopted a "proportional sharing" method of sharing of costs between the two 

10 
systems in proportion to the cost of supplying each of the services separately. The 

11 
Commission has abandoned the proportional method to the detriment of the electric 

12 system. 

13 

14 
At various times, both the Commission and Con Edison have stated that the subsidy 

15 

16 

17 

should be eliminated. 

Q.       WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY? 

18 
A.        The purpose of my testimony is to show that the method of allocating costs 

19 
between Con Edison's steam system and its electric system results in the electric 

20 
system and its customers subsidizing the steam system by paying a disproportionate 

21 
share of costs related to the operation of the East River Repowering Project 

22 
("ERRP"). This subsidy is larger than projected by Con Edison, and as relied upon 

23 by the Commission, in Case 03-S-1672. 

3 



1 
In addition, the methodology of allocating capital costs and operating costs, with its 

2 
resulting subsidy by the electric system, should not be extended to other steam 

3 facilities. 

4 

5 
Westchester's concerns relate to the current and potential cross subsidization of the 

6 
steam, electric and gas departments in the semi-regulated environment. The term 

7 
semi-regulated is used with care because even though Con Edison was directed to 

8 
exit the generation business it was allowed re-power the East River station as a 

9 
steam station with some electric generation. However, the primary purpose of 

10 
ERRP, as shown by how it was designed, is to generate steam. In its direct case. 

11 
Con Edison states that it is already looking to re-power some of its other generating 

12 facilities as possible steam/electric facilities. 

13 

14 
Westchester supports the immediate end of the subsidy of 59th Street and 74th 

15 
Street. Electric power and energy were last produced at 59th Street in January 1995 

16 
and at 74th Street in October 1999. The Commission, by adopting the Joint 

17 
Proposals recommendation that the subsidy of approximately $24 million per year 

18 
continue until the proceeds from Waterside and the First Avenue properties are 

19 
obtained and distributed has eliminated any benefit that the electric system is to 

20 
obtain from the sale of Waterside, especially since the net proceeds from the sale of 

21 
Waterside do not come close to approaching the annual cost of the 59th & 74th 

22 
Sheet subsidy. Any additional delay in distributing these proceeds is at the direct 

23 expense of electric ratepayers. 

4 



l     Q- 
WOULD YOU PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE AREAS OF YOUR FINDINGS? 

2     A. 
The cost of ERRP substantially exceeds the original estimates as presented in the 

3 
Article X case. In fact, Con Edison acknowledges that ERRP has cost 

4 
approximately $800 million as opposed to the $406 million stated in the Article X 

5 
proceeding. That increased cost is being passed along to and charged back to the 

6 
electric department as rent. This results in an installed cost per kW of almost 

7 
$2,000. Obviously, this is not the type of plant that should have been constructed 

8 for the generation of electricity. 

9 

10 
On the expense side, the electric department pays a disproportionate share of 

11 
ERRP's operating costs, consisting primarily of fuel costs. In fact, for the period 

12 
commencing April 2005, when ERRP began operation, through December 2005 the 

13 
electric department has paid over 92.7% of the operating expenses at ERRP. For 

14 
January 2006. the electric system paid over 96% of those operating costs. (Exhibit 

15 , FWR-2)' 

16 

17 
Con Edison proposes to increase base steam rates by $102 million, thereby 

18 
demonstrating that it has no qualms about raising steam rates to benefit its 

19 
shareholders. In fact, Con Edison does not predict any appreciably loss of 

20 
customers resulting from such an increase. Accordingly, Con Edison has not 

21 
indicated any reason why, if the Company accepted a lesser amount for its 

22 
stockholders, steam customers would not be able to pay for their fair share of fuel 

23 costs. 

5 



t ^ •-•     ,1 The Steam Business Plan clearly shows that steam is the most expensive heating or 

2 cooling source for customers. Therefore, there is no policy reason to continue the 

3 subsidy. 

4 

5 For these reasons, and as detailed below, the methodology and amount of the 

6 subsidy of the steam system by the electric system should be revisited. 

7 

8 Considering the cost overruns at ERRP, the disproportionate operational subsidy 

9 that even exceeds the prior subsidy at Waterside, the availability of other sources to 

10 provide steam and the general diseconomies of running a steam system. Con 

11 Edison should not be allowed to re-power any more generating stations without 

12 being at risk for all money expended. 

13 

14 The electric department paid for at least 90% of the operation and capital costs of 

15 Waterside and therefore should receive at least 90% of the proceeds? In fact, as 

16 acknowledged by the Commission 95% of the capital costs of Waterside were 

17 allocated to the electric department and only 5% were allocated to the steam 

18 system. (Order Adopting the Terms of a Joint Proposal, Case 03-S-1672 (Issued & 

19 Effective September 27, 2004) p. 22. Accordingly, the electric system should 

20 receive 95% of the proceeds. 

21 

22 Finally, the cost overruns at ERRP are so large that there needs to be a full 

23 investigation by the Commission regarding the prudency of the expenditures. 

1 Con Edison Response to COW 5 
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2 

3      A. 

Q.       WHAT ARE THE FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF YOUR 

RECOMMENDATIONS? 

The proposed reallocation of revenues from the electric department to the steam 

department results in an increase in steam fuel costs of at least $70 million. 
4 

5 

6 Q.       COULD YOU PLEASE DISCUSS WHY THE ALLOCATION OF ERRP 

7 SHOULD BE REVISTED? 

8      A. 

10 
11 

4)  We find that the sale of the First Avenue properties provides an important 
opportunity for East Side redevelopment that offers substantial societal 

The Commission cited several reasons in its decision2 to allow for the continued 

subsidization of the steam department by the electric department, including: 

1) The electric system will receive substantial benefits from this in-City 
electric plant because it will serve load pockets on Manhattan s East Side 

[ 2 and elsewhere in the borough. 

\l 2) Electric ratepayers will not incur any economic harm from the ERRP cost 

15 allocations. 

H 3) ERRP makes economic sense for electric customers because they will share 
! 8 in the net gain on First Avenue properties. 

19 
20 
21 .. 
22 benefits for the greater metropolitan area. 

II 5)  Electric customers will benefit because they will obtain electricity from a 
25 new, efficient facility that produces a low level of environmental emissions. 

97 6)  The continued operation ofthe steam system means that Consolidated 

to Edison will not construct (or incur the costs for) electric transmission and 
29 distribution system reinforcements that would be needed to serve the energy 
30 loads of the customers who would switch. 

31 

^ r ASF 03-S-1672-Proceeding on Motion ofthe Commission as to the Rates Charges, 
Rufef^d Regilations of Consolidated Edison Company of New York. Inc. for Steam 
SeilL Orde'Adopting the Terms of a Joint Proposal, issued and effective September 27, 

2004 (Order on Joint Proposal.). 



,1 As the following testimony demonstrates, the information relied on by the 

2 Commission was flawed in a number of ways. 

3 
4 Q.        PLEASE COMMENT ON THE PURPORTED EAST SIDE LOAD POCKET. 

5 A.       Load pockets are defined as geographic areas of load that, because of transmission 

6 limitations, must have resources internal to the area available to operate so as to 

7 ensure reliable service for the areas load. The East Side load pocket is not in fact a 

8 load pocket per se given that it has adequate transmission capacity into the area. 

9 Con Edison noted, in its submittal in Case 94-E- 09523, which included an analysis 

10 and identification of load pockets within its system and estimated hours, that the 

11 East River load pocket differs from a typical load pocket in that the transmission 

12 capability into the pocket under normal conditions is greater than the peak load in 

13 the pocket but not sufficient to cover the load and reserve. In that same submittal, 

14 Con Edison identified that it could rely on Standby Tie Transformer to meet load as 

15 well as East River Generators 6 and 7 to meet reserve requirements. In fact, even 

16 before ERRP was put in service, there were reserves of 420 MW, including East 

17 River 6 and 7, and those facilities are still in service. Con Edison identified that it 

18 needed 53 MW of reserves within the pocket and noted that there was no time 

19 when the load exceeded the transmission capability. There was no demonstrable 

20 need to view East River as a load pocket. In fact. Staff never even studied East 

21 River as a load pocket in its Analysis of Load Pockets and Market Power in New 

22 York State published on October 1, 1996. The attempt to justify ERRP on the 

3 Case 94-E-0952, February 5, 1996 letter from William Jaeger, Chief Engineer, Electric Planning, 
Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. to Mr. Howard Tarler, State of New York Department of 
Public Service, Office of Utility Efficiency & Productivity. 
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1 
grounds that it was serving an East River load pocket that needed additional 

2 
generation was baseless. No statistical evidence has ever been presented in any 

3 
proceeding to support the conclusion that ERRP was needed to meet a load-pocket 

4 in that geographic area. 

5 

6     Q. 
PLEASE COMMENT ON THE ELECTRIC DEPARTMENT'S SUBSIDY 

7 OF THE STEAM DEPARTMENT. 

8      A. 
The Commission states that while the prevailing market prices for electricity in 

9 
New York City do not match, or cover entirely, the amount of ERRP related costs 

10 
allocated to the electric department, they do, in fact, eliminate a substantial portion 

11 
of them from further consideration. Moreover, the portion that is not covered is 

12 
roughly matched by the amount of Waterside related costs that Consolidated 

13 
Edison will be able to avoid. The electric department's share of the ERRP-related 

14 
costs during the upcoming rate year is about $219 million; the current market value 

15 
for the ERRP-provided electricity is about $159 million. On the record made in 

16 
this case, we find that Consolidated Edison should be able to avoid approximately 

17 
$57 million of Waterside-facility costs when the replacement occurs. This analysis 

18 
strongly suggests that only a small amount of the ERRP costs (currently $3 million) 

19 
might be characterized as a subsidy. (Order Adopting the Teiius of a Joint 

20 Proposal, p. 27) 

21 

22 
A review of the first ten months of ERRP's operation clearly demonstrates that the 

23 
actual cost of ERRP to the electric department was approximately $25 million per 

9 
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20 

month or $300 million per year.   The value of the incremental power in the electric 

market was approximately $ 18 million per month or $210 million per year.   Thus, 

the subsidyjs approximately $90 million per year as opposed to the $60 million 

subsidy projected in the Commission's Order . 

