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Rules and Rermlations of Consolidated Edison Com~anv of New . . 
York, Inc. for- as Service 

NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF 
PUBLIC SERVICE STAFF 

STATEMENT IN SUPPORT 
OF THE JOINT PROPOSAL 

On November 2,2006, Con Edison Company of New York, Inc. ("Con Edison" 

or the "Company") filed tariff leaves, testimony and exhibits in support its request to increase 

gas rates to produce about $196.7 million or 10.7% of additional revenues for the rate year 

ending September 30,2008.' Consolidated Edison's current gas rate plan expires on September 

The Commission instituted the above-captioned proceeding to examine the Rate 

Filing and suspended the effective date of the tariff leaves through September 30,2007. 

Pursuant to State Administrative Procedure Act §202(1), a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking was 

published in the State Register on March 14,2007. 

' The average delivery rate increase under the Company's filing would be approximately 34%. 

Cases 03-G-1671 and 03-S-1672, Consolidated Edison Comoanv of New York Inc. - Gas 
and Steam Rates, Order Adopting the Terms of a Joint Proposal (issued September 27,2004). 
The gas rate plan is referred to herein as the "2004 Gas Rate Plan". 

Case 06-G-1332, Consolidated Edison Comoanv of New York. Inc. - Gas Rates, Order 
Suspending Rate Filing (issued November 15,2006) and Untitled Order (issued March 23, 
2007). 
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PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

Staff and other parties commenced the discovery process in November of 2006. 

A Procedural Ruling issued in February 2007, established a case schedule that required Staff and 

intervenors to file their responsive testimony and exhibits by March 16,2007, all parties to file 

rebuttal testimony by March 30,2007, and stated that an evidentiary hearing in this case would 

commence April 16,2007." 

Consistent with that ruling, Staff and intervenors filed direct testimony on March 

16,2007. Shortly thereafter, the parties commenced settlement negotiations.' Settlement 

conferences were conducted during March, April, May and June of 2007. Virtually all of the 

active parties to this case participated in some or all of the conferences. In light of the parties 

April report to the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) that substantial progress towards a 

resolution of the disputed issues had been made and that a postponement of the evidentiary 

hearing would be warranted, the AW rescheduled the hearing for July 10,2007. 

On June 4,2007, a Joint Proposal was filed with the Commission's Secretary 

which details the terms and conditions of the parties' agreement.6 The Joint Proposal signatories 

include Con Edison, Staff of the Department of Public Service ("Staff'), the City of New York 

(the "City"), Consumer Power Advocates ("CPA"), New York Energy Consumers Council, Inc. 

("NYECC"), Small Customer Market Coalition, Pace Law School Energy Project ("Pace"), 

' Case 06-G-1332, -a, Procedural Ruling (issued February 8,2007). 

Con Edison notified all parties and the Secretary of the Commission of the pending 
settlement negotiations by letter dated March 7,2007, updated on March 14,2007, as - 
required by 16 NYRCC §3.9(a). 

Some parties have not executed the Joint Proposal, but have indicated that they will not 
oppose it. Other parties stated that they might have limited opposition to specific provisions 
of the Joint Proposal. 
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Association for Energy Affordability, Inc. ("AEA"), and the New York State Energy Research 

and Development Authority ('WSERDA"). 

This Statement in Support represents the basis and rationale for Staffs agreement 

with the Joint Proposal and recommendation that the Commission adopt the Joint Proposal's 

terms and conditions. 

JOINT PROPOSAL OVERVIEW 

The Joint Proposal memorializes a three-year rate plan (Rate Plan) which limits 

the Company's overall base revenue increase over the three rate years to $142.8 million7; $67.4 

million increase for Rate Year (RY) 1 (October 1,2007 through September 30,2008); $32.7 

million increase for RY 2 (October 1,2008 through September 30,2009) and $42.7 million 

increase for RY 3 (October 1,2009 through September 30,2010) (Joint Proposal, Sections A and 

B. 1). The principal drivers that support the rate increases include pensions and other post- 

empioyment benefit (OPEB) costs, labor expenses, gas plant additions designed to enhance 

reliability, manufactured gas plant (MGP) remediation costs, depreciation expenses, and the 

revenue deficiency caused by the expiration of accounting credits used to offset additional rate 

increases in the last case.* 

The Joint Proposal fixes base rates for each of the three years of the Rate Plan and 

includes a number of salient features which provide a comprehensive and equitable resolution to 

all major issues presented in the case. For example, the parties crafted, in compliance with the 

The increase does not include an approximate $17 million directly related to gas commodity 
costs previously recovered in base delivery rates. In addition, the Joint Proposal 
contemplates surcharge recovery of energy efficiency program costs. 

* Cases 03-G-1671 and 03-S-1672, -. 
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Commission's April Revenue Decoupling Mechanism (RDM) order: an RDM for 

implementation in RY 1; a collaborative will be formed to consider whether the RDM should be 

modified for RYs 2 and 3 (Joint Proposal, Section B.8). The Joint Proposal's earnings sharing 

provision (Section C) will enable Con Edison to retain a portion of any excess earnings achieved, 

as well as require it to write down a portion (up to 50%) of pension/OPEB and other expense 

deferrals once the earnings sharing threshold is exceeded (Section D.13). The RDM also 

eliminates any disincentive that the Company might have to avoid implementation of a gas 

efficiency program (Joint Proposal, Section F. 1). 

To enhance system reliability, Con Edison will undertake a gas main replacement 

program which requires it to remove from service at least 120 miles of leak-prone gas main; 

should it fail to fulfill its obligation, the Company will be subject to a negative rate adjustment of 

up to $2.88 million (Joint Proposal, Section F.7.vi). Moreover, the Joint Proposal provides for 

incentives and targets designed to maintain and enhance customer service and gas system safety 

reliability. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

For the terms of a Joint Proposal to satisfy the Commission's standards for 

adoption, they must be just and reasonable and in the public interest." Determining whether the 

public interest is met requires consideration of the following: 

Cases 03-E-0640 and 06-G-0746, Proceedinas Re: Deliverv Rate Disincentives, Order 
Requiring Proposals for Revenue Decoupling Mechanisms (issued April 20,2007) ("RDM 
Order"). 

'O  Cases 90-M-0225 and 92-M-0138, Opinion, Order and Resolution Adopting Settlement 
Procedures and Guidelines, Opinion No. 92-2 (Settlement Guidelines) (issued March 24, 
1992). 
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the settlement's consistency with law and the regulatory, economic, social 

and environmental policies of the Commission and the State; 

whether the settlement compares favorably with the reasonable range of 

results that a fully litigated case might yield; 

whether the settlement strikes a fair balance among the interest of the 

ratepayers and investors and the long-term soundness in the utility; and 

whether there exists a rational basis for the settlement. 

Additional weight is given to settlements that are entered into by normally adversarial parties. 

Finally, a review of the parties' agreement includes an assessment of the completeness of the 

record." 

The Joint Proposal entered into in resolution of this case clearly satisfies the 

Commission's Settlement Guidelines. First, it is the product of negotiations by a large number 

of typically and historically adversarial parties, whose collective efforts in the negotiations 

resolved the many difficult issues presented in the case. As a result of those efforts, almost all of 

the parties involved in the negotiation process expressed their agreement with the Joint 

Proposal's terms and signed on, or, have stated they would not oppose the Joint Proposal. The 

rate allowances and the various target levels agreed to by the parties either demonstrate 

compromises by the parties from their pre-filed testimonial positions or the acceptance of a 

party's pre-filed position. The stipulated Rate Plan also offers ratepayers an additional three 

years of rate certainty protection over the pre-existing rate plan,'2 allowing the Company the 

" - Id. at 30. 

Cases 03-G-1671 and 034-1672, w. 
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ability to engage in long term planning in light of the revenue stream assurance. Con Edison 

avoids the need to file a rate case for at least the next couple of years. The Joint Proposal 

establishes higher infrastructure construction levels, reliability and customer service thresholds 

than the current rate plan to ensure that safe and adequate service is maintained, and, consistent 

with the Commission's current goals, incorporates programs and processes for implementation of 

an RDM and gas efficiency program.'3 

The parties to this case have had ample opportunity to review and evaluate the 

Company's Rate Filing. Staff, alone, conducted extensive informal and formal discovery, 

issuing more than 300 formal interrogatories. 

The 12 appendices attached to the Joint Proposal not only further illustrate the 

comprehensiveness of the parties' agreement, they support the adequacy of the record in this 

case. 

ELEMENTS OF THE JOINT PROPOSAL 

A. Gas Rates and Revenue Levels 

1. Gas Sales Forecast and Rate Changes 

Con Edison's filed testimony forecasted a total firm delivery volume of 107,603 

thousand dekatherms (Mdt) and a base revenue of $563,476,000 for RY 1 (&, October 1,2007 

- September 30,2008). Staffs filed testimony forecasted a total firm delivery volume of 

114,712 Mdt and a base revenue of $591,462,356 for the first rate year, increased primarily from 

an adjustment which captures the New York City Housing Authority's (NYCHA) move from 

intmptible to firm service. The Joint Proposal is based on a forecast of a total firm delivery 

l 3  Cases 03-E-0640 and 06-G-0746, sums. 
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volume of 114,849 Mdt and a base revenue of $587,770,000 for the first rate year. (See Joint 

Proposal, Appendix D - Table 1). 

The sales forecast and associated base revenue specified in the Joint Proposal is 

similar to Staff's pre-filed testimony, adjusted for known changes, and is reasonable for several 

reasons. First, Staffs "through the blocks" approach for pricing out the sales forecast is 

consistent with how the Company bills and collects revenues from its customers. Second, Staffs 

sales forecast was developed using data that included the NYCHA's migration from interruptible 

to firm service in the first rate year. When the forecast is adjusted to include the NYCHA's firm 

load, and properly priced out, the total base revenues are adjusted to $587,770,000. 

For the second and third rate years, Con Edison projected approximately $3.8 

million and $2.9 million in base revenue growth, respectively. The Joint Proposal reflects 

approximately $6.6 million in base revenue growth for both the second and third rate years, 

which is consistent with Staff's aggressive forecast. 

The rate increases in the second and third year are driven primarily by 

incremental increases in rate base. Appendix H of the Joint Proposal shows that approximately 

$194 million of net plant will be added each year. This additional plant earns a return (which 

leads to higher income taxes), increases property taxes, and increases depreciation and 

amortization expenses. The costs for these items (shown on page 4 of Appendix A of the Joint 

Proposal) are $33.9 million in RY 2 and $37.5 million in RY 3. Given the need for such plant 

additions to allow the Company to continue to provide safe and reliable service, including the 

replacement of 120 miles of leak-prone gas main, the rate increase in RY 2 and RY 3 are 

reasonable. 
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2. Rate Design 

Consistent with Commission gas delivery rates have been designed to 

implement the revenue requirement with fully unbundled rates for natural gas delivery, natural 

gas supply, and billing and payment processing services using billing determinants for each of 

the three rate years. Designing rates is a complex task due to the varying effects of the minimum 

charge and block rates among the different service classifications (SCs). The design described in 

Appendix D and Section B.3 of the Joint Proposal properly addresses these complexities and 

maintains the adjustments in rates for the first year based on the Embedded Cost of Service 

Study (ECOS) and Unbundled Cost Components presented in the Company's filed testimony. 

The Joint Proposal provides for the equitable allocation of increased revenue 

requirement premised upon the cost of service principles and tempered to mitigate customer 

impacts (Joint Proposal, Appendix D). The rate design is essentially the same as that contained 

in Con Edison's and Staffs filed testimony, but incorporates Staff's proposal for use of rate year 

billing determinants and specific rate design approaches for competitive charges and the 

Consumer Protection Board's (CPB) proposal to limit the change in the minimum customer 

charge for residential heating class to $15.38. The Company had proposed an increase in the 

minimum customer charge from $12.38 to $20.00 for the residential heating class in its filing. 

Pursuant to the terms of the Joint Proposal, delivery rates will increase 6.96% on 

average for the first rate year. Within the service classes revenues have been realigned to more 

closely reflect the results of the ECOS." The increase will be 11.19% for residential non- 

heating, 6.03% for commercial non-heating, 5.17% for commercial heating, and 6.12% 

Case 00-M-0504, Proceeding on Motion of the Commission - Unbundling Track, Statement 
of Policy on Unbundling and Order Directing Tariff Filings (issued August 25,2004). 

A comparison of bills calculated at current rates versus proposed rates is presented in 
Appendix 11. 