Evidence of the subsidy is also clearly evident by looking at the charges to the 

steam department for steam itself. In 2005, the steam department was charged 

$1.23 per Mlb5 for the 5.2 million Mlbs of steam produced by ERRP. This 

compares to $12.24 per Mlb for the production of steam by the steam system as a 

whole (excluding ERRP) and $11.67 per Mlb at the most efficient cogeneration 

station, East River 6. For the first ten months of operation ERRP produced 

5,369,830 Mlb (Exhibit FWR-3)6 or 6,443,796 Mlb per year. If you compare 

the cost of yearly production at ERRP at the average cost of $ 12.24 per Mlb 

($78,872,063) with the current charge to the steam system of $1.23 per Mlb 

($6,502,570) you end up with a yearly subsidy of the steam system of over $72 

million per year. If the steam department were charged for the cost of production at 

ERRP consistent with what it is charged for production at other steam facilities, it 

would reduce, but not eliminate, the cost of the fuel subsidy by the electric 

department by at least $70 million per year. 

4 See footnote 18 on p. 27 "The electric department's share of the ERRP-related costs during the upcoming 
rate year is about $219 million; the current market value for the ERRP-provided electricity is $159 million. 
5 It should be noted that during 2005 the average amount charged to the steam system for steam production at 
Waterside was $9.74 per Mlb. 
6 Con Edison Response to COW 2 
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! In contrast, the actual cost for the production of steam at ERRP for its first ten 

2 months of operation was $25.26 per Mlb7. The reason there is a large disparity 

3 between the amount charged to the steam department for production of steam at 

4 ER*P and the cost to produce that steam is the steam department is only charged 

5 for fuel used in the steam duct burners at ERRP. 

6 
7 Q.       PLEASE COMMENT ON THE GAINS FROM THE SALE OF THE FIRST 

8 AVENUE PROPERTIES. 

9 A.        The gains on the sale of the First Avenue property have been minimal. Per Con 

Edison's July 25, 2005 filing in Case Ol-E-0377 - Sale of First Avenue Properties, 

the utility reported net proceeds to the electric department of $55.6 million. This 

12 one time single payment does not even cover the rent that the electric department 

13 pays for ERRP in a single year. 

10 

11 

14 

15 Q. 

16 TO ADD 

17 A. 

18 

19 total sale. Selling Waterside does not appear to have added the benefit originally 

20 claimed since the increased sale price does not appear to have materialized. When 

21 

PLEASE COMMENT ON THE ABILITY OF THE SALE OF WATERSIDE 

VALUE TO THE SALE OF THE FIRST AVENUE PROPERTIES. 

When the Company originally asked to sell Waterside, it told the Commission that 

selling Waterside with the other First Avenue properties would add value to the 

Con Edison first asked for permission to sell the First Avenue properties it told the 

' When you compare the actual cost of production at ERRP of $25.26 per Mlb with even the least 

expensive station at a cost of $11.67 per Mlb, the ^ren^^ ^ '21 
When you compare the actual cost of steam production at ERRP at $25.26 per Mlb witn me 

11 



\ Commission that it would net $39 million from the property itself and would net 

2 another $ 19 million in added value by including it in a bundle with the other sale 

3 properties. Unfortunately neither of these fanciful predictions turned out to be true. 

4 In its July 25, 2005 filing with the Commission in Case Ol-E-0377 - Sale of First 

5 Avenue Properties, Con Edison reports that the net gain from selling Waterside was 

6 only $3.6 million (less than 1/10 of the estimate) and there was no mention of 

7 added value to the net proceeds. 

8 Given the paltry profits garnered from the sale of Waterside, Con Edison's 

9 ratepayers may have been better served by keeping the plant. 

10 

11 Q.       PLEASE COMMENT ON THE LOWER EMISISON OF ERRP VERSUS 

12 THE WATERSIDE AND EAST RIVER UNITS. 

13 A.        Any new generator meeting current environmental permitting requirements would 

14 provide lower emissions than Waterside or the old East River units.   In fact, 

15 testimony provided by Westchester in Case 03-S-1376 showed that if adding 

16 electric generation into New York City was a necessity, there were much more 

17 efficient options than ERRP.   If lower emissions were truly the goal, ERRP is a 

18 poor choice given the available options. 

19 

20 

21 

amount charged to the steam department ($1.23) it is obvious that the Steam Department is 
underpaying by approximately ($24.03 x 6,443,796) $154,800,000. 

12 



l     Q. 
PLEASE COMMENT ON THE VALUE OF THE STEAM SYSTEM IN 

2 
AVOIDING NEW TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION FACILITIES. 

3      A. 
The recently completed steam business plan clearly establishes that the steam 

4 
system does not provide that much value. Air conditioning load is leaving the 

5 
steam system due to economics. In the 1997 Steam Plan, Con Edison reported that 

6 
steam air conditioning load represented the equivalent of 497 MW of electric load. 

7 
In the Steam Business Development Plan filed on August 26, 2005, Con Edison 

8 
reported that steam air conditioning load represented 375 MW of electric load. 

9 
This 25% reduction in value was due to the natural diseconomies of steam air 

10 
conditioning with steam customers switching to electric air conditioning. Thus, 

11 
Con Edison will still have to build the infrastructure necessary to support the air 

12 
conditioning. Therefore, electric ratepayers will not only be saddled with paying 

13 
for BRRP, which was supposed to alleviate the need to build this additional 

14 infrastructure, but they will also have to pay for that additional electric 

15 infrastructure. 

16 

17 
Moreover, as shown by the Steam Business Plan, the steam air conditioning load 

18 
that still exists could be served at less expense by units powered by natural gas 

19 
instead of steam. Thus, instead of investing in multi-year subsidies by the electric 

20 
department of the steam department at a cost of hundreds of millions of dollars all 

21 
customers of Con Edison would be better off if the steam air conditioning load was 

22 transferred to the gas department. 

23 

13 



1 Finally, the Business Plan also demonstrated that steam heating itself is not cost 

2 effective. Steam for heating purposes can be produced on site by natural gas 

3 cheaper than it can be delivered by Con Edison. My understanding is that one of 

4 the mains reasons that large commercial customers have not converted to steam 

5 heat fired by natural gas, even though it is cheaper, is that building owners would 

6 not be able to recover their capital investment in the gas boiler due to the terms of 

7 some of their existing rental agreements. Some rental agreements allow for utility 

8 costs to be passed along to the tenant but not the cost of capital upgrades. If this is 

9 the only or even the major roadblock that prevents customers from obtaining lower 

10 utility bills, innovative rate design solutions could be developed to address the 

11 problem (e.g. such as the Distributed Generation program). In sum, the Steam 

12 Business plan has shown that the steam system provides only short term benefits 

13 and in the long term, the steam system probably will collapse of its own weight. 

14 

15 Q.       PLEASE COMMENT ON CON EDISON'S STATEMENTS IN THIS CASE 

16 ON REPOWERING ITS EXISTING POWER PLANTS. 

17 A.       The testimony of the Operations Panel states that the Company is evaluating 

18 various alternatives for providing future steam capacity. The Operations Panel 

19 states that starting in 2008 Con Edison projects capital expenditures to increase in 

20 order to begin revitalization of steam generating capacity. The testimony further 

21 states that part of the planned capital spending is for replacement or refurbishment 

22 of older steam generating capacity during the 2008-2010 period or beyond.   The 

23 testimony of the Operations Panel states that this planned construction program is a 

14 



1 result of on-going planning initiatives, including the Steam Production Cost Study 

2 required by the Company's last Steam Rate Plan in Case No. 03-S-1672, 

3 

4 Q.       DO YOU HAVE ANY CONCERNS REGARDING CON EDISON'S 

5 POSITION? 

6 A.        Yes, two. First,pursuant to the terms of the settlement agreement in the 

7 Company's last steam case, Con Edison agreed to contract for an investment-grade 

8 study of long-term steam production options conducted by an independent 

9 engineering firm.   The study is supposed to examine the Company's present costs 

10 of production at each steam unit; estimate costs for the next 20 years; analyze the 

11 potential of, and cost for, re-powering Hudson Avenue, 74th Street, and 59th Street; 

12 and consider other alternative steam production sources to existing steam plants. 

13 Thus, Con Edison's efforts to pursue planning initiatives on its own appear to be 

14 flaunting the terms of the settlement in the last steam case by assuming that the best 

15 alternative is to expand the system. 

16 

17 Second, the significant cost overruns at ERRP and the fact that the cost of these 

18 overruns have been entirely bom by ratepayers, requires that Con Edison be made 

19 responsible for its decisions and the resulting expenditures relative to increased 

20 steam production. Con Edison appears to have made decisions relating to steam 

21 generation planning initiatives before it is even known whether its decisions or 

22 assumptions are correct. To remedy this, if the production study does not clearly 

23 establish that Con Edison should be the party that invests in additional steam 

15 



1 production capacity, the $3.5 million of capacity expenditures that Con Edison 

2 indicates it will make in 2007 (Operations Panel, page 13), should be disallowed in 

3 the next rate case. 

4 

5 Q. 
WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION RELATIVE TO FUTURE STEAM 

6 PRODUCTION? 

7 A. If it is established that additional steam is required, Con Edison should seek to 

8 acquire the additional capacity from other sources rather than produce additional 

9 steam itself. 

10 

11 Q. WHAT IS YOUR RECOMMENDATION RELATIVE TO THE 

12 ALLOCATION OF COSTS FOR ERRP BETWEEN THE ELECTRIC 

13 SYSTEM AND THE STEAM SYSTEM? 

14 A. The steam system should operate ERRP for its own benefit and at its own expense 

15 without any charge to the electric system. The steam system should be allowed to 

16 sell or otherwise take credit for the market value of the electricity generated at 

17 ERRP. 

18 

19 Q. HOW SHOULD THE PROCEEDS FROM THE SALE OF WATERSIDE BE 

20 ALLOCATED? 

21 
22 A. The proceeds from the sale of Waterside should be allocated to the various 

23 departments in the same proportion that the vanous depailments paid for 

24 Waterside. The electric department paid for at least 90% of the operation and 

16 



sl capital costs of Waterside and therefore should receive at least 90% of the 

2 proceeds. In fact, as acknowledged by the Commission, 95% of the capital costs of 

3 Waterside were allocated to the electric department and only 5% were allocated to 

4 the steam system. (Order Adopting the Terms of a Joint Proposal, Case 03-S-1672 

5 (Issued & Effective September 27,2004) p. 22. Accordingly, the electric system 

6 should receive 95% of the proceeds. 

7 
8 Q.        HOW SHOULD THE ISSUE OF THE PRUDENCY OF ERRP BE 

9 HANDLED? 

10 A.        The issue of the prudency of ERRP is too complicated to be treated as a small 

11 ancillary issue to be addressed in this proceeding. The fact that Con Edison 

12 submitted some supplemental testimony on that issue is not sufficient reason to 

13 have an issue of such importance addressed in that manner in this proceeding. 

14 

15 Q.        DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY? 

16 A.        Yes, it does. 

17 
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Certificate in Regulatory Economics - State University of New York at Albany (1990) 

100* Present Principal, Hudson River Energy Group, Albany, NY -- Provide research 
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ste^  l^d wate utilities  Provide expertise in electric supply plannmg economic, 
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testimony, retai! access, cos. of service studies, -* —ng, rate design and depreciation 
studies. Wholesale power system modeling with GE-MAr:,. 

PROJFXT HIGHLIGHTS 

Wholesale Commodity Markets 

of^Sssir^on n^ in tie deflated New England eicctric market. Ongoing 

i „„«„»»! Based Pricine - Reading Municipal Light Department - Using GE multi-area 
produron SSZL (MAPI), analyzed New England wholesale power market to cost 
differences hetween various generators and load centers. 201W 

Merchant Plant Analysis - Confidential client - Using GE multi-area production simulation 
1L"), .maly/cd New York City wholesale power market to determine economics of 
restructuring PURPA era contract to market pneed contract. 2UU2 

Market Price Forecasting - El Paso Merchant Energy - Analyzed New England power market 
S^S for Purpose o'f pricing natural gas supply in order to ensure that plant was 
dispLhed at 70% capacity factor as required under its gas supply contract. 2002 

Market Price Analysis - Novo Windpower - Analyzed hourly market price data in ^w York 
for each foaLne in State in order to optimize location of new wmd power projects. 2002 

Gas Aggregation - Village of Illion - Advised client on costs/benefits of aggregating residential 
gas customers for purpose of gas purchasing. 2002 

Gas Procurement - Albany County, New York - Assisted client in analysis of economics of 
SstfngTp-hlse contract; negotiated termination of contract; des.gmng request for proposal 

for new natural gas supply. 2000 

HO Prudence Review - Selected by Vermont Public Service Board to perform prudence review 
poi^^^^ HydL Quebec and Central Vermont Public Serv.e Corporate. 

1998 

Wholesale Power Supply - Prepared comprehensive RFP to optimize power supply for Solvay 
Z^tXlv co^ra Jn* existing low cost power supplies in order to enUce new 

industrial load to locate within Village. 1997 



.    .   •. „f I oad Pockets and Market Power - Performed analysis of load pockets and market 
potrln NeXrste defined physical and financial measures that eonld nuUgate 

market power. 1996 

j T     „„*c {« ivr^w Vnrk  Performed study to determine rate impacts 

determined level of non-optimal reserves for each utility. 1995 

Power Purchase Contract PoHcies and *•^"^X^^°* 

thereby implementing curtailment of PPs as allowed under PURPA. 1990 1994 

making process. 1994 

Intrastate Wheeling Commission Transmission Analysis and Assess•ent" ^^rs^ate 

short-run marginal cost and long run incremental cost methods. 1990 

Rate Setting 

Economic Development Rate - Massena Electric Department - For municipal electric utility, 
devd^ tariffs for economic development rates for new or expanded load. 

o . r,«. cm of Service Study - Village of Hamilton, NY - For small municipal electric 
Sy pr^' McoTof s^lce study before the New York Pnhlic Service Cormmssion. 

2004 

and cash flows of utility. 2003 

Commission. 2003 



Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Philadelphia, NY - For small municipal electric 
utility, assisted in the preparation full cost of service study before the New York Public Service 
Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Village of Hamilton, NY - For small municipal electric 
utility, prepared full cost of service study before the New York Public Service Commission. 
2004 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Fillmore Gas Company - For small natural gas local 
distribution company, performing cost of service study for internal budget controls and formal 
rate case before the New York Public Service Commission. 2003 

Rate Case Cost of Service Study - Rowlands Hollow Water Works - For small water company, 
performing cost of service study for internal budget controls and formal rate case before the New 
York Public Service Commission. 2003 

Standby Rates - Independent Power Producers of New York - Analyzed reasonableness of 
proposed standby rates of Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation; proposed alternate rate designs; 
participated in settlement negotiations for new rates. 2002 

Economic Development Rates - Pascoag Utility District - Designed new cost based economic 
development rates charged to large industrial customer contemplating locating within the 
municipality. 2002 

Municipalization Study - Kennebunk Power and Light Department — Performed economic 
analysis of municipal utility serving remaining portions of Village not already served; performed 
valuation of the plant currently owned by Central Maine Power. 2001 

Water Rate Study - Pascoag Utility District - Performed cost of service study for water utility; 
presented alternate methods of funding revenue requirement. 2001 

Pole Attachment Rates - Middleborough Gas and Electric Department - Designed cost based 
pole attachment rates charged to CATV customers. 2000 

ISO Service Tariff - On behalf of three municipal utilities, analyzed cost basis and proposed 
rate design of ISO Service Tariffs. 2000 

Pole Attachment Rates - City of Farmington, New Mexico municipal electric department - 
Designed cost based pole attachment rates for CATV customers. 1999 

OATT Rates - On behalf of four municipal utilities in New England - Developed cost based 
annual revenue requirements for regional network transmission rates; represent utilities before 
ISO New England committees on transmission rate setting issues. 1998-2004 



Consolidated Edison Restrncturing - Member NYPSC Staff team "Negotiated major 
restmcLing settlement with Consolidated Edison, which decreased utility s rates by $700 
m monTver five years; implemented retail access program; performed rate unbundling; 
lesXrof utih'ty generation and the allowar.ce of the formation of a holding company, 
aSrSepreciation of generation; established customer education programs on 
est^ service quality and service reliability incentive to ensure *at Prov^on 

of Sc se^ice will diminish as competitive market emerges.  The agreement served as the 

template for restructuring in New York. 1997 

Cost-of-service Review and Rate Unbundling - Performed rate unbundling of retail rates of 
Sge XkC utmties, Inc. to facilitate delivery of New York Power Authonty energy to 

customer located in Orange & Rockland's service temtory. 1992 

Vintage Year Salvage and Study - Managed joint study of staff from Rochester Gas and 
Electric Corporation and NYSPSC to determine feasibility of using vintage year salvage 
accounting for determining future salvage rates. 1985 

Environmental Issues 

Energy Conservation Study - Pascoag Utility District - Designed e^°^^^^ 
program based on cost benefit study of various alternatives. Program funded through State 
mandated collection of energy conservation monies from ratepayers. 2002 

Clean Air Act Lawsuit - New York State Attorney General - Investigated modifications made 
at coal fired gnerating units of New York utilities to determine whether major modifications 
iriSSobtaiLg pre-construction penmts as required by the prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (PSD) provisions of the Act. 1999-2002. 

Environmental Impact Study and Simulation Modeling Analysis - Analyzed potential 
envirorTntal impacts of restnicturing electric industry in NY using production simulation 

model PROMOD. 1996 

Renewable Resources - Project Leader in NYSPSC proceeding regarding development and 
implementation of utility plans to promote use of renewable resources. 1995 

Environmental and Economic Impacts Study - Directed study of pool-wide Power Phnt 
dispatch with environmental adders to determine environmenta and economic effects ot 
dispatching electric power plants with monetized environmental adders.   1994 

Clean Air Impact Study - Directed study of effects of the Clean Air Act of 1990. Measured 
Sidl co/savings i/catalytic reduction control facilities ^t^^^lT\^ 
Clean Air Act Amendments; installed components on units in metropolitan NY region. 1W4 



Enviroomenu. Ex.er.a.ifle, and S«i.econ«mIc ^^ttoTo^Z Avo^d 
proceeding to detennine ^°•^•ZZ^l to oeioeoonomic impaets of 

1993 

the company's folly allocated embedded cost of servtce stndy. 2004 

DoCetNo. 04-02-,4- Aquanon W.et Comp^X"^^j*^^ 

and expense levels. 2004 

toe m eS.bUsh a locational Installed Capability market m New England. 

and expense levels. 2004 

Case03.E-0765 -RocheaterGas andBlecf ^o^ion- Befote.be^^Publ^ee 

^Zr^^rZiZ^X^T^^^ sale of a nuc.eat 

generating plant. 2003 

policies and practices in New York State. 2003 



V4 Docket No. 2930 - Narragansett Electric - Before the Rhode Island Public Utilities Commission 
submitted testimony on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed shared savings filing and its 
implications for the overall reasonableness of the Company's distribution rates. 2003 

Docket No. 03-07-01 - Connecticut Light and Power Company - Before the Connecticut 
Department of Public Utility Control testified to the recovery of "federally mandated" wholesale 
power costs. 2003 

Docket No. ER03-1274-000 - Boston Edison Company - Before the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission submitted affidavit on the reasonableness of the utility's proposed depreciation 
rates and expense levels. 2003 

Case 210293 - Coming Incorporated - Before the New York Public Service Commission 
submitted an affidavit on certain actions of New York State Electric & Gas Corporation 
regarding the wholesale price of power in New York and the utility's billing practices as they 
relate to flex rate contracts. 2003 

Case 332311 -Nucor Steel Auburn, Inc. - Before the New York State Public Service 
Commission submitted an affidavit on certain actions of New York State Electric & Gas 
Corporation regarding the wholesale price of power in New York and the utility's billing 
practices as they relate to flex rate contracts. 2003 

Case 6455/03 - Prepared affidavit for consideration by the Supreme Court of the State of New 
York as to the purpose, need and fuel choice for the Jamaica Bay Energy Center (Jamaica Bay) 
as it related to good utility planning practice for meeting the energy needs of utility customers. 
2003 

Case 00-M-0504 - New York State Electric and Gas Corporation - Reviewed reasonableness of 
utility's fully allocated embedded cost of service study and proposed unbundled delivery rates. 
2002 