- 8 - 



CASE 06-G-1332 

residential heating. Delivery rates for all residential and commercial customers will increase 

4.91% in the second rate year and 5.98% in the third rate year. Due to the 111 unbundling of 

competitive services and charges proportional to commodity prices, transportation customers 

will be charged an additional amount estimated at 0.44% of gas costs and full service customers 

will be charged an estimated 4.41% of gas costs over the three years of the rate plan. 

3. Non-Firm Revenues 

Staffs filed testimony proposed a continuation of the current sharing formula for 

non-firm revenues, with the Company annually retaining 100% of the first $35 million in non- 

firm revenues which are imputed in base rates, 20% of the next $15 million, 25% of the next $20 

million, and 10% of non-firm revenues above $70 million. However, Staff recommended that 

the non-firm revenues eligible for the sharing formula be reduced by excluding revenues from 

capacity release to marketers, balancing charges, and demand charges from Winter Bundled 

Sales Service (WBSS). 

The Joint Proposal's treatment of non-firm revenues demonstrates significant 

concessions by Con Edison from its pre-filed testimony position (Section B.4). For example, the 

Joint Proposal excludes revenues from capacity release to marketers and demand charges from 

the WBSS as non-firm revenues. The Joint Proposal imputes $35 million into base rates, with 

the Company retaining 100Yo of the first $35 million, 20% of the next $1 5 million, and 25% of 

all non-firm revenues above $50 million. If non-firm revenues are less than $35 million 

annually, the Company may defer any shortfall for future recovery. The potential deferral of the 

shortfall is in recognition of the decreased potential in non-fhn revenues achieving the $35 

million level. 
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With the exclusion of revenues from capacity release to marketers and demand 

charges from the WBBS, potential non-firm revenues in the sharing formula have been reduced 

by approximately $35 million. Those revenues will be returned 100% to customers through the 

Gas Supply Charge versus 80% at the current sharing formula. 

Staff forecasts the remaining annual non-firm revenues to be approximately $45 

million. The extension of the 25% Company share to all non-firm revenues above $50 million 

provides the Company with a greater incentive to achieve higher non-firm revenues, the benefits 

of which both the Company and its ratepayers will share. The revised sharing formula balances 

the greater risk to the Company from the reduced eligible revenues for sharing and provides 

greater incentive to generate more revenues from those eligible revenues. 

4. Depreciation 

Staff's filed testimony recommended continuation of the depreciation rates 

adopted in Case 03-G-1671 and discontinuation of the current method of accelerated 

depreciation for new interruptible plant. The Joint Proposal is consistent with Staff's 

recommendations. 

5. Factor of Adjustment Ratio 

The Company's pre-filed testimony did not address the lost and unaccounted for 

(LAUF) mechanism. Consistent with Commission practice of establishing a LAUF mechanism 

for each gas utility, Staff recommended, for a one year rate case, a LAUF mechanism that 

reflects Con Edison's average line loss experience for the three years ending August 2006. Staff 



. . 
CASE 06-G-1332 

proposed that the 1% exposure band and $6.25 million line loss incentive benefit or penalty band 

be eliminated.I6 

Section B.5 of the Joint Proposal continues Con Edison's current LAUF 

mechanism, which is based on a rolling three-year average. The Joint Proposal continues to limit 

Con Edison's gain or loss to +/- 1%, and eliminated the $6.25 million incentive cap. The LAUF 

mechanism provides a fair and reasonable incentive for Con Edison to minimize gas losses. 

6. Uncollectibles 

Con Edison's pre-filed testimony proposed an uncollectible rate of 0.54%. StafPs 

pre-filed testimony recommended different uncollectible rates on commodity charges for 

residential and non-residential classes based on actual experience. The Joint Proposal (Section 

B.6) sets forth those rates, which are consistent with both Staffs recommendation for the 

differing uncollectible rate by class and the Company's filed testimony for an overall rate of 

0.54%. 

7. Storage Gas Carrying Costs 

S t a r s  filed testimony recommended that the carrying costs on storage gas be 

calculated based upon the Company's actual storage gas inventory balances, with a carrying cost 

lower than the Company's overall cost of capital to reflect the elimination of risk to the Company 

provided by the use of actual inventory valuation. Staff recommended that the Other Customer 

Capital Rate (5.4% in 2007) be used to determine the carrying cost, but the Company argued that 

l6 As part of the Commission approved Joint Proposal in Case 03-G-1671, the LAUF factor 
was based on a rolling three-year average; however, if the calculation varied by more than 
plus or minus 0.5% from the factor in effect, the line loss factor would not change, resulting 
in a 1 % band around the LAUF factor in effect. If the actual three year average loss 
calculation falls outside of the band, the LAUF factor in effect would not change. The Joint 
Proposal also capped the line loss incentive benefit or penalty at $6.25 million for any rate 
year because of concerns of high gas costs. 
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it stated overstated the risk reduction. The stipulated 8.6% carrying charge rate contemplated in 

the Joint Proposal is below the Company's overall cost of capital and is consistent with Staff's 

pre-filed position that the use of actual inventory balances reduces the level of risk to the 

Company. In addition, the reconciliation affords customers the oppomity to pay less for such 

storage should gas costs retreat from their historically high levels. 

8. Revenue Decoupling Mechanism 

In its RDM Order, the Commission directed utilities, including Con Edison, to 

include in rate cases, proposals for true-up based delivery service RDMs." Con Edison provided 

its vision of a rate decoupling mechanism in its pre-filed testimony. The goal of RDM design is 

to remove disincentives to the Company to promote and implement gas efflciency and gas 

conservation programs. The RDM set forth in the Joint Proposal (Section B.8) is based on a 

revenue per customer basis for the three main SCs for which the gas efflciency program is 

expected to reduce gas consumption; commercial heating, non-commercial heating, and 

residential heating (both multi-family dwellings (5 or more units per dwelling) and one to four 

units). The revenue per customer factors, set forth in Appendix L of the Joint Proposal, were 

calculated from the billing determinants and rates set forth in Appendix D of the Joint Proposal. 

The use of revenue per customer permits the Company to benefit from additional 

growth in customers beyond forecasted growth as well as protects customers from lower than 

projected growth, while at the same time achieving the goal of decoupling r e d u d  usage per 

customer from Company revenues. The Company can proceed with the gas efficiency program 

assured that it will be reimbursed the delivery revenue lost to reduced usage while the customer 

receives the commodity cost savings from that reduced usage. 

" RDM Order, pp.16-17. 
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B. Computation and Disposition of Earnings 

1. Cost of Capital 

The Joint Proposal's revenue requirement reflects a 7.63% cost of capital, 

including a 48.0% equity ratio and a 9.7% fallout return on equity (ROE) (Joint Proposal, 

Appendix A). The Company's filed testimony proposed an 8.66% cost of capital based on a 

48.33 % equity ratio and an 1 1.6% ROE. In contrast, Staff proposed a 7.16% cost of capital, 

based on a 47.04% equity ratio and an 8.8% ROE, as being more appropriate for Con Edison. 

The 7.63% cost of capital contained in the Joint Proposal is a reasonable outcome given the 

Company's recent issuance of common stock, the multi-year term of the rate plan, and the current 

interest rate environment. 

In addition, since Con Edison filed its testimony, it has subsequently decreased 

the amount of debt it expects to issue prospectively. Such an adjustment would decrease the debt 

ratio of the Company and increase its equity ratio. Thus, the 48.0% equity ratio agreed to for the 

term of the Rate Plan is in harmony with the approach Staff took in its filed testimony. 

2. Return on Equity 

The Rate Plan's fallout ROE is 9.7%, 90 basis points higher than that found in 

Staff's prefiled testimony position and 190 basis points lower than that in the Company's prefiled 

position. The fallout ROE of 9.7% is fair and reasonable given that Staffs ROE was predicated 

on a one-year litigated case. Additionally, the fallout ROE reflects the risks inherent in the Joint 

Proposal. Among those risks inherent in this multi-year rate setting format is that the cost of 

capital, which has been set at 7.63% for the entirety of the rate plan, does not increase 

appreciably during that time. Of note, the benchmark treasury bond rate has increased by over 

40 basis points from the date Staff filed its testimony to the date the Joint Proposal was filed, 
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thus increasing the prospect that the Company could incur higher borrowing costs that would not 

be reflected until rates are reset. 

A modest premium is typically added to the allowed ROE in multi-year rate plans 

to account for a utility's risk that much of its non-commodity operation and maintenance (O&M) 

expenses, such as labor costs and health care costs, will increase faster than is expected over the 

term of the Rate Plan. Such a premium is reasonable given that these risks will be borne by the 

Company's shareholders. The level of revenues available to Con Edison under the Rate Plan is 

largely capped, with the exception of several deferrals discussed below. In addition, the 

projected sales forecast levels in RY 2 and RY 3 are very aggressive. 

The ROE agreed to in this case is similar to those in other rate plans recently 

approved by the Commission. For example, the Central Hudson Gas and Electric Corporation's 

electric and gas rate plans contain a fallout ROE of 9.6%, and Con Edison's steam rate plan and 

Orange & Rockland's gas rate plan both contain a fallout ROE of 9.8%.18 

3. Earnings Sharing Mechanism 

Section C of the Joint Proposal contains an earnings sharing mechanism that 

allows the Company and its customers to share equally earnings above a 10.7% ROE threshold 

(10.9% in RY 1, as described in Section F.1.a). This will be an annual calculation, the 

methodology for which is fully described in the Joint Proposal, Section C. The equity ratio used 

in the earnings sharing mechanism will be limited to the lower of the Company's reported equity 

or 50%. This assures that if Consolidated Edison, Inc. (CEI), Con Edison's parent company, 

'' Cases 05-E-0934 and 05-G-0935, Central Hudson Gas and Electric Cowration - Electric 
and Gas Rates, Order Establishing Rate Plan (issued July 24,2006). Case 054-1376, 
Consolidated Edison Comvanv of New York. Inc. - Steam Rates, Order Determining 
Revenue Requirement and Rate Design (issued September 22,2006), and Case 05-G-1494, 
Orange and Rockland Utilities. Inc. -Gas Rates, Order Establishing Rates and Terms of a 
Three-Year Rate Plan (issued October 20,2006). 
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issues debt which is then treated by Con Edison as equity, the intent of the earnings sharing 

mechanism will not be thwarted. 

The use of actual equity ratios (assuming they are below 50%) acts as an incentive 

to the Company to keep its equity level close to what was forecast in the Rate Plan and to not 

decrease it substantially, which would have negative consequences for CEI's bond rating. 

S t a s  filed testimony for a one-year rate case appropriately did not include an earnings sharing 

mechanism. The earnings sharing mechanism provided in the Joint Proposal is an important part 

of any multi-year rate plan. It provides Con Edison with a strong incentive to minimize costs 

and improve efficiencies, while allowing the Company's customers to share in any savings 

produced by these efforts. And, if the Company exceeds expectations of financial performance 

contemplated in the Rate Plan, the sharing mechanism ensures that customers receive a fair share 

of the benefits associated with that performance while preventing the Company from receiving 

an inappropriately large return. Further, the mechanism could result in the Company having 

lower-than-forecast expenses at the end of the Rate Plan and when rates are reset. 

The earnings sharing threshold of 10.7% is 100 basis points above the fallout 

ROE of 9.7% and more than 100 basis points lower than the earnings sharing threshold in the 

existing Rate plan.19 The size of this deadband is tighter than that contained in the existing Rate 

Plan. 

C. Reconciliations and Deferrals 

Section D of the Joint Proposal lists the cost categories that will be reconciled 

annually and for which Con Edison may use deferral accounting to account for differences 

between actual costs and levels provided for in the Rate Plan. These costs are: Property Taxes, 

l9 Earnings sharing under the existing Rate Plan begins above 1 1.75% ROE. 

-15 -  
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Interference Expenses (other than Company labor), Capital Program Expenditures, 

Pension/OPEB expenses, Gas Transmission Main Maintenance Program, Research and 

Development, Environmental Remediation Costs, Pipeline Integrity Costs - New York Facilities 

Charges, Distribution Integrity and Gas Inspections, 263A Deferred Taxes, and Transition 

Adjustment for Competitive Services. As described below, each of these costs will be reconciled 

based on the levels delineated in Joint Proposal Appendices G and H. 