Docket No. TX96-4-001 - On behalf of the Suffolk County Electrical Agency proposed 
unbundled embedded cost rates for wheeling of wholesale power across distribution facilities. 
2002 

Case 00-E-1208 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rate Restructuring - On behalf of Westchester 
County, addressed reasonableness of having differentiated delivery services rates for New York 
City and Westchester. 2001 

Case Ol-E-0359 - Petition of New York State Electric & Gas - Multi-Year Electric Price 
Protection Plan - Addressed reasonableness of Price Protection Plan (PPP); presented alternative 
rate plan that called for 20% decrease in utility's base rates. 2001 



rwm F nnil -Joint Petition of Co-Owners ofNine Mile Nuclear Station-Addressed the 

^nSss of tt proved nnclear asset sale and the ratemaking treatnrent of the after garn 

sale proposed by NYSEG. 2001 

Docket No. ELOO-62-005 - ISO New England Inc. - Submitted affidavit on reasonableness of 
fsOs proposed $4.75/kW/month Installed Capability Deficiency Charge. June 2001 

Docket No. ELOO-62-005 - ISO New England Inc. - Submitted affidavit on reasonableness of 
proposed Installed $0.17/kW/month Capability Deficiency Charge. January 2001 

Docket No 2861 - Pascoag Fire District: Standard Offer, Charge, Transition Charge and 
?r^sion Charge - Tested on elements of individual charges, procedures for calculation 

and reasons for changes from previous filed rates. 2001 

Case 96-E-0891 - New York State Electnc & Gas: Retail Access ^2?•^^ 
large industnal customer, testified on cost of service considerations ^^SE^ ^f 
perfonnance under the terms of a multi-year rate plan and the appropnate level of Retail Access 
Credit for customers seeking alternate service from alternate suppliers. 2000 

Docket No ER99-978-000 - Boston Edison Company: Open Access Transmission Tariff- 
?estified on design, revenue requirement, and reasonableness of proposed formula rates 
proposed by BosS Edison Company for calculating charges for local network transmission 

service under open access tariff. 1999 

Docket Nos OA97-237-000, et. al. - New England Power Pool: OATT - Testified on design, 
Avenue requLent, and reasonableness of proposed formula rate for transmission service; 
testified to proposed rates, charges, terms and conditions for ancillary services. 1999 

Docket No 2688 - Pascoag Fire District: Electric Rates - Testified on elements of savings 
fesulttg^m renegotiation of contract with wholesale power supplier and presented analysis 
that justified need for and amount of base rate increase. 1998 

New York State Department of Taxation and Finance Versus Zapco Energy Tactics Corporation 
Testified on behalf of independent power producer in income tax case regarding tax payments 

associated with electric interconnection equipment.   Testimony focused on policies and 
practices faced in doing business in New York State. 1998 

Docket No 2516 - Pascoag Fire District: Utility Restructuring - Testified on manner ^ means 
fo at hty's restructuring incompliance with Rhode Island Utility ^c^d^fa/e 

9^d 
Testimony presented a methodology for calculating stranded cost charge unbundled rates, and 
new terms and conditions of electric services in deregulated environment. 1997 

Case 94-E-0334 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Led Staff team in review of utility's 
multi-ye^ rate filing seeking increased rates of $400 million. Directed team m review of 
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package that resulted in a three-year rate freeze. 1994 

Case 93-G-0996 - Consolidated Edison: Gas Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's 

proposed depreciation rates. 1994 

Case 93-S-0997 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's 

resource planning for steam utility system. 1994 

Case 93-S-0997 and 93-G-0996 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on 
reasonableness of multi-year rate plan proposed by the utility. 1994 

Case 94-E-0098 - Niagara Mohawk: Electric Rates - Reviewed utility's management of its 
portfol of power purchase contracts with independent power producers for the reasonableness 

of recovery of costs in retail rates. 1994 

Case 93-E-0807 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Testified on rate recovery mechanism 
for costs associated with termination of five contracts with independent power producers. 1993 

Case 92-E-0814 - Petition for Approval of Curtailment Procedures - Testified on methodology 
for estolting amount of power required to be curtailed and staffs estimate of curtailment. 1992 

Case 90-S-0938 - Consolidated Edison: Steam Rates - Testified on reasonableness of utility's 
embedded cost of service study, and proposed revenue re-allocation and rate design. 1991 

Case 91-E-0462 - Consolidated Edison: Electric Rates - Implementation of partial pass-through 

fuel adjustment incentive clause. 1991 

Case 90-E-0647 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Analysis and estimation of 
monthly fixel and purchased power costs for use in utility's performance based partial pass- 

through fuel adjustment clause. 1990 

Case 29433 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Analysis of utility's 
constniction budgeting process, rate year electric plant in service forecast, lease revenue forecast, 
^"^1 atment of profits from sales of wholesale power and estimation of fuel and 
pSeT^ for use in the utility's partial pass-through fuel adjustment clause. 

1987 

Case 29674 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's historic and 
forecast O&M expenditure levels, forecast and rate treatment of profits from wholesale power. 



and estimation of fuel and purehased power expenses, and priee out of ineremental revenues 

from increased retail sales. 1987 

r*** 9Q195    Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's construction 

1986 

Case 29046 - Orange and Rockland Utilities: Electric Rates - Testified on the reasonableness of 
the utility's proposed depreciation rates and expense levels. 198b 

Case 28313 - Central Hudson Gas and Electric: Electric Rates - Review of utility's consmiction 

wholesale power; estimation of fuel and purchased power expenses. 1984 

Case 28316 - Rochester Gas and Electric: Steam Rates - Price out of steam sales including the 
re^ew of historic sales growth, usage patterns and forecast number of customers. 1984 

PRESENTATIONS 

Multiole Intervenors Annual Conferenee - What Will Impaet Market Wees? 1998 Syracuse, 
S Yo* ^peler on the impaet that deregulation would have on market pnces for large 

industrial customers. 

IBC Conference - Successful Strategies for Negotiating Purchased Power Contracts 1997, 
W^ington DC - Speaker on NY power purchase contract policies, ratepayer valuaUon, 
contract approval process and policy on recovery of buyout costs. 

rTas Dailv Conference - Fueling the Future: Gas' Role in Private Power Projects, 1992, 
H^Texf- P^el membe'r addressing changing power supply requnements of electnc 

utilities. 

^MM^SB^^SL 
Member American Public Power Association, Northeast Public Power Association and New 

York State ISO. 
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FWR-2 Exhibit 

ATTACHMENT COW 5 

East River Repowering (ERRP) 
($ In Thousands) 

2005 

April May June July August    September    October   November   December Total 

Total Station Costs: 
Total Fuel Costs 
Total Operating Expenses 

Total 

Total Electric Costs: 
Total Fuel Costs 
Total Operating Expenses 

Total Electric Costs 

Electric Elements of Expense 
Fuel Costs - Gas 
Fuel Costs - Fixed Facilities 

Total Fuel Costs 
Labor 
Materials & Supplies 
Consultants 
Contract Labor 
Security 
Communications 
Building Service 
Other - Fossil 

Long Term Service Contract - GE 
Gases 
Waste Disposal 
Building Materials 
Hired Vehicles & Equip 
Office Temporaries 
Petty Cash 
Rubbish Removal 
Other Accounts Payable 

Total Electric Elements of Expense 

$    $1   $ iS   $ 12,530    | 19^7    $ iM    $     25.924   $ 19.b6B    $    33.402    I   ^133   $      186^65 

$    5,230    $    9,440    $ 10,255    $ 16.021    $ 17.652    $      22,710    $ 17.244    $    30,447    $    34.256    $      163.255 
894 11060 992 1.269 1.206 L298 L378 _J£A3_ 369 ^809. 

$    8.124 logo   $11,247   $17,290   $18:858    $     24:008   $18:622    $    31790    $    34.625   $      1/3.Ub4 

$    4,744    $    8,948    $    9,762    $ 15.537    $ 17.155    $      22.214    $ 16.739    $    29.949    $    33.758    $ 

486 
5,230 

163 

2 
10 

717 

492 
9.440 

220 
2 

34 
•3 

13 

717 

493 
10,255 

172 
2 

18 

34 
2 

13 

717 

1 

70 

1 

33 

484 
16,021 

337 
35 

34 
3 

14 

717 

44 
1 

6 
1 

77 

497 
17,652 

287 
11 
4 

26 
24 

3 
14 

717 

6 
1 
1 

112 

496 
22,710 

324 
56 

9 
34 
26 

2 
15 

717 

113 

505 
17,244 

400 
52 

5 
40 
24 
3 

12 

717 

2 
1 
1 

118 

30,447 
334 

33 
1 

26 
24 

3 
13 

717 
1 

1 

190 

34,256 
331 

10 
4 

14 
28 

3 
10 

(111) 
1 

77 

158.806 
4.449 

163,255 
2,568 

201 
41 

140 
228 

24 
114 

5,625    * 
2 

44 
4 
8 

11 
8 
1 

790 

it    8.124    $10.500    S 11-247    $17.290    $18.858    $      24008    $18.622    $    31790    $    34.625    $      173,064 

I     2006     | 
January 

$ 29.587 
1.924 

$ 31.511 

$ 29.109 
1.142 

$ 30.251 

$ 28,606 
. 503 

29.109 
316 

27 
10 
37 
28 

3 
21 

625 
1 

2 
5 
1 

66 

$ 30,251 



FWR-3 Exhibit 

Steam Fuel Costs 

January 2005 

Douaa 
Oil 

OIL STORAGE 
Toial 

on 
Gas 

cenla/mmbiw 

Oil 

Welers 

Si 

$1 

S838.5n.M 
J1JS9,S46.ta 

$2513J96.87 

135.209 
135.9S8 

631.3 
999.9 

S6.537.635.25 

$257.614.« 
SG.79S^975 

1.M1.M1 

652,5 

S46a.445.Bt            Sl.974-56 
S5M,191.48     $2^34.919.91 

$7,461.98 
$1,054,637.29     $2^44.356.45 

74.592 
59,425              223.514 

617.3 
9999                  999-9 

$7.83854 

$7.89424 

70-B0RW 
M.697.850.08 

J251.994.06 
$4,949,644.14 

738,719 

670 1 

«M4V23 7S 5^03.492 35 $1^86.942.46 $512200.21 
SSSBI $570.. 1165 $971,434.33 

TMSM           S58-S•e2               W>^022             «J22-01 
$3,775,412.27      $2,460,070.97          $2,490.01633       $1.467556.55 

444,729                363.535                   301.065                  80363 

65.494                                                  57-017                  97-153 

656.7                    G4M                       637' 
999.9                                                    »"                    "" 

eOlhS&Ml 

$2,155,537-72 

$2.155537.72 

215.575 

999,9 

TOTAL 
$20,183,134,69 

,321^2509 

.321.22509 

1,132.234 

999.9 

$710^42.91 
$40,955,601.67 

3.199323 
2.006,410 
5206.233 

6530 
999.9 

JGisilon Coat 

SSO (Ulbs) 

999 90 

228.866 

$9-67 

652.52 

713.099 

S9.S3 

786 94 

77,852 

$13.55 

1.004-12 

$15.53 

453J91 

$10.92 

712.04 

371.503 

54142 

260,908 

$9.43 

695.38 

194,279 

$12.82 

637.17 

114.634 

$12.96 

999,90 

138.769 

$15.53 

786.66 

3.719.026 

$1102 



Steam Fuel Costs 

February 2005 

Hudson Ave 
Dollais 
OO 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 
Toial 
MMBTU's 

mssssas 

$7,700,925.18 

57.700.925.18 

East River 10 & 20 

$0.00 

gaitl Piy?r B 
$337,665.19 
$382,055.86 
$22.46026 

$722,181.31 

74111 glr^t $1^ 
$4,832,541.16 

$217,475.21 
$5,050.016 37 

EmlRlwr/ 
$1,723,680.33 
$1,538,725.56 

$3,262,405.83 

E«»i ffiver Plio 
$76623 

$227,864.18 
$11,124.99 

$239,755.40 

7P-WRWY 
$3,392,967.08 

$177,446.02 
$3,570,413.10 

59th smt sm 
$2J68.28Z34 

$708,251.92 
$84,707.56 

$3,661,241.82 

74lh Street Pko 
$936,334.71 

$47,772.50 
$984,107.21 

$1,204,380.92 
$309,685.28 
$71,463.74 

$1,585,529.94 

59lh Street Pka 
$382,780.32 
$567,363.69 

$4,210.89 
$954,354.90 

$389,687.98 

$389,687.98 

TpTfit, 
$15,671,500.0 
$11,804,559.6 

$636,661.1 
$28,112,720.8 

Oil 
Gas 974.038 

52.849 
45,794 

744.445 272.115 
194.623 28.821 

520.206 441.314 
89,582 

144.141 185,510 
39,170 

58,967 
71,762 49,289 

2.419.54 
1.493.07 

cents/mmbtu 
3.912.62 

Oil 
Gas 790.6 

JDIWOI 
•DIV/OI 

681.4 
790.6 

678.4 633.4 
790.6 

•OIWO! 
730.6 

686.3 669.1 
790.6 

682.7 687.7 
790.6 

656.3 
790.6 790.8 

674.. 
790 

Station Cost 
cents/mmblu 790.62 HDIV/OI 732.12 678.36 696.98 831.88 686.35 689.63 682.74 705.68 730.03 790.62 

SSO (Mlbs) 877,512 83,243 499.827 278.437 14.626 315.728 377.637 98.055 112,703 80,964 30.434 2.769,16 

S/Mlb $8.78 KDIV/OI := $8.68 $10.10 $11.72 $16.39 $11.31 $9.70 $10.04 $14.07 $11.79 $12.80 tlO.l. 

February 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

Dollars Waterside 
$0 00 

$19,022,150.27 
$0.00 

East River 10 & 20 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

East River E 74lh Street Sta 
$11,370,176.42 

$0.00 
$475,089.70 

^Jt Rive, Z 
$2,184,126.14 
$2,132,917.04 

$0.00 

$2,740.79 
$2,462,784.09 

$18,586.97 

79-8PR9W 
$8,090,817.16 

$0.00 
$429,440.08 

$5,702,406.12 
$1,563,107.73 

$171,140,24 

741h Street Pka 
$3,339,827.06 

$0.00 
$104,351.12 

RavenawoodSlm 59ih Street Pko 
$3,093,323.38        $894,980.53 

$879,799.13    $1,538,798.02 
$102,423.96            $8,532.90 

Wh StfjM 
$0.00 

$2,545,225.70 
$0.00 

Oil 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 

$1,176,237.13 
$1,721,901.94 

$37,439.11 

TOW 
$35,854,634.7: 
$31,866,683.9: 
$1,347,004.01 

MMBTVJ $69,068,322.7: 

Oil 
Gas 

0 
2.106.272 

0 
0 

188.058 
181.792 

1.785.838 
0 

346,707 
254,048 

0 
252,335 

1.258.925 
0 

886,043 
175,076 

527,676 
0 

486.575 
96.187 

139.550 
168.915 

0 
264,864 

5,619,371 
3,499,481 

cents/mmblu 9.118.85! 

Oil 
Gas 903.1 »DIV/0! 

645.4 
947.2 

663.3 630.0 
839.6 

•OIWOl 
976.0 

676.8 662.9 
892.8 

652.7 656.8 
914.7 911.0 961.0 

662.1 
910.1 

cents/mmblu 903 12 •OIWO! 793.72 663 29 718.60 584.45 676.79 700.83 652.71 699.35 791.76 960.96 757.41 

SSO (Mlbs) 1.897.543 0 312.109 1.212.926 356,289 159,122 769.119 749,140 358,963 306.982 195.798 169,203 6.487.19' 

hst.—_» $10.02 •DIV/OI = $9.41 $9.77 $12.12 $15.61 $11.08 $9.93 $9.59 $13.28 $12.47 S15.04 $10.6! 

NOTE: Data from Production Expenses - Steam - Fuel (PSC Account 703) 



Steam Fuel Costs 

March 2005 

Dollars 
Oil 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 
Total 

Walenlde 

$9,560,657.02 

$9,560,657.02 

EMiRiwrio?i29 

$0.00 

East River 6 
$594.754 78 

$1,101,672.34 
$21,713.74 

$1,718,140.86 

74m Slreel Sta 
$5,227,556.09 

$561,476.01 
$5,789,032.10 

EMI Rivet 7 
$28,389.21 
$38,659.27 

$67,048.48 

M?i Rlvw Pka 
$1,285 29 

$626,927.97 
$10,867.02 

$639,020.28 

Hudeon Ave 
70-80 Row 

$3,301,437.21 

$286563.75 
.     $3,587,700.96 

53lh Street Sta 
$1,40255256 

$419,058.34 
$164,713.59 

$1,986,024.49 

74th Street Pkq 
$1,383.114 50 

$123,291.51 
$1,506,406.01 

Ravntmrood Sim 
$773,803.77 
$223,341.89 
$103,57406 

$1,100,719.72 

59th Slreel Pka 
$211,075.77 

$1,068,432.31 
$8.30315 

$1,307,811.23 

60tn Street 

$1,191,300.30 

$1,191,300.30 

TIJTAt 
$12,921' 
$14,250/ 

$1,280, 
$28,453,- 

MMBTU's 
Oil 
Gas 1.142,773 42.176 

9a 793 
131.670 

823.931 4,453 
4,633 74.925 

515,588 216.823 
50.095 

218,092 121,613 
26,697 

32.751 
130.103 14X402 

2,0 
1,7' 
3.7 

ccnls/mmblu 
Oil 
Gas 836.6 

•DIV/0! 
0.0 

6S4.3 
836.7 

702.6 637.3 
834.4 

«oiv/a 
836.7 

695.8 722.7 
836.S 

690.7 721.5 
836.6 8366 836.6 

Station Cost 
cents/mmbtu 836.62 

1.029.525 

0.00 765.45 

169,420 

702.61 

558.139 

737.93 

5.682 

852.88 

43.856 

695.85 

313,042 

744.06 

174.934 

690.72 

148,362 

742.17 

72.130 

803.06 

103.224 

836.58 

88.336 
SSO (Mlbs) 

2,7 

Ismib  $9.29 •DIV/0! $9.07 $10.37 $11.80 $14.57 $11.46 $11.35 $10.15 $15.26 $12.67 SI 3 49 _=_= 

' Proi^WBriierda! OpOTtfawjjitaS^if^d^In Siit^lToWI"1©': 

March 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

Hudson Ave 

Dollar 
Oil 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 

Walerslde 
$0.00 

$28,582,807.29 
$0.00 

East River 10 & 20 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$1,770,991.91 
$2,823,574.28 

$59,152.85 

Z4jn Slr^l §|? 

$16,597,732.51 
$0.00 

$1,036,565.71 

EM'RI"CT7 
$2,212,515.35 
$2,171,576.31 

$0,00 

pa?l Rlvfr Pkq 
$4,026.08 

$3,089,712.06 
$29,393.99 

7P-80fft*Y 
$11,392,254.37 

$0.00 
$715,703.83 

591h ?t'Wl sa 
$7,104,658.68 
$1,982.166 07 

$335,853.83 

y-W 5irWP*1 
$4,722,941.56 

$0.00 
$227,642.63 

pavijnipwKHtym 
$3,867,127.15 
$1,103,141.02 

$205,998.02 

S9th Street Pka 
$1,106,056 30 
$2,627,230.33 

$16,836.05 

$0.00 
$3,736,526.00 

$0.00 

TOTA 
$48,778 
$46,116 
$2,627 

$97,522 

MMBTU? 
Oil 
Gas 

0 
3,249,045 

0 
42.176 

280,851 
313,462 

2,609,767 
0 

351.160 
258,681 

0 
327,260 

1.774.513 
0 

1,102,866 
225,171 

745,768 
0 

608,188 
122,884 

172,301 
299,018 

0 
407,266 

7.( 
s.: 

IZI 

cents/mmbtu 
Oil 
Gas 879.7 

• DIV/0! 
0.0 

651.6 
900.8 

675.7 630.1 
839.5 

tDIV/OI 
944.1 

682.3 674.7 
880.3 

663.8 669.7 
897.7 8786 917.5 

Station Cost 
PjOiycTHniny 879.73 ooo 783.04 675.70 718.89 954 33 682.33 709.52 663.82 708.04 795.67 917.47 

SSO (Mlbs) 2,927,068 501,529 1,771,065 361.971 202,978 1.082.161 924.074 507,325 379,112 299,022 257.539 9.: 

S/Mlb S3.76 KD1V/0I $9.28 $9.96 $12.11 $15.39 i  , $11.19 $1020 $9.76 $13.65 $12.54 $14.51 =_= 



• 

Steam Fuel Costs 

April 2005 

Ea5lRiv?r? 74th Street ?ta East River 7 gasf piwr Pfcq 
$287.26 

Hudson Ave 

$1,692,529.30 

^nswood Sim   5 Bll^lrwtpkq BOthStrwi TOTAL 

oa 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 
Total 

^3i'c"'',<' $629,963.59 S6S9.936.03 $139,487-35 $143,53 $6,841,085 

$2,848,170.16 

S2.84S.170.18 

$454,747.00 

$454,747.00 

$1,410,231.49 
$19,037.10 

$1,562,651-95 

$146,522.20 
$3,521,877.59 $0.00 

$202,853.98 
$9,498.19 

$212,639,32 

$313,513 50 
^.?0G,(M?80 

$191,776.15 
$144,643.07 
$966.382.61 

$32,202.59 
$702.138.62 

$67,265.60 
$29,298.24 

$236,051.19 
$7,275.86 

$1,150,857.40 $872,622.31 
$701.99C 

$14,734,181 

MMBTlTs 
Oil 
Gas 

20 644 531680 294.913 97.244 105.572 21.859 1,071.! 