1. Property Taxes 

Property taxes will be reconciled to the level provided in the Rate Plan, with 90% 

of the variation being deferred and recovered from or credited to customers (Joint Proposal 

Section D.l). Leaving the Company at risk for 10% of such costs will provide Con Edison with 

additional incentive to keep its property tax costs, which are a significant portion of its overall 

expenses, under control. Any property tax refunds, including credits against tax payments, 

received by the Company as a result of its efforts will be shared on an 86% customer / 14% 

Company basis (Joint Proposal Section E.3). Incremental costs incurred by Con Edison to 

achieve the refunds or credits will be netted against the refundslcredits before the sharing factor 

is applied. Customers' share of any property tax refunds and or credits will be deferred for future 

disposition at the discretion of the Commission. The Company will continue to provide Staff 

with an annual showing of its efforts to reduce its property tax obligations. This treatment is 

consistent with what the Commission adopted in Con Edison's recent rate plans. 

2. Interference Expenses (Other than Company Labor) 

Reconciliation of interference expenses, exclusive of Company labor, has been 

included in Con Edison's gas rate plans for some time. The proposed Rate Plan allows for 

reconciliation of 90% of the variance h m  the expense level forecasted (Joint Proposal Section 
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D.3). Inclusion of this item in the reconciliation provision is appropriate in the context of a 

multi-year rate plan since these activities are largely beyond the Company's control. As with 

property taxes, the Con Edison remains at risk for 10% of this cost, providing it with sufficient 

incentive to monitor and control these expenses. 

3. Capital Program Expenditures 

The Joint Proposal balances parties' interests by establishing a method to 

reconcile capital expenditures up to those contemplated in the Company's filing, while 

addressing Staffs concern that the Company may not in fact realize its forecasted capital 

expenditures and associated net plant additions. Con Edison will defer the carrying costs, 

including depreciation, on the amount by which the Company's actual expenditures for capital 

programs (excluding capital interference work which is accounted for similarly) result in an 

average net plant that is more or less than the average plant included in rate base (target) up to 

the average plant cap, as presented in the Joint Proposal, Appendix H, for each of the three rate 

years. 

The Joint Proposal also requires added reporting requirements currently not 

generally available. This will allow Staff and other active parties to this proceeding access to 

review aggregate actual capital expenditures related to the capital program targets, including 

reasons for excess variances from forecasted expenditures for the largest projects. 

4. Pension/OPEBs 

The Company will continue to reconcile its pension and OPEB costs per the 

Pension Policy statement." 

20 Case 91-M-0890, Statement of Policy and Order Concerning the Accounting and Ratemaking 
Treatment for Pensions and Post Retirement Benefits other than Pensions (issued 
September 7, 1993). 
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5. Gas Transmission Main Maintenance Program 

The Joint Proposal (Section D.5) notes that the Company will complete a 

technical study regarding the potential need for an 0&M program involving the installation of 

welding sleeves over couplings on gas transmissions mains. The Company will confer with Gas 

Safety Staff upon the completion of the study, and should Staff concur with the need for the 

program, such costs will be allowed to be deferred for future recovery from customers. This 

provision, related to potential system impacts associated with the importation of non-domestic 

gas, affords the Company and customers assurances of continued system reliability coupled with 

responsible cost accountability. 

6. Research and Development 

A $2.92 million target expenditure level was established in the Joint Proposal 

(Section D.6 and Appendix G) for Con Mison's internal gas research and development (R&D) 

program, exclusive of expenditures on Millennium Fund projects. If Con Mison's actual 

expenditures are more or less than the target, the Company will defer such amount for future 

recovery from, or credit to, customers (i.e., there is a 100% hue-up). The deferral of actual 

expenditures above the target will be subject to a (a) cap of $1.1 million above the target and (b) 

demonstration by the Company to Staff as to the nature and basis for such expenditures and 

Staffs concurrence that such expenditures are reasonable. 

The $2.92 million target expenditure level is a reasonable compromise, as it 

represents the midpoint of the $4.02 million requested by the Company in its Rate Filing and the 

$1.82 million recommended by Staff in pre-filed testimony, which is based on the Company's 

recent historic three-year average of expenditures (adjusted for inflation). The proposed 

expenditure will permit the Company to fund several new "trenchless technology" R&D projects 
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which could help with reliability of the gas system and reduce h e  0&M costs. The target 

plus cap will ensure that ratepayer expenditures cannot exceed the total amount set forth in Con 

Edison's $4.02 million proposed program. Staffs review and approval of any monies spent 

above the target will provide verification that such expenditures were actually made and in the 

ratepayer interest. 

7. Environmental Remediation 

Environmental remediation costs will continue to be reconciled to the levels 

provided in the Rate Plan (Joint Proposal, Section D.7). Deferral of over or under recoveries will 

accrue carrying costs for the duration of the Rate Plan. The deferral balances reduced by 

accruals, insurance recoveries, associated reserves and deferred taxes will be subject to interest. 

Full reconciliation of these costs should eliminate any Company disincentive to clean up its 

environmental liabilities in a timely fashion. 

8. Pipeline Integrity Costs -New York Facilities Charges 

Section D.8 of the Joint Proposal allows $1.845 million for Con Edison to comply 

with state and federal safety code requirements for integrity management on their portion of the 

New York Facilities System. Past operational history has proven that the New York Facilities 

System is a cost effective method of ensuring reliable gas delivery to all sections of the New 

York City metro area, including Westchester County. The New York Facilities System also 

offers operational flexibility, ensuring that any service delivery outages are minimized. 

The Integrity Management process is a federal requirement2' for managing the 

operational integrity of the trunk line systems used to deliver natural gas to all of Con Edison's 

gas distribution areas. It is a pro-active approach to ensure reliable delivery of natural gas and 

21 49 C.F.R. 5 192 (1970). 
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maintain high levels of public safety by the process of risk management. Staff has reviewed Con 

Edison's Integrity Management program and its implementation and found it in compliance with 

published federal and state standards. Staff supports Con Edison's monetary request as a 

reasonable level to maintain andlor improve this program. 

9. Additional Reconciliation/Deferral Provisions 

The Joint Proposal continues other specified reconciliations andlor deferral 

accounting provisions in the last caseU for the term of the Rate Plan and thereafter (Joint 

Proposal, Section D. 12). Treatment of deferred World Trade Center (WTC) capital costs 

allocated to gas will be in accordance with the Commission's determination in Case 0 1 - ~ - 1 9 5 8 ~ ~  

and subject to interest at Con Edison's allowed pretax allowance for funds used during 

construction (AFUDC) rate of return. Any recovery of WTC costs received by the Company 

from governmental agencies and insurance carriers will be applied to reduce the deferred 

balance. 

The reconciliation provisions are standard accounting practices for utilities in 

New York, with the exoeption of the provision related to WTC costs. Their inclusion is therefore 

reasonable. Requiring the Company to offset WTC costs with recovery from awards of funds 

from governmental agencies and insurance carriers is appropriate, because recovery of the costs 

related to that extraordinary and tragic event should be sought first from sources other than 

ratepayers. 

22 Case 03-G-1671, =a. 
23 Consolidated Edison Comoanv of New York Inc. - Deferral Petition. Order on Treatment on 

Electric Interference Costs (issued January 30,2004). 
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10. Limitation on Deferrals 

The Joint Proposal limits Con Edison's ability to defer expenses as its earnings 

increase (Joint Proposal, Section D.13). Specifically, if the ROE is above 10.7% (or up to 10.9% 

in RY I), the Company may only defer 50% of its eligible expenses related to property taxes, 

interference expenses, and pensions1OPEBs. 

This provision of the Joint Proposal fairly balances customers' and Company's 

interests by substantially limiting deferral of costs for future recovery in rates when the Company 

is in an excess earnings position. Similar limitations on deferrals have been approved for Con 

Edison's other utility services as well as for other utilities. 

D. Miscellaneous Programs 

1. Gas Energy Efficiency Program 

Staffs Gas Energy Efficiency Panel pre-filed testimony explained that increased 

energy efficiency in the gas sector is capable of providing numerous benefits including making 

consumer energy bills more affordable, reducing C02 emissions to improve air quality and 

reducing demand on constrained natural gas interstate pipeline deliveries, which is particularly 

relevant in New York City (e.g., Transcontinental Gas Pipe L i e  Zone 6). The Staff testimony 

recommended that the Con Edison Pilot Gas Efficiency Program (Pilot Program) be extended for 

one year with all of the basic Pilot Program elements continuing, except that the h d i n g  level be 

increased to $14 million. Con Edison testified that the current Pilot Program be allowed to run 

its course with no additional funding. The Gas Energy Efficiency Panel also recommended that 

a collaborative should be formed to design and implement a long-term natural gas energy 

efficiency program to begin in RY 2. 



CASE 06-G-1332 

On March 27,2006, the Commission issued a Notice, in Case 03-G-1671, seeking 

comment on a Staff Position Papa advocating that the Commission direct Con Edison to 

implement a transitional gas efficiency program for the 2007-2008 heating season. The Staff 

Position Paper advocated this to solve a timing problem inherent in this rate case. Under the 

schedule in this proceeding, the Commission would not likely consider an energy efficiency 

program for the next rate year until September 2007. As a result, there would be inadequate time 

for a new program to be fully implemented for the 2007-2008 heating season. All of the parties 

responding to the Staff Position Paper, including Con Edison, endorsed the concept of an early, 

separate authorization for the natural gas efficiency program so that work on a transitional 

program could continue without delay. 

On May 16,2007, the Commission issued an Order for Con Edison and 

NYSERDA to immediately begin the implementation of a transitional $14 million gas efficiency 

program (the Transitional Program).24 To promote a quick start to ensure the Transitional 

Program is available for the upcoming heating season, the Commission designated NYSERDA 

to serve as the program administrator. NYSERDA already has gas energy efficiency programs 

operating in the Con Edison service territory as a result of the Pilot hogram. The Transitional 

Program continues the allocation of program benefits established by the Pilot Program, 

allocating 50% to low-income residential customers, 25% to other residential customers, and 25 

percent to commercial and industrial customers. 

The Joint Proposal (Section F.l) addresses the RY 1 gas efficiency program by 

adopting the Transitional Program which was filed by NYSERDA on June 1,2007. The Joint 

24 Case 03-G-1671, -Order Establishing Gas Efficiency Program for 2007-2008 (issued 
May 16,2007). 
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Proposal does not preclude any party from requesting that the Commission increase the funding 

for the Transitional Program or to seek any other changes. 

Under the terms of the Joint Proposal, Con Edison would be entitled to lost 

revenues attributable to the Transitional Program to the extent they are not recovered through the 

RDM. In addition, Con Edison is authorized to collect $300,000 for actual expenditures on 

outreach and education activities during RY 1 through the Monthly Rate Adjustment (MRA). 

For RY 2 and RY 3, the Joint Proposal proposes a gas efficiency collaborative 

(Efficiency Collaborative) be formed on or about September 1,2007 to develop and recommend 

to the Commission a gas efficiency program, that address issues such as program design, funding 

levels, incentives, evaluation and administration. The collaborative will be chaired by Con 

Edison and will include, at a minimum, representatives of Con Edison, Staff, NYSERDA, the 

City, the County of Westchester (Westchester), CPB, CPA, NYECC, Pace, Natural Resources 

Defense Council, Inc, the Public Utility Law Project, Inc, and AEA. In coordination with the 

Efficiency Collaborative, Con Edison will contract with an independent consultant to study and 

make recommendations for the RY 2 and RY 3 programs on issues including program budgets, 

designs, goals, and cost effectiveness. The budget for the study will not exceed $100,000, and is 

to be completed by February 1,2008. 

In addition, the Efficiency Collaborative will provide recommendations related to 

other critical issues including the preferred program administrator, methods for incorporating 

input h m  the City and Westchester, consistency with state and local energy efficiency policies, 

program evaluation and recovery of program costs. Con Edison's draft report will be provided to 

the Efficiency Collabo~ative on or before April 1,2008; a final report will be filed with the 

Commission by April 15,2008. 
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The combination of immediate implementation of the RY 1 Transition Program 

and the collaborative process effectively balances the Commission's goals and priority of serving 

the needs of natural gas consumers for the 2007-2008 heating season and the need for thoughtful 

planning that balances the desirable benefits of energy efficiency with potential ratepayer 

impacts for future gas efficiency programs in RY 2 and RY 3. 

2. Oil to Gas Conversion Program 

The Rate Filing proposed that the Company's Oil Heating to Gas Heating 

Conversion Incentive Plogram (Conversion Program) should be maintained at the funding level 

established in the last gas rate case. Staffs pre-filed testimony recommended that these costs be 

excluded in the context of a one year rate case because firm customers would not realize the 

benefit of the program during the rate year. 

The Joint Proposal (Section F.2) recognizes the potential benefits of this 

Conversion Program during a multi-year rate plan, and therefore allows the Company to recover 

$1.47 million for each of RY 1, RY 2 and RY 3 via an MRA surcharge. Incentives provided to 

customers in excess of the $1.47 million annual funding level will be funded by the Company 

and not be recoverable from customers. However, the Company will be allowed to retain all 

additional revenues resulting from the oil-to-gas conversions during the term of the Rate Plan. 

The provisions within the Joint Proposal are reasonable because they are generally consistent 

with Staffs pre-filed recommendation, and will provide the Company adequate incentive to 

promote the Conversion Program which has the added benefit of reducing pollution ( S q ,  NOx, 

particulates) and greenhouse gases (COz) in the Con Edison service territory. 
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3. Communication with Interruptible Customers 

Con Edison will expand its current method of notifying intmptible gas 

customen of any forthcoming service interruptions, which usually occur during very cold 

periods in the winter (Joint Proposal, Section F.3). By November 2007, the Company will add 

e-mail and text messaging (if practicable) to its current fax and/or phone notification procedure 

process. Since Con Edison is unable to verify that notifications have been received by a 

customer via e-mail or text messaging, all interruptible customers must continue to provide fax 

and/or phone contact information, as set forth in the Company's tariff and Gas Transportation 

Operating Procedures manual. This expanded communication process should improve customer 

compliance during interruption periods and thereby help maintain the reliability of the gas 

system, which is of benefit to all gas customers. 

4. Low Income Program 

Con Edison proposed to continue its existing low income program. Under the 

existing program, the delivery rate for monthly usage between four and 90 therms was reduced 

by 25% of the full delivery rate for usage within that block. To qualify for the program, a 

customer must have received benefits under any of the following governmental assistance 

programs: Supplemental Security Income, Temporary Assistance to Needy Persons, Safety Net 

Assistance, Medicaid, or Food Stamps, or have received a Home Energy Assistance Program 

grant in the preceding 12 months. The program was designed to generate approximately $1.6 

million in annual low income rate reductions, which were recovered through increased revenue 

requirement allocations to firm service classes. 

Staff proposed that, in addition to the volumetric discount already in place, the 

monthly charge for all qualified SC 3 (heating) low income customers be reduced to the same 
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level as the customer charge for SC 1 (non-heating). Staff estimated the cost of such a program 

would total approximately $1.8 million per year. In contrast, CPB proposed an unspecified 

increase in funding to offset the impacts of any rate increases approved by the Commission. 

CPB also recommended a waiver of the reconnection fees for eligible customers, and 

recommended certain reporting changes to enhance program oversight. 

Section F.4 of the Joint Proposal includes a volumetric rate discount of $0.2029 

per them (approximately 37%), targeted at the same eligible population as the current program, 

and a discounted customer charge for SC 3 customers. The program will provide approximately 

$5.2 million in rate reductions over the term of the rate plan. In addition, the reconnection 

charge for program participants will be reduced to $65. Finally, the Company will provide 

annually a report of customer participation and applicable rate reductions during the preceding 

year. 

The proposed program appropriately addresses the concern that energy costs 

represent a heavy burden on low income families, and will help low income customers to pay 

their gas bills. The enhanced reporting requirements will allow a more complete evaluation of 

the effectiveness of the program. Waiver of a portion of the reconnection fees minimizes actual 

charges to low income customers while retaining the Company's ability to use the charge as 

leverage to motivate customers to pay. Each of these benefits demonstrate the reasonableness of 

the program and support its adoption. 

5. Retail Access Program 

Con Edison will continue its purchase of receivables (POR) program. The 

program will be enhanced by two important changes (Joint Proposal, Section F.5). First, the 

Energy Service Companies (ESCOs) will be required to pay for the value of the Company's 
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credit and collections efforts on their behalf through an addition to the POR discount rate to 

reflect the forecast of credit and collections related to ESCO  receivable^.^^ Second, Con Edison 

and the ESCOs will implement a dispute resolution procedure to address customer disputes 

related to ESCO commodity charges billed by the Company. After the first year, interested 

parties will review the dispute resolution procedure for potential improvement. This will 

improve customers' abilities to resolve disputes related to their commodity service. Con Edison 

will revise its billing service agreement with ESCOs to reflect these changes. 

Two customer-oriented programs for new enrollments with competitive suppliers, 

ESCO referral for lower use customers and Market Match for larger customers, are being 

maintained as they are very low-cost and provide customers with significant benefits. Other 

programs with lower cost-benefit ratios are being discontinued as the market has matured. Con 

Edison has the option to initiate other beneficial retail programs at its own prerogative and cost, 

but has no obligation to do so. 

Con Edison has been working with Staff to improve its bill format and to display 

information on bills so that customers can better perceive which charges are related to natural 

gas commodity and which are related to the delivery to their homes and businesses. This will 

assist customers in relating news about commodity to their bills, understanding how their charges 

relate to delivery and rate requests made by Con Edison in future, and comparing the various 

offers for commodity service from the Company and other suppliers. 

6. Gas Manufacturing Incentive Rate 

The Company's Rate Filing proposed to expand the Gas Manufacturing Incentive 

Rate (MIR, or tariff Rider I) qualification criteria to allow "existing Con Edison gas 

2S This adjustment is also reflected in the Merchant Function Charge (MFC) calculation. 
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manufacturing customers" to apply for the MIR incentive rate if their turn-on date was prior to 

January 1,2004, the initial commencement of the MIR rate. The Company also proposed to 

extend the deadline for accepting applications for the MIR program two additional years, through 

December 31,2010, and make a housekeeping change to clarify eligibility requirements. Staff's 

prefiled testimony supported the Company's proposal regarding the MIR program and 

housekeeping changes as reasonable, but requested one modification regarding the Company 

evaluation and implementation of the discount for the "existing gas customers," and a few 

additional housekeeping corrections to Rider I. 

Staff recommended that any "existing gas customer" who is deemed eligible for 

the MIR program be required to have separate meters for heating and process load, or that the 

Company must submit a written request for a waiver of this provision from the Office of 

Economic Development to ensure that the MIR discount will not be applied to heating load (e.g., 

via a weather normalization analysis). 

No other parties submitted testimony on this matter. However, the City proposed 

a further expansion of the MIR criteria during the course of negotiations, which was also 

supported by Westchester. The City requested that Rider I also be available to existing buildings 

that (i) qualify for a matching benefit fiom the City or Westchester, (ii) submit to an energy audit 

pursuant to NYSERDA's Energy Audit ProgmdFlex Tech, and (iii) provide evidence of private 

sector job creation/retention and capital investment. 

The Joint Proposal (Section F.6) evidences a balancing of the various interests of 

the parties by affording the City and Westchester an opportunity to play a more active role in 

identifying and qualifying eligible customers, but requiring that the Company make the final 

determination whether or not to award the MIR discount. In order to reduce the financial burden 
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to a prospective recipient, the Joint Proposal also allowed for qualification criteria to determine 

eligibility for those customers having a single meter for process and heating load (e.g. a weather 

normalization analysis). 

The Joint Proposal's treatment of this issue is reasonable because the MIR 

program will afford customers that currently have no available economic benefits, to combine 

with municipal or state economic incentives, and should foster economic growth in the 

downstate area by assisting retention of businesses and employment preservation, as well as new 

manufacturing industry investment by manufacturers who would otherwise consider 

discontinuing their operations. 

The Joint Proposal also includes a couple of minor corrections to Rider I which is 

further discussed below. 

7. Safety Performance Measures 

Section F.7 of the Joint Proposal provides for safety performance mechanisms to 

promote continued improvement in areas of leak response, leak management, damage 

prevention, and main replacement. This mechanism is similar to that adopted in Con Edison's 

last rate plan, and safety performance mechanisms adopted in other utility rate plans. 

The Joint Proposal generally incorporates the changes to the Company's safety 

performance measures proposed by Staff in its filed testimony. The Company will be subject to 

a negative rate adjustment that ranges from $360,000 to $600,000 when its year-end total leak 

backlog exceeds 1,600. The Company will also be subject to a negative rate adjustment, ranging 

from $360,000 to $600,000, if its workable leak backlog exceeds 75 at the end of each calendar 

year. Similarly, the Company will be subject up to $600,000 of negative rate adjustments if it 

fails to respond to specified percentages of emergency leak calls within 30 and 45 minutes. 
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The Joint Proposal adjusts the performance thresholds and negative rate 

adjustments for damages to gas facilities resulting from mis-marks and Company/contractor 

actions. Damage to gas facilities may cause greater gas system losses and, more importantly, 

pose serious risks to the health and safety to the public. Increasing the standard of performance 

expected from the Company over the term of the Rate Plan is an appropriate means to serve as an 

incentive for the Company to carefilly mark and operate around its gas facilities. 

The Joint Proposal also adds a new performance threshold for the Company in the 

area of gas main replacement. The Company will remove from service an average of 40 miles of 

leak prone pipe annually for calendar years 2008,2009 and 2010. This will be done in 

accordance with the stipulations specified in the Joint Proposal. The Company will be subject to 

negative rate adjustments if these stipulations are not met. The replacement of leak prone pipe 

will serve to increase levels of public safety by reducing the possibility of natural gas leaks. A 

lower number of leak totals will also allow for a reduction of the Company's O&M spending on 

leak response and repair. 

8. Customer Satisfaction 

Con Edison proposed in its pre-filed testimony to discontinue its existing 

customer service performance mechanism, which was based on an average of biannual surveys 

of customer satisfaction with the handling of emergency calls relating to gas service. If, during 

any rate year, satisfaction should fall below an 88.1% target, the Company would incur an 

adjustment to return ranging up to $3.3 million. 

Staffs testimony proposed continuation of the existing customer service 

performance mechanism. CPB recommended enhancement of Con Edison's customer service 



CASE 06-G-1332 

performance mechanism with four additional measures: a telephone answer response rate for 

emergency and call center calls, appointments kept, billing accuracy, and meters read on cycle. 

The Joint Proposal (Section F.8) continues the current customer service 

performance mechanism, including the associated targets, payment levels, and reporting 

requirements. Although the additional measures proposed by CPB are not included, these 

measwes are incorporated in the Company's electric customer service performance mechanism. 

As the measures are broadly applicable to both electric and gas service, the electric mechanism 

serves to enswe that gas customers also receive acceptable levels of service in these areas. The 

program outlined in the Joint Proposal should be adopted. 

9. General Outreach and Education Programs 

As part of its Rate Filing, the Company proposed to charge approximately $2.4 

million of its general outreach expenditures to gas operations. In addition, it planned to charge 

approximately $3.4 million to gas operations for outreach expenditures related to its Power Your 

Way and Power Move retail access programs. In contrast, Staff proposed to allocate $750,000 of 

geneml outreach and education expenditures to gas operations. It proposed a fiuther adjustment 

of $375,000 to reflect that outreach and education was fully funded in electric rates through the 

term of the current electric rate plan, but proposed to allow an incremental expenditure of 

$42,000 for gas operations to educate customer contact employees and inform customers about 

redesigned bills. Staff proposed that the entire budget of $3.4 million for outreach and education 

related to retail access programs be eliminated. 

As noted in the Joint Proposal (Section F.9), the estimated annual cost of the 

Company's general outreach and education effort for these purposes is $1.3 million annually. No 

additional funding is provided for retail access outreach and education. The Joint Proposal 
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enables the Company to continue outreach and education expenditures at about its historic level, 

while allowing additional funding for new and enhanced outreach efforts that may be necessary, 

and to account for the escalating costs of advertising and promotion in the New York City 

metropolitan market. At the same time, it recognizes that customers are sufficiently aware of 

competition, and continued expenditure of ratepayer funds to promote and stimulate customer 

awareness of and participation in competitive opportunities is no longer warranted. The general 

outreach and education program outlined in the Joint Proposal should be adopted. 

10. Miscellaneous Tariff Changes 

The Joint Proposal contains a number of other tariff changes that were not 

disputed by the parties. These changes would likely have been approved in a litigated case; thus, 

it was reasonable to include them as part of the Joint Proposal. These changes are as follows: 

A provision will be added to the General Information Section to allow for funding 

$1.47 million annually through the MRA, as agreed to by the parties for the 

Conversion Program. 