331,412 50.428 164.094 23.604 22,315 7,827 133.050 
1,906, 

cenis/mmbtj 
662 4 748.0 796.6 665.1 772.2 n 

Gas 8S9.d 901.8 859.4 859.4 859.4 859.4 859,4 859.4 

Station Cost 
cefrts/mtnbtu 859, «l 

298,569 

901.77 

296.364 

845,87 

155,897 

662.41 

352.B15 

900,86 

B.7W 

74903 

184.140 

808,29 

85.737 

665.08 

71.818 

795.16 

9.466 

864.98 

65.937 

859.40 

63,338 

m 

1.613. 
SSO (MIDS) 

saw $1.53 $10.02 $9 98 $24,40 $11.98 $11,27 $9.78 $24.94 $13.39 $13.78 $! 

April 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

Hudson Ave 

EaNaia East River lOftZO East River $ 74lh Slreot Sla gaflPKr? E?5l River Pkq Z2. WP^w 5«fi5t«?i?ta 74«i gir«\ PY9    m jgBggad Sun SlhSlreeiPlHi WhStr^l TQTAL 

$19,973,087.90 $2,212,515.35 $4,313,34 $13,284.783 67 $7,734,622-27 

84.233.805.77 $0.00 $2,171,576.31 $3,292,565,94 $000 $2,173,942,22 $0.00 $1,170,406.62 $3,770,668.24 

OIL STORAGE so.oo $0.00 $78,169.95 $1,193,087,91 $0.00 $38,692.17 $1,029,217.33 $480,496.90 5259,845.22 $235,296.26 
$112^56,36 

MMBTUs 
3.141.447 351.160 0 2.069.426 1.200.110 651.340 630,047 172.301 0 8,717 

Gas 3.580.457 50.428 477.556 0 258.681 350.664 0 247.486 0 130.711 432.068 508.804 
14,754 

cenis/mmbtu 
6 657,6 6735 630.1 BDIV/0I 691,7 

Gas 877.9 901.8 B86 6 639.5 938.4 878.4 895.4 872.7 

Stalloo Cost 
877.8S 901.77 797.94 673.45 718.69 950,73 691.69 717.68 663.98 711.44 810.93 905.88 76 

SSO (Mlbi) 1225.637 296.3&4 657.426 2.123.880 361.971 211.692 1.266.301 1.009.811 579,143 388.57,8 3S4.959 320.877 10.927 

$9,74 $1.53 $9.46 $9 96 $12.11 $15.76 $11.30 510.29 $9.76 $13.93 $12.73 SI 4.38 51 



Steam Fuel Costs 

May 2005 

OIL STOHAGE 

f:«lHlyer10ft2Q 

$596,201.18 

S 596,201.18 

;«tRlvCT6      74mSi^lSia       g"imv>r7      ^pUBIv^Plffi      ^-W^* 

UI7A3943 
$4,339,714.80 

1234.701.30 

$247,103.79 

£274.709.56 
$1590.316,59 

jiM23a.3e 

$12829569 
$326,345.40 

jAty Shwl Eta     RavBngwood Sim    }9lh Stwrt PNq 

$69,641,01 
$42a925.0D 

$342,651.43 
$135,78511 
S199.720.09 
$670,156,69 

$30,024.65 
$1,213,549,57 

$1,249,972.43 

601h Slrt*! 

Sd 11^40,28 

$411,84026 

S6.20954564 
S3.243J61,40 
$1,030,703.93 

$10,483^10,97 

818.498 

1210,086 

846,53 SSftZG 813.69 

542.443 S1.218 361.921 

$110 $10.18 511,99 

66801 92578 1.32623 907,67 1.099.80 827.47 824.44 

13.905 105.873 15311 31.547 26250 96.755 34.673 

J17 77 stsca $20 51 $1334 -        S2?", .   1££ SIU1 

NOTE: FuelOdlai* (rom Producllon Eiponsn - Steam Fusl [PSC Accounl 703) 

Watwalde F(wtBlver 10 8. 20 
50.00 WOO 

531,430.977,47 $1,050,948,18 
50,00 BM» 

EB«Rtver6 74lh Sired Sla 
$1 ^06.350.08 523395.763.27 
$4,631,878.60 50.00 

$101,477.12 $1,500,127.34 

May 2005 
YEAfl TO DATE 

EB« giver 7      Eaa\ River Pkg 
$2212.515.35 $5.10326 
$2,171^76,31     S3J27.267-24 

$0.00 $50,504.74 

Hudson Ave 
70 • MBflK ^ihSlreetSla 74ihSlweiPhq     n"v«n»Wfly) St^ 
$H.60OJ90.7O $7,878,860.65 $5,744,16156          $4,349,265.99 

$000 $2227,753.35 «"»          S1J06.191.73 
$1^)03.925.89 $608,792.79 $329.46623             $435,016.35 

1216.190 

jglh Street Pfca 
$1,138224.58 
$4,984217.81 

$30510.12 

601h Slr^i 

$5,020366.59 
$61,326,635.46 
$56,551,79928 

$4,359,841.58 
$122,740276.32 

Steilon Coil 
rrrts/mmblu 877.65 

3225.637 

59,74 

869.58 

5S0 (Mlbs) 639,407 

$1.25 

3,485301 

61423 698.60 766.83 

481,714 355.750 w,i 17,93; 

$12.77 514.11 $10.1 



Steam Fuel Costs 

A 

June 2005 

Hudson A« 
Delia ri 
Oil 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 

Waleraldy Eflg! River iff (,29 Ea)t Rivet 6 74th Street Sta Eatt River 7 Past RlvM.PRq 7(1 - K Rvw 59lh Street Sta 74th Sirect Pka Baverwwood Sim 591h Street Pka 60m Street TOT At 
$1,986-48 $2,607,511.32 $2,645,553,68 $732,820.50 $869,150.35 $993,24 

$16,618.33 $230.233 84 
$440,651.63 

$8,351.88 $212,601.15 
$624,743.99 
$164,654.65 $50,567.85 

$212,296.92 
$113.53043 

$1,129,494,73 SI.022,363 20 $4,822.' 

MMe-[y9 

$0.00 $602,059.75 $901,002.31 $2,715,478.60 SO 00 $451,189.99 $2,820,112.48 $3,434,952.32 $783,388.35 $1,194,977.70 $1,138,842 14 $1.022.363,20 SI 5.064.: 

Oil 13.323 327.903 342,502 347.746 97 079 
Gas 106.Z25 59.195 83.887 2a506 151.662 137.277 & 
cems/mmblv 1.81 

oa 824,9 828.1 823 4 803.1 
Gas 753,3 744,7 744.7 744.7 744.7 744.7 

cents/mm ^itu 763,25 753.67 828.13 823.39 795.80 806.96 831.91 750,91 744.74 ; 
SSO (Mlbs) 659.627 100.884 222.293 33.204 221.431 317.906 66.040 73,193 100,628 95,273 I.8S 

smib $0,91 $8.93 $12.22 $12,74 $10.80 $1186 $16.33 $1132 $10 73 

June 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

Hudson Ave 

OH 
Gas 

OIL STORAGE 

$0.00 
531.430.977,47 

$0.00 

Eaat River 10 azn 

$0.00 
$1,653,007.93 

$000 

$1,999,428.99 
$5,622,983,67 

$118,295.45 

74lh Street Sta 
$26,481,008.03 

$0,00 
$1,730,361.18 

EftH Riv?r 7 
$2,212,515.35 

$2,171,576.31 
$0.00 

fiasLBiycr pkq 
$7,089,74 

$3,968,118.87 

$58,856,62 

70-80 Row 

$17,207,902.02 
$0,00 

$1,515,528.05 

S9"i5lrwiSH 
$10,524,414.33 

$2,852,497.34 
$773,447.44 

741h Street Pko 

$6,476,982-08 
$0.00 

$380,054 08 

$5,218,416-34 

$1,518,488-65 
$548,546.78 

airi5(refliPKq 
$1,137,21762 
$6,113,712.54 

$38,864.29 

6<rih Street 

$0.00 
$6,043,351.79 

$0.00 

TOTAL 
$71,264.9 
$51,374.7 

$5,164,9 

MMBHTs $137,804,6 

Gas 
0 

3.580.457 
0 

199.738 
314.818 
656.324 

4.002.559 
0 

351.160 
258.681 

0 
438.527 

2.563.709 
0 

1,565,936 
337.900 

994,793 
0 

790.375 
175,687 

176,163 
730.927 

0 

696.035 

10,77 
7.07 

c«ntE/mmbly 17.85 

Gas 877.8 B27.6 
G72.7 
356.7 

704.5 630,1 
839.5 

6DIV/0t 
904.9 

724.7 721.5 
844 2 

699.3 729.6 
B643 B3S.4 8603 

ecnla/mmbtg 877.85 827.59 797.07 704.83 718.89 919.91 724.71 743.26 689.29 754.14 803.65 868.25 7 
SSO (Mlbs) 3.225.637 1.499.034 819.528 2.708.094 361.971 258.801 1.593.605 1,343.628 676.730 488.021 582.342 451.023 14,00 
S/Mlb $9,74 $1.10 $9.45 $10.42 $12.11 $15 59 $11.75 $10.53 $1013 $14 93 $12 52 