The Area Development Rate (Rider E) and the Business Incentive Rate (Rider F) 

have been discontinued and will therefore be removed from the General 

Information Section of the tariff. 

Housekeeping change to the language in Rider I to be consistent with the 

definition of New Customer in the existing tariff, and a few minor corrections to 

replace words that were inadvertently omitted in the Rider I leaves filed as part of 

this rate case. 
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E. Other Provisions 

Section G of the Joint Proposal incorporates typical agreement provisions 

addressing such issues as: Joint Proposal items that do not sunset at the end of this three-year 

Rate Plan; limitations on Con Edison's ability to file base rate changes; the reservation of the 

Commission's authority to act on rates; reservation of the Company's rights in the events of 

legislative, judicial or regulatory changes; non-severability and non-precedential nature of the 

Joint Proposal provisions; and, the commitment of the Joint Proposal signatories to cooperate in 

implementing all of the provisions of the Joint Proposal (Section G). 

Each of the provisions are self-explanatory and represent safeguards designed to 

protect ratepayers and the Company. These provisions support and are integral to the agreement 

as a whole. 

CONCLUSION 

The Joint Proposal entered into in this case clearly comports with the 

Commission's Settlement Guidelines and is in the public interest. The provisions of the parties' 

agreement fall within the potential result of a litigated case. The fact that ten active parties 

signed on to the Joint Proposal and other interested parties are not opposing the Joint Proposal is 

testimony to the balancing of the interests of all parties and the breadth of agreement on a wide 

range of issues. Along with the minimization of the potential economic impact on ratepayers 

from rate increases over the three years of the Rate Plan, the Joint Proposal significantly 

advances the Commission's goals for energy efficiency programs and revenue decoupling. 

Meanwhile, the Rate Plan will allow the Company sufficient funds to make substantial gas 

system improvements to enhance service quality and reliability. 
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For all of the above reasons, Staff respectfully requests that Your Honor find that 

the terms of the Joint Proposal are in the public interest and that you recommend that the 

Commission adopt its terms in their entirety. 

Respectllly Submitted, 

DAVID R. VAN ORT 
Assistant Counsel 

-z37Lc! 
k NICOLE R. JOSS 

Assistant Counsel 

Dated: June 19,2007 
Albany, New York 
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APPENDIX I 

Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc 
Revenue Requirement Reconciliation 

Staff Prefiled vs. Joint Proposal 
Case 06-6-1332 

($000) 

Staff prefiled Gas Revenue Requirement 

Joint Proposal Revenue Requirement 

Difference 

Adiustments to Staffs Position 

Reduction in Staffs Sales Forecast 

Update Pension I OPEB Expense 

Update Property Tax Expense 

Increase in Staffs Rate Base 

Increase in Staffs Depreciation Expense 

Reduction in Depreciation Expense by CPB 

Adjustments to Capital Structure and Return of Equity 

Adjustments to O&M Expenses 

Total 

Revenue 
Requirement 

Effect - 
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Consolidated Edlaon Company of New York, Inc 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 

Full Servlce 
Resklential and Religious 

Current vs RY 1 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rates Pro& Rates Dollar Percentaae 

30 Days 10/1/2004 10/1/2007 Variance variance 
0 $12.67 $14.70 $2.03 16.02% 
3 $15.89 $18.07 $2.18 13.71% 

Note: Cumrnf and popoeed Mls reRect lh8 GCF and MRPl ussd h ca1Culstlng Rate Year mwnue, except that tks MRA at Rate Yean t.  2. 
and 3 rates include the prtlDn ol UBs and Oas In Storage W M w  Capltal applicable to all Rrm cuatomen. The Mlls 
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Consolidated Edkon Company of N m  York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Cunenl Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 

Full SerVrca 
Resldentlal and Rellgiws - Low Income 

Current vs RY 1 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at - - - - 

'Ihenn Use Current Rates Prowsed Rates Dollar Percentaae 
30 Days 1011/2004 10/1/2007 Varlanca variance 

0 $12.67 $14.70 $2.03 16.02% 

Nde: C u d  em p?c+esd MIS GCf nd MRA uad h Rate Year -us, ace* that ths MRA Rate Y a  1.2. 
and 3 raMl k i d s  the ponkm dUBa and Oas h Storage W d n g  w a p p l i w t o  dl imcustwnan, The Mla 
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Conrolldated Edlson Company of Now York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gss S.C. NO. 02 

Full Service 
General Selvice Heating 

Current vs RY 1 

Delively GRT: 1.8031% 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1291% 2.1291% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Pemntage 

30 Days 10/1/2004 10/1/2007 Variance vanan& 
0 $12.60 $19.95 $7.35 58.33% 

Note: Cunenl and pmpsd bills m M  GCF and MRA used in cakulsting Rate Year ~MMI), except that the MRA at Rate Year?, 1.2. 
and 3 rates Include the p m  of UBs and Gas in Smragn Waking Capital s@lcaMe Lo all nm clgtmer?,. The bllls 
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Consolidated Edlaon Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 

Full Service 
General Service Non-Heating 

Current vs RY 1 

Delivery GRT: 2.3185% 2.3185% 
Commodity GRT: 2.3150% 2.3150% 

Rill at Rill a1 
Therm Use 

30 Days 
0 

-. 

Current Rates 
-. 

Prooosed Rates Dollar 
Variance 

$5.86 

Percentage 
Variance 
46.25% 
38.47% 
23.64% 

Note: Cunent and poposed bilk felled the GCF and MRA used in calmtahg Rate Year revenue, except that Lhe MRA at Rate Years 1.2. 
and 3 rates imlude Me pation of UBs and Gas In Stwage Workhg Capital applicable to all flm agtmers. The Mlls 



Appendix It 
Page 5 of 54 

Consol1d.t.d Edhon Company of N m  York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Cunent Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 03 

Fun Se~ ice  
Residential and Religious Heatlng 

Currant vs RY 1 

Debrv GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
CMlmodity GRT 1.9866% 1 9866% 

8111 at Blll at 
Therm Use Current Rates Prn~~sed  Rates Donar Percanlam - 
30 Day$ 10/112004 10/1R007 Variance Valiance 

0 $12.65 $16.19 $3.54 27.98% 
3 $16.29 $19.99 $3.70 22 70% 

Nm: Cumnl and pmpassd MI8 m e d M G C F a n d  MRA uwd In alculsflnp RsW Year rsvsnus. e x W  halM MRAal Rals Y e a  1.2, and 
3 DM lnmde Ms p o r n  d Um and Gas In Storage WW*g Up(ls1apDRcablsto all 6 n  custaners, Tim Mlk 
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ConsolIdatad Edlson Company of N m  Y h ,  Inc. 
Cornparkon of Bills Calculaled at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rate8 

Gar S.C. No. 03 

Full Service 
Residential and Religious Heatlng - Low lnwme 

Cunent vs RY 1 

Dslhrery GUT: 2.15TIX 2.1577% 
Cnnmodii GRT: 1.9868% 1.9868% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use C u m 1  Rates Ropmed Rates Dollar Percentage 
30 Days 10HR004 1011R007 Variance Varlance 

0 $12.65 $14.68 $2.03 16.05% 

M ~ m n t d n d ~ n M h . O C I d U U u u d h . l l c u ~ R o * Y r r - . M c a p t  Mth.MRAmR.hYmn1,f and 
3nmiMud.n ~ o t u ~ a n d O a h ~ W o r W l p C . ~ l a - m a l l t h n ~ ~ Y m * n . m M L  



Appendix II 
Page 7 of 54 

Consolda1.d Edlwn C o m n y  of N w  York. be. 
Comparison of BI Is Ca culaled at CJIR~I Rates vs. Pmcmsed Rsles 

Gas S.C. No. 03 

Full Service 
Multl-huelllng 

Cumnt vs RY 1 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodily GRT: I .MM% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Then  Use Cumnt Rates P l w e e d  Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Day8 101112004 101112007 Variance Variance 
0 $12.65 $16.19 $3.54 27.98% 
3 $16.29 $19.99 $3.70 22.7096 
4 $18.05 $21.82 $3.77 2090% 
5 $19.83 $23.66 $3.83 19.31% 
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Cmsdld*.d E d l m  C o m n y  d Nw Y&. Inc. 
Comparison of BfIls Cakulaled at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rales 

Gas S.C. No. 01 

Full Senim 
MUM Dmtlllno - Low ltwwme 

Cumnt vs RY 1 

DsllveryGRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodily GRT: I.-% 1 .gaSG% 

Bill at Bill at 
merm Use Current Rates Pmposed Rates Dollar Pwcenlage 

30 Daw 10ll12004 1OH/2W7 Variance Variance 
0 $12.65 $14.68 $2.03 16.05% 
3 $16.29 $18.47 $2.18 13.37% 
4 $17.89 $20.1 1 $2.22 12.43% 

Ma: CbTe4 and pmpaaadhla nM lta OCPnd MRA ud in calcub1M R . t s V a r r s ~ ~ ~  OXW h.1 Me MRA @I R.le V- I. 2. srd 
3 msslnc(uls the panm d UBmd @as h S m o a  W m M  WUI Wle~bU Dan h CMI-, me bilk 



Appendix II 
Page 9 of 54 

Co~o l ldahd  Edlson Company of New Y d ,  Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 13 

Full Service 
Seasonal Mf-Peak servlce 

Current vs RY 1 

Dellvsly GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.8698% 1.8698% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rates Pm~osed Rates Dollar Percantme 

30 Days 10/1/2004 10/1/2007 Variance ~arianci 
0 $21.68 $31.37 $9.69 44.70% 
3 524.67 $34.45 $9.78 39.65% 

W: OYm and pfqcund Mk Rhct me GCf md MR* uaedin a h h u n g  Ram Year nmus,  mmpt ha1 ha MR* at Rale Y- 1.2. and 
3rat l  hwMeh.  rn d UEa and Oss h S ~ O .  Wol*lng Camlapprmbm loall h~ rmcuslwm. ma bm 
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Consolldaed Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Full Service 

Residential and Religious 
RYl vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RY1 Rates hoDose.3 Rates Dollar Percentacle 

30 Days 101112007 101112008 Variance variance 
0 $14.70 $15.46 $0.76 5.17% 
3 $18.07 $18.83 50.76 4.23% 

Note: Curmnl and pmposad MHs r a k l  he GCF and MRA used h mWMg Rats Year nrvaua. am@ mat Hw MRA at Rats Y-n 1.2. 
and 3 mles Indude h e  polllm of UBs and Oas in Stwage Waking C a w 1  awieah lo all firm customam. The Mlla 
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COMOlldated Edlson Company of New York. Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Full Service 

ResMential and Religious - Low Income 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bitl at Bill at 
Therm Use R Y I  Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 1011 12007 10/1/2008 Variance Variance 
0 $14.70 $15.46 $0.76 5.17% 
3 $18.07 $18.83 $0.76 4.23% 
4 $19.58 $20.35 $0.77 3.91% 
5 $21.07 $21.87 $0.80 3.78% 
8 $22.57 $23.38 $0.81 3.58% 
7 $24.07 $24.88 $0.81 3.36% 
8 $25.58 $26.40 $0.82 3.21% 
9 $27.07 $27.92 $0.85 3.15% 
10 $28.57 $29.44 $0.86 3.02% 
12 $31.57 $32.44 $0.87 2.74% 
14 $34.57 $35.48 $0.91 2.63% 
16 $37.56 $38.49 $0.93 2.48% 
18 $40.57 $41.53 $0.95 2.35% 
20 $43.56 S44.54 $0.98 2.24% 
25 $51.07 $52.11 $1.04 2.04% 
30 $58.56 $59.68 $1.12 1.91% 
35 $66.06 $67.24 $1.18 1.78% 
40 $73.56 $74.79 $1.23 1.68% 
42 $76.55 $77.83 $1.28 1.67% 
50 $88.55 $89.93 $1.38 1.56% 
54 $94.56 $95.98 $1.42 1.51 % 
60 $103.55 $1 05.05 $1.49 1.44% 
90 $148.54 $150.43 $1.89 1.27% 
100 $163.53 $1 65.55 $2.02 1.23% 
150 $238.51 $241.18 $2.68 1.12% 
200 $313.49 $318.81 $3.32 1.06% 
300 $463.45 $468.06 $4.61 0.99% 
400 $613.41 $61 9.32 $5.92 0.96% 
500 $763.36 $770.57 $7.21 0.95% 
600 $913.31 $921.83 $8.52 0.93% 
800 $1.213.23 $1.224.35 $11.11 0.92% 

1,000 $1.513.14 $1.526.85 $13.71 0.91% 
2,000 $3,012.71 $3.039.40 $26.69 0.89% 
3,000 $4.512.27 $4.551.94 $39.67 0.88% 

NW: Cim8nt and rmqmtd  b M  rstbc( the GCF and MRA used in calcuhllw Rats Ywr mwnus. m p l  thatthe MRA al Rata Ywm l , Z  
8nd 3 rates imlude he &of UBs and C+a In Storage Wmklnp C w b l  applicable laall flm w a t m .  Tha blib 
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Cbnsolldated Edlson Company of New York. Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
Full Sewice 

General Sewice Heating 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 1.8031% 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1291% 2.1291% 

Bill at Bill at 
Then Use RYI Rates Pmwsed Rates Dollar Percentaae 

30 Days 1011/2007 10/1/2008 Variance valiance 
0 $19.95 $20.35 $0.40 2.01% 
3 $23.66 $24.06 $0.40 1.69% 

Note: Current and p-ed bills reW lhe GCF and MRA used in calwlaflng Rate Yaar revenue, except that the MRA at Rate Yeas 1.2, 
and 3 rates include the pMIion of UBs and Gss In Storage Working Capital applicaMe Lo all firm customers. The Mlls 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
Full Service 

General Service Heating 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 1.8031% 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1291% 2.1291% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RYI Rates PIUPOsed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 
0 

Valiance 
$0.40 

NOW CumnI and pmped bins mflm h e  GCF and MRA used m caIculatmo Rate Year mrsnue. excspl that the MRAat Race Years 1. 2. 
and 3 rates onclude the Won 01 UBs sm Gas kr Slolsge W d l n g  Capilal applicable lo all Rnn customen The bllls 
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ConsolIdatad Edkon Company ot New York. Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Cunent Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gar S.C. No. 03 
Full Service 

Residential and Religious Heating 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.9866% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Then  Use RYI Rates Ploposad Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/112007 I01112008 Variance Variance 
0 $16.19 $16.19 $0.00 0.00% 
3 $19.99 $20.00 $0.01 0.07% 
4 $21.82 $21.85 $0.03 0.12% 
5 $23.66 $23.73 $0.07 0.28% 
6 $25.50 $25.58 $0.08 0.31% 
7 $27.32 $27.44 50.12 0.44% 
8 $29.17 $29.32 $0.15 0.52% 
9 $31.00 $31.17 $0.17 0.5696 
10 $32.84 $33.04 $0.20 0.62% 
12 $36.52 $36.77 $0.25 0.67% 
14 $40.18 $40.50 $0.32 0.79% 
16 $43.85 $44.22 $0.37 0.85% 
18 $47.53 $47.94 $0.40 0.85% 
20 $51.20 $51.67 $0.48 0.93% 
25 $60.36 $61 .OO $0.63 1.05% 
30 $69.56 $70.30 $0.74 1.07% 
35 $78.73 $79.63 $0.90 1.14% 
40 $87.91 $88.95 $1.04 1.19% 
42 $91.59 $92.68 $1.09 1.19% 
50 $106.27 $107.58 $1.31 1.23% 
54 $1 13.62 $1 15.03 $1.41 1.24% 
60 $124.63 $126.22 $1.59 1.2896 
90 $179.70 $182.12 $2.42 1.35% 
100 $196.50 $199.19 $2.70 1.37% 
150 $280.48 $284.57 $4.09 1.46% 
200 $364.46 5369.94 $5.48 1.50% 

NOLB: CYmmland pcpmdMlls r s k i  ma GCF and MR* used h calculatiw Rste Year revenue, except mot ma MRA al Rale Y e w  9.2. 
and 3 rates indude me p h  of UBs and Gas h Wol*bw CapHal amlimbkt to an fin astanas. The b l s  



Appendix II 
Page 15 of 54 

Coruolld.1.d E d k n  Company of New Yak, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 03 
Full Service 

Residential and Religbus HeaUng - Law l n m  
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.1 577% 2.1 577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.98BBSb l . 9W% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY1 Rates Prowsed Rates Dollar Permnlaae 

30 Days 101112007 101112008 Variance variance 
0 514.68 $15.44 $0.76 5.18% 
3 518.47 $19.24 50.77 4.19% 

MLs: Cunanl and pmposed bills m8sel Ins GCF and MRn used h ckulm Ram Yearwenus. exnpl Vls4 Ib MRn at Rala Years I. 2. 
and 3 rates M u d s  me p h n  d UBr and Gas h St- W m W q  CapW a p p l i i  toal h customaR. Tm blls 
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Cmrolldaied Edlwn Company of Now York, Inc. 
Ganpanson of Bi Is Calcu ated at Cdrfenl Rates vs. Pmposed Ralee 

Gar S.C. No. 03 
Full Service 

MulgDweliing 
RY1 w RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodlly GRT: I .9saB% 1.9&6% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RYl Rales Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 1011/2007 1011 12008 Variance Variance 
0 $18.19 $16.19 $0.00 0.00% 
3 $19.99 $20.00 $0.01 0.07% 
4 $21 8 2  $21 8 5  $0.03 0.12% 
5 $23.66 $23.73 $0.07 0.28% 
8 $25.50 $25.58 $0.08 0.31 % 
7 $27.32 $27.44 $0.12 0.44% 
8 $29.17 $29.32 $0.15 0.52% 

Nde: Cwml and - MHs mea the GCF and MRA IMd in marlatmg W e  Y w  wnm. ex& Ulal IM MRA d Fala Ysam 1.2, and 3 nls. 
h d ~ & l b  WiOO d UBr and Dar in St- WaWnpCllplY misable lo dl lirmmstasn. Ttm Mlls 
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C0nwlld.W Edison Company ot N m  York. Inc. 
Comparison of 881 s Calculated al Current Rales vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. NO. 03 
Full %WIG9 

MuRI-Dwelltng - Low Income 
RYI M RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Comnodify GRT: 1.9W6Sb 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RYl Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/112007 lOH12008 Var iam Variance 
0 $14.68 $15.44 $0.76 5.18% 
3 $18.47 $19.24 $0.77 4.19% 
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Consolidated Edison Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Full Service 

Residential and Religious 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RY2 Rates Prowsed Rates Dollar Percentme 

30 Cays 1011 12008 I01112009 Variance ~arian& 
0 $15.46 $16.06 $0.60 3.88% 
3 $18.83 $19.46 $0.62 3.31% 

NOte: Current and prqoosed bills reRecl the GCF and MRA used in calwlating Rate Year rewmw, except mat lhe MRA at Rate Years 1.2. 
and 3 rates include the PO* of UBs and Gas in Storage Wolking Capilal appli-e to all firm watomers. The Mlls 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Full Service 

Residential and Religious 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
T h e n  Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2008 10/1/2009 Variance variance 
0 515.46 516.06 50.60 3.88% 

Note: Current and pmposed Mlls rellecl h e  W F  and MRA u d  in calcuiallng Rate Year revenue, except that the MRA at Rale Yeam I, 2, 
and 3 rates inelude me pxllon of UBs and Gas in Storage Waking Capital applicable to all firm wstmers. The bills 
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Consolldnled E d l m  Company of New York, Im. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Full Service 

Residential and Religious - Low Income 
RY2 vs RY3 

Dellvery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Cwnmodily GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY2 Rates Prooosed Rates Dollar Percentaw - 

30 Days 10/112008 1011 12009 Variance Variance 
0 $15.46 $16.06 $0.60 3.88% 

Nda: Cumm and -d MN. m M t t u l  GCF and MRAu.ad h cs*ulatlng R.ts Y a r  mmnw. ax+ m a t h  MRn a Rate Ysan 1 
2,  and 3 ram include the fmmm of UBs md Gss h S- W- -1 .pplloaMsUI s l  nrm cusmma Thr tilb 
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Consolldated Edlson Company of New York. Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
Full Sewice 

General Selvice Heatlng 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delively GRT: 1.8031% 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1291% 2.1291% 

Bill at Bill at 
Then Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2008 10/1/2009 Variance Variance 
0 $20.35 $20.84 $0.49 2.41 % 

Nde Curent and pmased btlb reflen me GCF and MRA used In calculstlnp Rste Year mvende. excepl mat lhe MRA at Rale Yeam 1.2. 
and 3 rates tMude me poltm of UeY and Gas In Storage W ~ l n p  Csptlal awhcable to a1 Rrm custmsrs The bll s 
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Consolld.(ed Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Oaa S.C. No. 02 
Full Service 

General Service Non-Heating 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.3185% 2.3185% 
Commodity GRT: 2.3150% 2.3150% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therrn Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 1011/2008 10/1/2009 Variance Variance 
0 $20.73 $20.93 $0.20 0.96% 

Nde C m r *  and -ed bllla reflm tlw GCF and MRA ussd In ealculnhnp Rate Year mvenm. excspl tnal me MRA at Rate Yeam 1.2 
and 3 rataa include the wdartlon of bBs and Gas n Storage W m t q  Cn~ltslePP IcsCLs lo all IIn cmtomem The bllls 
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Co~olid.(.d E d h n  Company of N m  York. Inc. 
Cornperison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates w. Proposed Fates 

Gas S.C. NO. 03 
Full Service 

Resldentlal and Religious W n g  
RY2 vs RY3 

Delimy GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
CommodlN GRT: 1.9866% 1.9888% 

Bill at Bill at 
Then Use 

30 Days 
0 

~ ~ 

RY2 Rates 
1011/2008 
$16.19 

Pmpoged Rates 
1011n009 
$16.19 

Dollar 
Variance 
$0.00 

P m n l a g e  
Variance 
0.00% 

N o * : ~ m n t a n d ~ M ~ m G a n d L U U u M h c p l D l W n D R I m V r r M m . u W  mlmMR*alRaIeY.onl.?.and 
3 mtes I n M e  me paam M u s s  and Oas h S(orape Wor*hp Cam1 amablsloallmn mMmm lm Mli 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New Ywk, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates a. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 03 
Full Sewlce 

Residential and Religious Heating - Low l n m m  
RY2 vs RY3 

Dellvmy GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.9866% 1 .Sam% 

Bill al Bill at 
Then  Use 

30 Days 
0 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
12 
14 
16 
18 
20 

RY2 Rates 
101112008 
$15.44 

Pmposed Rates 
lOllROO9 
$16.04 

Dollar 
Varianm 

$0.60 

p-tase 
Variance 

3.89% 

Nd.: Cunnlandprmasad Mb Re GCf a d  MR* uaed In calculstlm -la Y a r  mmnw, axcwl h . 1  lt*l MPA a1 R e l e Y a  I, 2, n d  
3 r a h  i n u s  me pornon durn and Gas In Yon@ Wol*lnp Caw1 ippllcable tosll arm cull-. Rn M b  
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ConMlldamd Edlron Company of NW York, lnc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Cunent Rates vs. Pmposed Rates 

Gas S.C. NO. 03 
Full SNIW 

MulW-Dwelling 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivary GRT: 2.157- 2.1577% 
Cmmcdii GRT: 1.9886% I .M% 

Bill at Bill el - - 

Them Use RY2 Rates PropoSBd Rates Dollar PBnentage 
30 Days IW112008 10/112009 Vanance Variance 

0 $16.19 $16 19 $0 00 0.00% 

W e :  C u m  and m Milt rdW IIM OCF and M R A d  h Bl&l!w ReeYearavnue, excw ml the MRA at Rats Y- 1.2. and Slate9 lnduda lh 
panm d UBs and Da !n Slmpa W m n p  Capllal appncde to sd flnnmsmws Tmm 
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Conrolldated Ediwn Campany of New Yo* I n r  
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gar S.C. No. 03 
Full Service 

Multi-Dwelling - Low l m  
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.9866% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 101112008 101112009 Vartance Vanance 
0 $1544 $16 04 $0 60 3 89% 

NMe: h e n l a n d  p q ~ a e d  blna r m  ths GCF and MRA rsed m calarathg Rate Year revenue, except mat me MRA at Rate Ysan I .  2. and 3 rates 
1- h paamd uas and ~ a r  I" sforspe wor~inpca#tal appllebls toan nrm cuafamrs. me bib 
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Cowolldahd Edison Company of N m  Yodc. Im. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gar S.C. No. 13 
Full Service 

Seasonal Off-Peak Service 
RY2 vs RY3 

Dellvary GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT 1.8698% 1.8898% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 101112008 10/1/2009 Variance Varianm 
0 $35.14 $35.49 $0.35 1 .OO% 