OIL STORAGE 

Steam Fuel Costs 

July 2005 

Hudson Ave 

EMtmBLiaA^   jgaiBigMJ   7*thsirwtsia   B^flvttz  EuiatoLOa   maam    aaaaaaaa   zamaatittg 
E"""^1-"" 158.37178      $2,588,683.53 511.956.05        $3,028^38,24       $2,170,668.90 $635,650.91 

$1,596,177.57 

$1,596,177.57 

$546,902.58 
$19,335.87 

$524,610.23 
$193.56376 

$2,782,247.29 

$9,626,96 
$475,695.28 

$266,349.97 
$3,294,688.21 

$607,204.29 
$128,759.20 

$2,914^32.39 

273.856 

$42,526.33 
$678,177.32 

I S9lh Slrwl Pha 
$950,751.57 $537.41 
$203,057.92    $1,424,823.19 

$88,824.95 $6,468.43 
$1,240,634.44     $1,431,829.03 

24.536 172.179 

InciudM -47,875 Mlb ad) tor Apr.Mavand Juna 

July 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

BOIhSlrW 

$1,039,642.31 

$1,039,842.31 

T0TAI, 
$9,452^58.47 
$5,872.120 13 

$753,455-47 
$16,078,534.07 

125.657 
1,195,453 

706.771 
1,902.224 

82 7.5 

853 8 
830.8 

B27.52 845.25 

88,765 2.014,542 

$11.71 $7.98 

OIL STORAGE 
TOTAL OIL 
MMBTU'a 

$31,430,977.47 

East River 10 ft 20      Eaal Rlvgr 6      74lh S1KCI SM      EgSLBIvyr.7     E««1 ^r Pkg 

Hudson Ave 
70-80Hgw saihSlrectSla     74th Street Pho 

SOOO    $2,057,800,77    $20,069,691.56     $2,212,515.35 $19,045.79     $20,238,240.26    $12,703,083.23 

$3,249,185.50    $6,169,856.25 $0.00    $2,171,576.31     $4,422,231.14 
$0.00        $137,631.32      $1,923,924.94 SOOO $68,483,58 
$0.00    $2,195,432,09    $30,993,616.50    $2,212,515.35 

$0.00      $3.459.701.63 
$1,782,878.02 $902,206,64 

$87,529.37     $22,019,118.28    $13,605,289.87 

$7,112,633.07 

$422,580.41 
$7,535,213,48 

9.167.91 $1,137,755.23 
$1,721,548.57 $7,538,535.73 

$635,371.73 $45,332,72 
$6,804,539,84 $1,163,087.95 

^pih Streel 

$7,083,194.10 
$0.00 

$80,717,933.17 
$67,246,834.70 

$5.918.409.38 
$153,883,177.23 

11.974,966 

19.756.013 



Steam Fuel Costs 

August 2005 

OIL STORAGE 

MMBTVi 

StaUonCost 

SSO (Mltw) 

EjitRtvanOAaO       Ewl Rlvw 8      T^lhSlrMlSla       gatl Hlvwr 7 
590,145.63 t41035.<«.$4 

$7«.1S7.04 5766,799.27 
S65,a«.39 $209,699.90 

S7d5.157.04 3921.977.89 M.2«,144.5i 

11^72 493.915 
31.531 85,093 

aUBBasLELfl 

2652,337.63 
S31,878.9!. 

S6S4.732.63 

ilOIViO! 

Hudson Ava 
70-a0Row 51llL8t(Ml ?'?     Wb SMBtt Eta     n«vtn«woocl SUn S91h SITMI pka       MKhSlfm 

KJ57,494.40 
S585,086.Z4 

t402.QW.31 $113,017.13 
13.275,324.93      53.055,597.77 

(784,963.90 I2S9 00 
5204,187.25 51.347.506.01 
5237.638.U 55,605.57 

$1^26,787.29 $1,353^70.58 

22,659 149.535 

51.534.633.07 

51.534,833.07 

889.594 40.781 

TOTAL 
510.836,180.92 
55,635.906.51 
$1,111,842.90 

517.783,930 33 

9.12,91 875.66 871.16 1.033.19 905.05 901.13 905.42 

225.268 253.705 57.473 50,776 101,327 118,627 2,155.289 

514.54 • 512.04 $12,89 $24.16 $13.36 $12.94 $8.25 



Ste*m Fuel Cosls 

SeptembCT 2D05 

******** *tSS.1?iS^ ***** *^ 
IIJW.UTJ*     •'•»<,W^   "1^^^ 

D-S)   n^s>,eio-C3 

aaagaa laSSL^^Sl 
I9BJSKU4 tS.B»eJ 

«777,T»LB 

OCLffTtlAAGE 

—ig—imp     ^Itosil    fl'y^P'.     feBHml    I 

HUO BOO    tacjiuo   ojivra• 

>1i5 

B.T4 

ScptnubeT 29D5 
TEAM TO HAT* 

^.59<,«< JB1JII 

,STOJ5I   muni.izuo 

3.IMJS!! 

T^m-HHn   gMBnatBn P^^rL"?, 

SSavSCW fDl.S1-« 

ill7»l» 

aj5.TT>1 
U1UIS 

7I7.<1 

»V0JMJff75.48 
«0D0 

jam. 

Hf7^M.'S3L« 

14,1M.«10 
saw 51'. 

[k>«l»«lr«»rt«SU • I *••>'"•" ,'«"*M. 



Steam Fuel Costs 

October 2005 

Dollar? 
OH 
Oas 
OIL STORAGE 

Waterside F:MlR|yerlO&20 

$193,717.01 

$193,717.01 

East River 6 
$157,610.36 

S2.33S.633.B4 

$13,650.65 
$2.5iai34.67 

$6,497,613.85 
$0.00 

$179,773.00 

$6,677,386.85 

Easl River 7     East H)fff pl^q 
$4,579.77 

$1,553,555.06 
$6,902.08 

$0.00     $1,565,049.91 

Hudion Ave 
70-80 Row 
$1930.791.40 

$0.00 
_     $364,824.91 

$4,355,616.31 

S9th Slrcet Sia 
$1,085,244.27 

$417,978.87 
$82,564.62 

$1,586,807.76 

$1,414,473.80 
$000 

$39,486.69 
$1,453,960.49 

$1.91696 

$19,949.81 
$21,866.77 

saitiStfgfliPkQ 
$348,672.53 
$441.790.22 

$4,145.36 
$794,608.11 

60ih Sireel 

$1,340,484,11 

$1,340,484.11 

TOTAL, 
$13,501.902 96 

$6,286,171.91 
$711,557.12 

$20,499,631.93 

f/MBTVs 

01 
Gas 12.375 

17.860 
151.644 

669.639 468 
100,738 

407.907 111,964 
27,103 

145.903 36.024 
26,647 86.921 

1.389,765 
407,428 

1.797.193 

cpnia/mmtlu 

Oil 
Gas 1.565.4 

9603 
1.5*2.2 

997.2 t.067.6 1,043.9 
1.542.2 

9965 
1.542 2 1.542.2 

1,022.7 
1.542.9 

[Station Cosl 
1.56539 

432.9&1 143.041 

997.16 

467.013 56.278 

1,067.80 

247.667 

1,141.04 

97,317 

936.53 

96.0S2 0 

1.228.69 

43,282 

1.542.19 

57.557 

1.140.66 

SSO (MlbS) 
1,663,171 

S/Mlb 50.43 $14.30 $17.59 $1631 $15.14 $18.36 $23,29 $12.3: 

October 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

Do||ar» 

03 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 

W9t?r5ldS 
$0.00 

$31,430,977.47 
$0.00 

$000 
$5,237,506.79 

$0.00 

East River 6 
$2,389,247.63 

$10,316,335.35 
$240,104.15 

am aaetan 
$44,202,318.51 

$0.00 
$2,554,111,09 

$2,212,515.35 
$2,171,576.31 

$0 00 

&m R'KT FHq 
$38,153.87 

$7,883,006.14 
$118,993,07 

Hudson Ave 
70-9PRow 
$27,986,361.91 

$0.00 

$2,816,654.56 

59Ui Slreet an 
$17,157,367,20 
$4,838,960.98 
$1,216,092.45 

7<tn Strcg] Pkq 
$9,710,931.61 

$0.00 
$561,032.09 

Ravenswood 91m 
$7,835,854.91 
$2,207,793.41 

$951,640.92 

591h Slrett Pfcg 
$1,466,993.72 

$10,903,123.82. 
$60,972.34 

60m Street 
$0.00 

$11,495,159.59 
$0.00 

TOTAL, 
$113,019.744 7- 

$86,484,439. B'. 
$8,519,600.6: 

$206,023,785.2; 

MMBTU's 
OH 
Gas 

0 
3.560.457 

0 
565.093 

360.200 
1.040.775 

5.979.015 
0 

351.160 
258,681 

3.362 
764.925 

3,812,568 
0 

2.341.591 
532,804 

1.356.118 
0 

1,100,351 
245.000 

212.187 
1.204,805 

0 
1.199.423 

15.518.57; 
9,391,96 

24.910.53 

ccnts/mmblu 
oa 
Gas 877.8 926 8 

730.0 
991.2 

762.0 630 1 
639.5 

4.674,2 
1.030.6 

607.9 784.7 

908.2 

7563 798,6 
901.1 905 0 958 4 

783- 
9zo; 

IStatton Cost 
877.85 926.84 924.05 782.01 718.89 1,046.50 807.93 807.56 756.34 8I7.2B 676.70 968.39 835 0 

SSO (MlbS) 3,225.637 4.540.967 1.182.259 4.061.137 361,971 447.178 2.364.886 2.049.588 912,904 665,308 927.224 801.701 21,540.79 

VMIb $9.74 $.15 $10.95 $11.51 $12.11 $17.98 $13.03 ^'33 $11,25 $16.53 $13-43 $14.34 S9.6 

Does not Include ER 1 ft 2 data Irom March-OS. 