Nas: Wmnt and propasad Mls ramllhe Gff and MRA wad in ramlslh Rsle Year -nus. excspt mllh, MRAst RaM Y- 1.2. and 
3 rates lndude h. m duesand Gar il Shags wmkhp B W I  a&Mrable loail hm mslamna. lh8 tith 
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Conwlldated Edlron Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Transportation Service 

Residential and Religious 
Current vs RY1 

Dellvery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at -. -. 
Therm Use Current Rates Prooosed Rates Dollar Percentaae 

30 Days 101112004 101112007 Variance ~arian& 
0 $12.67 $14.22 $1.55 12.23% 
3 $12.65 $14.35 $1.70 13.43% 

Nne: Cwrent and proposed billa refled deliwry rates, estimated balandng costs. and estimated M W  for sach Rate Year. The M W  indude 
an esWmets of the UBs and Gas in Storage Working Capital applicable to all firm (~tomers for each Rate Year. 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New Yo* Inc. 
Cornpanson of Bills Calwlated at Cunent Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Transportation Service 

Reskientiel and Religious - Law lnmme 
Current vs RYI 

Dellvery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 1011 12004 101112M)7 Variance Variance 
0 $12.67 $14.22 $1.55 12.23% 

N*: CunMand ~ M r e ~ ~ n t a .  edmbd babmhw msta. and eaIhmtd M W ( o r ~ c h  Ram Year The MRA8 
Mud8 an e&nme dthe UBs antt Ges in s m  Waklng Gael amlcswe bal l  flrm curbmr. b each Rats Year 
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ConsoHdPted Edlson Company of Now York, Inc. 
Comparison of B~lls Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
Transportatton Servlce 

General Service Heating 
Current vs RY 1 

Delivery GRT: 1.8031% 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1291% 2.1291% 

Bill at Bill at 
T h e n  Use Current Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2004 10/1/2007 Variance variance 
0 $12.60 $19.47 $6.87 54.52% 

Note: Cumm and proposed bills m M  delivery rater, sstimaled balancing msts. and eodmaled MRAa for 08.57 Rate Year. The MRAa 
indua) an eslimste of ltm UBs and Gar in Stwags Wwklng Capital appllcaMe to all firm wslomen for each Rals Yaar. 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. NO. 02 
Transportation Selvice 

General Service NowHeating 
Current vs RY1 

Delivery GRT: 2.3185% 2.3185% 
Commodity GRT: 2.3150% 2.3150% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use Current Rates 

30 Days 1 OH 12004 
0 $12.67 
3 $12.64 
10 $16.48 
20 $21.97 
30 $27.46 
40 $32.95 
50 $36.44 
75 $52.15 
90 $60.39 
100 $63.40 
150 $78.41 
200 $93.42 
300 $123.45 
500 $183.50 
900 $303.61 

1,000 $333.64 
2.000 $633.91 
3.000 $934.19 
4,000 $1,138.59 
5,000 $1,342.99 
6.000 $1,547.38 
8,000 $1,956.18 
10,000 $2,364.98 
20.000 $4,406.99 
50,000 $10.540.99 
100,000 $20,761 .OO 
150.000 $30,981 .OO 
200,000 $41.201.01 
250,000 $51,421.02 
300.000 $61,641.03 

Propwed Rates 
101112007 
$18.05 

Variance 
$5.38 

Percentage 

NOh, Cmn(  and pvposd blM mflecl dell- rales, sshmsled Mllsnclng msM, and sst m a w  MPA for esm Rale Yesr The MPA 
ondude an eshmale d Uw UBs s M  Gas ~n Stwpe Working Capltal appllcabla lo all flrm cdslomsn, tcd each Rats Year 
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ConsolIdatad Edbon Company of New Yak. Inc. 
Canparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. NO. 03 
Transportallon Servlm 

Residential and Religious Heatlng 
current vs RYI 

Deliiefy GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Carnodih GRT: 1 .9836% 1.9868% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rates Prcpm?d Rates Dollar Percenfage 

30 Days 101112004 10/112007 Variance Variance 
0 $12.65 $15.71 $3.06 24.19% 
3 $12.71 $15.92 $3.21 25.26% 
4 $13.28 $16.56 $3.28 24.69% 
5 $13.87 $17.20 $3.33 24.01% 
6 $14.44 $17.85 $3.41 23.62% 
7 $15.03 $18.47 $3.44 22.88% 
8 $15.61 $19.1 1 $3.50 22.43% 
9 $16.17 $1 9.76 $3.59 22.20% 
10 $16.75 $20.39 $3.64 21.73% 
12 $17.91 $21.68 $3.77 21.05% 
14 $19.06 $22.95 $3.89 20.4 1 % 
16 $20.22 $24.23 $4.01 19.83% 
18 $21.38 $25.52 $4.14 19.36% 
X) $22.52 $26.79 $4.27 18.96% 
25 $25.40 $29.98 $4.58 18.03% 
30 $28.31 $33.19 $4.88 17.24% 
35 $31.20 $36.39 $5.19 16.64% 
40 $34.08 $39.57 $5.49 16.11% 
42 $35.23 $40.86 $5.63 15.98% 
50 $39.86 $45.97 $6.1 1 15.33% 
54 $42.16 $48.53 $6.37 15.1 1% 
60 $45.63 $52.37 $6.74 14.77% 
90 $62.95 $71.54 $8.59 13.65% 
100 $67.16 $76.39 $9.23 13.74% 
150 $88.23 $100.55 $12.32 13.96% 
200 $109.29 $124.71 $15.42 14.11% 
300 $151.43 $1 73.04 $21.61 14.27% 
400 $193.56 $221.37 $27.81 14.37% 
500 $235.69 $269.70 $34.01 14.43% 

1.000 $446.37 $51 1.36 $64.99 14.56% 
2.000 $867.70 $994.66 $126.98 14.63% 
3.000 $1.289.04 $1.477.97 $1 88.93 14.66% 
5.000 $1.970.51 $2.283.39 $312.88 15.88% 
10,000 $3.674.17 $4,296.89 $622.72 16.95% 
25,000 $8.785.17 $10.337.45 $1.552.28 17.67% 
50,000 $1 7.303.49 $20.405.01 $3.101.52 17.92% 
100.000 $34.340.15 $40.540.17 $6.200.02 18.05% 
200.000 $68.41 3.47 $80.810.47 $12.397.00 18.12% 

Nm: Cursnt and popa6s6 M r d  dsWMnl mka. w m W  bDLnchO ma, andealma(lld MuA8 (a  OR^ Ram Year, me MPAs 
lndudsan 0~~ ofthe UBs and Gss h Yaqs Wmthp b p b l  sppllcaM n, ail inn c u w m m  la cad? Rae Year. 
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Consolidated Edlron Company of New York. Inc. 
Cornpanson ol8ills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rales 

Gas S.C. No. 03 - ~ ~ -  - -~ -~ ~- 

Transpadattan Servlm 
ResMentil and Reliaious Healing - Low Income 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Canmodily GRT: 1.9866% l.9s66% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rales Pmposed Rates Dollar Percentage 
30 Days 101112004 101112007 Varianm Vatianm 

0 $12.65 $14.20 $1.55 12.25% 

NMs: Cunsntsnd poposed bins refled d m r y  ram. &hmd Mnclw &a, and esdmRed MP.As(olmn Rate Yea, Tw MRns 
induds an atkh dthe UBs and Gas h Slwa@8 Waking Capksl wllcabls lo all h custaastasaeh Rats Yaw, 



Appendix II 
Page 34 of 54 

Consolidatad Edlson Compvly ot New York. Inc. 
Cornpanson of B I s Calculated at C~rrenl Rates vs Proposed Rates 

O n  S.C. No. 03 
Transportation Service 

Multl-Dwelling 
Current vs RY1 

D a l k e ~  GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.9866% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use Current Rates Proposed Rales Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 101112004 101112007 Variance variance 
0 $12.65 $15.71 $3.06 24.19% 
3 $12.71 $15.92 $3.21 25.26% 
4 $1 3.28 $16.56 $3.28 24.69% 
5 $13.87 $17.20 $3.33 24.01% 
6 814.44 $17.85 $3.41 23.62% 
7 $15.03 $18.47 $3.44 22.88% 
8 $15.61 $19.11 $3.50 22.43% 
9 $16.17 $19.76 $3.59 22.20% 

M e :  Cmland wwed mlb refW ddlvery rat*, taumatad balandng cwB, andsrUmtd MRlUfmeacA Rate Year. The MRAs M u d  
anaaamals ofm Ues mi In Sl- Wmlng CaQtal applicable loan firm mlaenfmeah Rate Ysar. 
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Conwlld.1.d Ed- C a n p n y  d N m Y o r k ,  Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates w. Proposed Rates 

0.6 S.C. No. 03 
Transportatim Servlce 

Mufti-Dwelling - Low Income 
Cunent vs RYI 

Delhrery GRT. 2.15T7% 2.1 577% 
CommodilyGRT: 1.9886% 1 .9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
llmnn Use Cumnt Rates P m w  Rates Dollar Penentag8 

30 Days 10/112004 101112007 Varlance Variance 
0 $12.65 $14.20 $1.55 12.25% 
3 $12.71 $14.40 $1.69 13.30% 
4 $13.12 $14.84 $1.72 13.11% 
5 $13.54 515.27 $1.73 12.78% 

W: Cursntand propoud Wa Mmdslvayn(a, a s h M d  balandno mM. and &=%4 UR*.(vuch Rn. Ywr, me M W  Muds  
an ol it+ UBs snd Gas In Saxwe W&g Caplml amiable loaI lnmar~tanar(v an Ram Yeat. 
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Consolldsted Edlson Company oi New York, Inc 
Canpanson of 8111s Calcviated at Cunenl Rales vs Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 13 
Transpotiation Service 

Seasonal MI-Peak Servim 
Current vs RYI 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Canmodity GRT: 1.8698% 1.8898% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use Current Rates Prc$osed Rates Ddlar Percentage 

30 Days 101112004 101112007 Variance Varianm 
0 $21.68 $30.89 $9.21 42.48% 

M e :  Cum* and pmpoasd b b  ded  c t m ,  &hated blndnp mgs. nd Wlmpt3 M W l o r a a ~ h  RaM Year. me MRAs 
Induds an eahmw d m  UBsand Gas In Sorags WMIng C W  appHcabie toall IW? a r s t a m a  l aekh  Rate Ymr. 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. NO. 01 
Transportation Service 

Residential and Religious 
RY1 vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Comrnodily GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RYI Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 1011 12007 101112008 Variance variance 
0 $14.22 $14.98 $0.76 5.34% 

Nds: Cunsnt and pmpoeed bills m k l  delivery ram, es(ima1ed edlsnhg msts, and estimated MRAs fw eadr Rats Year. The MRAs 
indude an estirnets o( th UBs and Gas in Staage Wo*ing Capbl applicable to all llm wslmrs for each Rate Year 
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Carsdldaed Edison Company of Now York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Transportallon Sefvlce 

Residential and Religious - Low lnmme 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RYI Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2007 10/1/2W8 Variance Variance 
0 $14.22 $14.98 $0.76 5.34% 
3 $14.35 $15.10 $0.75 5.23% 

Nola: C u m 1  and pmpowd Mllr mfml dellvery n@s. es%irmWd bakncing msO, acd 8-ted MRAa We& Ram Ysa.  TPm M U  
Include an sslknam ofthe UBs and Oar In S1-s W m h g  Cam1 spDllcab(s m all Rrm msmmsrs W sadl Ram Year. 
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Consolidated Edlson Compmy of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
Transportation Senrice 

General Service Heating 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 1.8031% 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1 291 % 2.1291% 

Rill at Rill at -. -. 
Therm Use RYl Rates Pmposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2007 10/1/2008 Valiance Variance 
0 $19.47 $19.87 $0.40 2.05% 

Note: C u m t  and proposed bills reilea delivery rates, astlmated balandng mats, and esumated MRAs for each Rate Year. The MRAs 
Include an estimate of the UBs and Gas in Storage Worklng Capital applicable to all firm c u s t o m  for each Rate Year. 
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Consolldahd Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
TranspottatJon Service 

General Service Non-Heating 
RY1 vs RY2 

Delively GRT: 2.3185% 2.3185% 
Commodity GRT: 2.3150% 2.3150% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY1 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2007 10/1/2008 Variance Variance 
0 $18.05 $20.25 $2.20 12.19% 