NOTE; Data from Production Expenses - Steam - Fuel (PSC Account 703) 

For Internal Use Only. 



jyatertlda ^n.l Rlvtf ID t 20 

$1,131,807.23 

$1,134.807 23 

72.021 

1575.7 

Steam Fuel Costs 

November 2005 

E«»l River 6       JitX Slre«l SM      EMI niv«r 7     E«« Rlvtf Pfcg 70-80 Row        MrhSlnwlSU      7Jlh aura Pka     Rtyenswood Sim    ?8\h glf*! FKq 

1.575 66 

778,751 

$1^42.19 
$716,675.04 

$4^71.34 
$722338.57 

1.5628 

1.574.83 

36.710 

$18.66 

$5.701662.78 

$79,710.50 
$5.783373.28 

689.44 

449.637 

$12.86 

$75.75021 
$1,416,512.32 

$2.11257 
$0.00      $1,494,375.10 

8592 
90.639 

$3,043,297.08 

$187561.19 
$3,230,658.27 

$652,651.56 
$437,320.16 

$70,326.71 
$1.160298.45 

73.755 
27.983 

960.2 
1.562.6 

$17.503 44 
$788.18337 

941.08 1.140.48 

213.033 66.007 

$1517 $17.06 

$1.058221.66 
$401,610.05 

$43331.14 
$1,503,462.85 

120.628 
25.698 

913.4 
1.562.8 

$15,534.84 
$2505,038.33 

$3,596.42 
S2 524.169.64 

1.737 
160.291 

1.101.4 
1562.8 

so-.h sire; 

$2.339537.17 

I2J39.537.17 

149.701 

TOTAU 
$11,321,240.25 
$8551.700.37 

$408.71331 
$2038135393 

1,286,090 
572204 

1,653294 

9121 
1564 4 

897.53 1.027.48 1,557.86 1.562.61 1.112.94 

59.862 77.308 110225 96.366 1.9SI.I7C 

$1117 $19.45 $22.90 $24,28 J10K 

mdudei 00-05 adl "of;iiS6MIl»c-?'v. 

November 2005 
YEAR TO DATE 

Boil.t. 
Oil 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 

W.lsrtlirt 
SO.OO 

$31,430,977.47 
$0.00 

E..1 River 10*20 
$0.00 

$6,372,314.02 
$0.00 

EsstRlver6 
$2,390,489.82 

511.033.210.40 
$244,375.49 

Z41H5<rW?H 
$49,906,181.29 

$0.00 
$2,633,821.59 

$2212515.35 
$2.171576.31 

$0.00 

Eml fllvsr Pfcg 
$113504.06 

$9299518.46 
$121,105.64 

Hudson Av« 
70-80 Ron 
$31,029,658.99 

$0.00 
$3.004215.75 

59lh51re£ias 
$17310,013.76 
$5276281.16 
$1288.419.16 

74111 Straat Pka 
$10,481,611.54 

$aoo 
$576.53533 

$3,694,076.57 
$2,809,403.46 

$995272.06 

59111 Slrwt Phi 
$1502.528.56 

$13,408.162 20 
$64,568.78 

60lh Slrwt 
$0.00 

$13,834,696.76 
$0.00 

TOTAL 
$124.340534 96 
$95,436,140.24 

$8.928313.98 
$228,705,439.18 

MMBTU-H 
CW 
GM 

O 
3.580.457 

0 
637,114 

360203 
1.066.646 

6.629261 
0 

351.160 
256.681 

11554 
855564 

4.155.901 
0 

2.415.346 
560.787 

1.445.935 
0 

1.220579 
270.698 

213.924 
1,365,096 

0 
1349,124 

16.604.665 
9564.167 

26.768,832 

wms/mmblu 

on 
Gas 877.8 1,000.2 

731.5 
1.015.3 

792.5 630.1 
639.5 

1.966.0 
I.08S.9 

8139 790.6 
940.9 

764.9 810.0 
964.0 982.2 1.025.5 

793.0 
957 8 

Slalion Cost 
Mnts/mmblu 877.65 

3.225.637 

1.00018 

5.320.738 

944.68 

1220.969 

792.55 

4.510.774 

71669 

361571 

1.099.06 

505.449 

81893 

2,577,919 

81894 

2.117,595 

76491 

972.766 

637,90 

742,616 

948.39 

1.037,449 

1,025 46 

898,067 

85437 

23,491,950 
SSO (Mlts) 

$9 74 $120 $11.19 $11.65 $12.11 $1866 $1320 $11.51 $11.37 $16.83 $14.43 $15.40 $9.74 

Do«s not Include ER 1 4 2 dale from Merch-05. 

NOTE: Osts Irom Producllon Expenses - Sleem - Fuel (PSC Account 703) 

For Internal Use Only. 



Steam Fuel Costs 

December 2005 

EwlRlvef10&20 

$1,349,968.97 

fo»BlvtrQ TJthSlTwtSlw 
073.835.72 17.320.622.84 

S2J)72.146.51 
119^31.93 $230.886.10 

S2,4££J14.1S S8.0SI.S10.»I 

4\2SS 788.633 

J 1.876^96.72 

$2,230,707.^ 

1810.733,86 

S221.914.3S 
».259.605.89  ' 

Sl.433,713.54 $3,686,547.71 
$963,133.26 
$32,184.85 

$4,661365.82 
$50,719.50 

SI.484.432.04 

59ihSirMma Xfl 
SSG8.IS isti 

$3,011^07.20 S3.922.096.18 S16.1 
$11,272.70 K 

S3.023.646.05 £3.922,096.18 $33.' 

SUUon Cosl 
1^88.37 

$1.40 

1.2B6.&S 

161.684 

$15,25      . 

549282 

1.290.13 

101226 

1.279,16 

1W.0B5 

$21.43 

1.08826 

266,674 

$15-37 

1,026.66 

98.628 

$15.05 

1.058.68 1.383.72 

$21.38 

1.378.31 

5SO (Mibs) 

WMIb 

194.957 

520.12 

OIL STOHAGE 

MMBTU* 

-llda Efl.lRlvcrlOftaO 
$0.00 50.00 

$31,430,977.47 $7.722282.99 
$0.00 $0.00 

December 2005 
YEAfl TO DATE 

EB«IFIIver6 74!h Slreal 51a EB»!Rlv«r7 Eart River Pka 
$2,764,325.54 $57.726«M.I3 $2,491,957.93 S459.7M.S3 

$13,105,356.91 $0,00 $4,216,928.55 S11,17<I.B15.18 
S263.607.42 $2,864,709.69 £0.00 $130,675.51 

70-80 Row S91hSi•.lSU      74lh Slwrt Pko      R«y.r.«w0ocl9ltn   sgihSlreelPhq 
S0.C0      $35.3^,323.52     $21,036,976.44        $11,915,32508        $12^80.624.28      $1,503,094.71 

S3J63.314.4S 
$6,087,015.02 
$1,508,333.51 

$3572.538,72    $16,419^69.40        $17,756,792 94 
$1X127.456.91 S75.84t.46 5000 

S*.ionCM. 
wniyftrinBiv 377,85 1.051.58 984.57 816.63 849.18 1.129 20 IDIV/D! 84431 853,00 783.71 B88.39 1.001,31 1.086,92 

SSO(Mlb») 3225.637 G.286.642 1.382.6S3 5.060.056 463.197 609.534 0 2,644,593 2J94.647 1.071J94 994236 1.178.883 1.093,024 

awib £9.74 $1.23 S11.67 $11.97 $14.48 iDlvyoi SI 3.62 $11.96 $11.71 $17,28 $1527 $1625 



Dollars 
Oil 
Gas 
OIL STORAGE 
Total 
MMBTU's 
Oil 
Gas 

cents/mmbtu 
Oil 
Gas 

Steam Fuel Costs 

January 2006 

East River 10 a 20      East River 6 74th Street Sta East River 7     East Rhrer Pko 
$224,755.89 $7,270,700.50 $32,411.96          $51,335.68 

$477,555.53     $1,0)5,853.26 $1,894,652.79        $957,509.17 
$12,641,43 $156,204.26 $961.17 

$477,555.53     $1,244,250.58 $7,426,904.76 $1,927,064.75     $1,009,806.02 

Hudson Ave 
70 - 80 Row      59th Street Sta 74Ui Street Pko Bavenswood Stm 59th Street Pkq      60th Street 
$3,763,522.55      $2,503,848.13 $1,775,846.76 $3,543,290.10                SS29.98 

$839,777.36 $969,757.16       $2,294,460.96     $2,222,312.56 
$185,343.50         $234,483.68 $33,563.97 $20,697.41             $18,136.29 

$3,948,866.05      $3,578,089.17 $1,809,410.73 $4,533,744.67      $2,313,127.21     $2,222,312.56 

34.592 

1.380.5 

24.925 
73.652 

952.4 
1.357.0 

757.527 

980.4 

3.629 
139,493 

893.1 
1.358.2 

5.748 
69.968 

909.8 
1.368.5 

386.884 

1.020.7 

259.544 
61.365 

1.055.0 
1,368.5 

185.184 

977.1 

369.932 
70.863 

963.4 
1.368.5 

167,663 

1.368.5 

162,391 

1,368.5 

TOTAL 
$19,166,241.53 
$10,662,878.79 

$662,011.71 
$30,491,132.03 

1.993.374 
779.987 

2.773.361 

994.7 
1.367.1 

Station Cost 
cents/mmbtu 

817.891 

$0.58 

1,262.20 

83,188 

S14.96 

980.41 

526.147 

$14.12 

1,346.45 

82,489 

$23.36 

1,333.68 

43.711 

$23.10 

1,020,68 

227,102 

$17.39 

1,114.99 

229,996 

$15,56 

977,09 

118,019 

$15.33 

1.028.54 

245,657 

$18.46 

1.379.63 

110,324 

$20.97 

1.368.49 

101,106 

$21.98 

1.099.43 

2.585.630 

$.llj 
SS0 (Mibs) 

S/Mlb 

NOTE: Data from Production Expenses - Steam - Fuel (PSC Account 703) 

For Internal Use Only. 