Note: Cunent and proposed bilk mnen delivery rates, edneted baiandng costs, and w h a l e d  MRAs for each Rate Year. The MRAs 
indude an estimated the UBs and Gas in Smraga Working Capital applicabls to all Rm cuslomsra for eab Rate Year. 
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C w o l l d m d  Edlson Company of Now Y a * .  Inc. 
Cornpartson of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 03 
TransportaUon Se~lcs 

Residential and Religious HeaUng 
RY1 vs RY2 

Dellvery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Cwnrnodlty GRT: 1.9866% 1.9886% 

Bill at Bill at 
Thwm use RYI Rales Prcwsed Rates Dollar Percantage 

30 Days 10/1/2007 101112W8 Varianc8 Varlanae 
0 $15.71 $15.71 $0.00 0.00% 

Nam C u M  and poposW rn r e M t  Mlvsry rates, ashaled wandnp wm, mi Minuted MR*s(oraadl Raw Ysa. Ths URl\s 
k b d a  an &ls ofthe UBa and Gas In 3- W m n a  Wpn.4 applicaM-9 to #I R n  cusUnas la each Rals Year. 
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Consolldatd E d m  Company of Now York, Inc. 
Compa+son of Bills Calwlaled at Cunent Rales vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 03 
Transportation Service 

ResidenUal and Religious Heating - Low Income 
RYI vs RY2 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.98BB% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY1 Rates Pmpased Rates Dollar Peramteoe 

30 Days lOH/2007 10H12008 Varlanm ~arlan& 
0 $14.20 $14.96 $0.76 5.35% 
3 $14.40 $15.16 $0.76 5.28% 

W: Omenand mwsdMLl n M  dslivay m s ,  eathmlsa Dslsndnp ems, snd esUmflsd m b r  each Rate Yssr. ma M M  
lndudsana3lknatsofMe Ussand Gasinslorags W~lngCap4l#ap#cable BdfharotomaJfaash RamYw. 
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Consolld1W Edlwn Company ol New York. Inc. 
Cornpnson of Bflls Calculated al Current Rates vs Pmposed Rates 

01s S.C. No. 03 
Transportation Service 

MulW-Dwelling 
RY1 vs RY2 

Whry GRT: 2.157Ph 2.1577% 
Commdily GRT: 1.9886% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RY1 Rates Prmsed Rates Dollar P e ~ ~ ~ n t a r m  - 

30 DEWS 10H12007 10/112008 Variame Variance 
0 $15.71 515.71 $0.00 OW% 
3 515.92 $15.92 $0.00 0.00% 
4 516.56 516.58 $0.02 0.12% 

M: C& a d  p- Ulk mMU- ratsr. arUnMad M ~ p m a t %  and es4mlad M W f m a K t l  RsleYsar. me MRAs Mud 
anesmle oftha U h  and Gas in St- WOn*. Capltal armlQble lo an nm ~llomnr fwescn Ma VM. 
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Conwl&W Edlson Compwny ol N w  Yo*, Inc. 
Cwnpe?ison of Bdls Calculated a1 Current Rates vs. Proposed Rales 

Gar S.C. No. 03 
Transwrtatlm Service 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Connncdlly GRT: 1.9888% 1.986696 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RYi Rates Pmposed Rates Dollar Percenlage 

30 Days 101112007 10/112008 Variance variance 
0 $14.20 $14.96 $0.76 5.35% 
3 $14.40 $15.16 $0.76 5.28% 
4 $14.84 $15.62 $0.78 5.25% 

M e :  Cwenland pm(msd bllb mled dsnvay mss, srnmaled Mndw mrts. and e3Umted MRlr fasadl  RateYsar. me MRlrhdud 
an ealhmts M the UBs snd Gas m S l w  Wmkhg W t a l  appHcable loall firm MI- Iweach ReleVsar. 
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Consollda1.d E d h n  C a p a n y  of New Y a L .  Inc. 
Comparison 01 Bills Calculated a1 Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

GU S.C. No. 13 
TransportaUon Service 

Seasonal O(f-Peak Service 
RYl vs RY2 

Dellverv GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.8698% 1.8698% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RYI Rates Prowsed Rates Dollar Perc8nIaae 

30 Days 1WlR007 10/112008 Variance ~a r i anc i  
0 $30.89 $34.66 $3.77 12.20% 
3 $31.01 $34.78 $3.77 12.16% 

N& a m n l  and m M s  Me3 deHrary m s .  wtma(sd bplmclnp c c ~ ~ m .  and astlmld MRAsw e a d  Raw Y e s  The M m  
Indude an &male o ( t k  UQs and Gas In S W w  g e n g  Cam# applicable to sll Ihm cudanas fa each Rats Yaar. 
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Conrolldated Edlson Company of New Yc&, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Transportation Service 

Residential and Religious 
RY2 vs RY3 

Defively GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rat= Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 1011 12008 10/1/2009 Variance Variance 
0 $14.98 $1 5.58 $0.60 4.01% 

Nde: Current and pmpossd bilb renect dslivay rates. eatimsted bdardng a s ,  and ssHmated MRAs fweach Rate Year. The MRAs include 
an estimate of thr UBS and -8 h St- WoRlng Capital applicable lo all nrm wslomers for each Rate Year. 
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Consolldahd Edlaon Company ol New York, Inc. 
Canparison of Bllls Calculated at Cbrrent Rates M. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 01 
Transportation Service 

Residential and Religious - Low lnmme 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.3297% 2.3297% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1483% 2.1483% 

Bill at Bill at 
T h m  Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percantage 

30 Days 1011 ROO8 101112M)9 Varlanca Variance 
0 $14.98 $15.58 $0.60 4.01% 
3 $15.10 $15.72 $0.62 4.10% 

Nas: Cmm and popossd bMs rdec ldehq  mlas, wBmatad ba).dng ow8, and -led MRA8 beach Re*, Yew Th. MRAs 
bauds mesumate of the UBI and Gas h Wmhw c a w  applkatde M all l r m ~ ~ s t m m  RB~. year. 
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Consolldrtsd Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. NO. 02 
Transportation Service 

General Service Heating 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 1.8031 % 1.8031% 
Commodity GRT: 2.1291% 2.1291% 

Bill at Bill at 
Them Use RY2 Rates &posed Raws Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 101112008 10/1/2009 Variance Varlance 
0 $19.87 $20.36 $0.49 2.47% 

NoM: Cwnnt and proposed bills M e e l  delivery rates, estimated ba(ancIng msta, and &mated MRAs (a each Rate Year. The MRAs 
Indude an esnmate of the UBs and Gas In Stwage W m n g  Capital apdlcaMe m all R n n  mMmer3 for each Rate Year. 
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Consolidated Edlson Company of New York, Inc. 
Comparison of Bills Calculated at Current Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 02 
Transportation Service 

General Service Non-Heating 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.3185% 2.3185% 
Commodity GRT: 2.3150% 2.3150% 

Bill at Bill at 
Therm Use RY2 Rates Proposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2008 10/1/2009 Variance Variance 
0 $20.25 $20.45 $0.20 0.99% 

Note: Current and proposed bilkl refleol dellvery rates, estimated balancing costs, and estimated M W  for each Rate Year. The M W  
Include an estimate of the UBs and Gas in Storage Working Capital applicable to all Rrm wstomsrs lor each Rate Year. 
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Conrollda(ed Edlson Company of New York. Inc. 
Comparison of 6111s Calculaled a1 Current Rales vs. Proposed Rales 

Gas S.C. No. 03 
Transportation Servfca 

Residential and Religious Heating 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT. 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT 1.9866% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at - .. - -. 
Them Use RY2 Rates Pmposed Rates Dollar Percentage 

30 Days 10/1/2006 10/112009 Variance Variaw 
0 $15.71 $15.71 $0.00 0.00% 
3 $15.92 $15.93 $0.01 0.06% 

M e :  Cummt and pq)orsd MIS mat W r y  Wes, estlmatea balandng omts, and e s d W  M W  for sach Rale Y e a .  The MRAa 
Indude an estlmale ol IM UBs and Gas In Staags Wmlng Capkal apmicable lo d firm wstoma for sach Rals Year. 
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ConsolIdatad Edlaon Company of Naw Yak ,  Inc. 
Cmparison of Bills Calwlaled a1 Currenl Rates vs. Proposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 03 
TransportaUon Service 

Residential and Religious Heating - Low lnmme 
RY2 vs RY3 

Dellvery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
CmmodW GRT: 1.9866% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
T h e n  Use 

30 Days 
0 

RY2 Rates 
101112008 
$14.96 

Proposed Rates 
101112009 
$15.56 

Dollar 
Variance 
$0.60 

Percentage 
Variance 
4.01% 
4.02% 
4.03% 
4.23% 
4.29% 
4.35% 
4.41% 
4.52% 
4.63% 
4.7246 
4.80% 
4.92% 

Nae: CUrreWam pc$med Ylri rema delivery m s ,  asthatsd m c l n g  wMs, and &maled MRAs $x e m  Rate Y s a .  The M w  
include an estlmate ofthe UBs and Gas in Stwags Wor*lng Capital applicatds to #I firm wstansn kx e a d  Rate Year. 
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C m k & i e d  Edlson C a m  of Nm Yak,  lnc. 
Comparison ol Bills Calculated at Cumnt Rates m. Proposed Rates 

G u  S.C. No. 03 
Transpoilation Service 

~uni-~welnng 
RY2 vs RY3 

Delivery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.9886% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
llmnn Use RY2 Rales Proposed Rates Dollar pe- 
30- 10/112008 1011/2009 Var(ana, Varlance 

0 $15.71 $15.71 $0.00 0.00% 

w: CUM ma propo~d MI* MM d . 8 ~ ~  ~ Y I ,  dmlsd W&W&S, pnd .shw ~ * r  h uen me YW. m MRIS ~nc~ude 
an m m  d me ues and 0.1 In Sfmge W w k h ~  Cs?lml awncable m a l u m  sustanars hx endl Rab Y a r .  
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CmrolM.(.d Ed- C-ny ol New Yar*, lnc. 
Canpadson of Bills Calculated at Cunent Rales vs. Proposed R a m  

Gas S.C. No. 03 
Transportatlm S e m  

MUltCDwelling - Low l n m  
RY2 vs RY3 

Dellvery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Canrnodlty GRT: 1.9888% 1.9866% 

Bill at Bill at 
T h m  Use RYZ Rates Pmposed Rates Ddlar P m t a g e  

30 Days 101112008 101112009 Varianca Var iam 
0 $14.96 $15.56 $0.60 4.01% 
3 $15.16 $15.77 $0.61 4.02% 
4 $15.62 $16.25 $0.63 4.03% 
5 $16.08 $16.76 $0.68 4.23% 
6 $16.54 $17.25 $0.71 4.29% 
7 $16.99 $17.73 $0.74 4.35% 
8 $17.46 $18.23 $0.77 4.41% 
9 $17.91 $18.72 $0.81 4.52% 
10 $18.37 $19.22 $0.85 4.63% 
12 $19.30 $20.21 $0.91 4.72% 
14 $20.22 $21.19 $0.97 4.80% 
16 $21.13 $22.17 $1.04 4.92% 
18 $22.04 $23.16 $1.12 5.08% 
20 $22.96 $24.15 $1.19 5.18% 
25 $25.24 $26.60 $1.36 5.39% 
30 $27.55 $29.07 $1.52 5.52% 
35 $29.84 $31.53 $1.69 5.66% 

ti*: C w m l  and vqceetl tih mcIdMiww nta, ss(mstsd L-etmW mM, and ashnalsll MR*.(olrch Rats Y r r .  Ru M R h  kM8 
an edmale M a n ,  U& a d  Qr *I S m p  Werkhg CsdY a m b M  l o a n m  custam~sfor u c h  R.fa Year 
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Consoll&(.d Edlwn Company of N w  York. I n c  
Comparison ol Bills Calculated at Current Rates w. Prnposed Rates 

Gas S.C. No. 13 
Transportation S e w h  

Seasonal Off-Peak Servlm 
RY2 vs RY3 

Dellvery GRT: 2.1577% 2.1577% 
Commodity GRT: 1.8698% 1.8698% 

Bill at Bill at 
Tnem Use 

30 D m  
0 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
12 
14 
16 
18 
20 
25 
30 
35 
40 
42 
50 
54 
60 
90 
100 
150 
200 
300 
400 
500 

1 ,000 
2,000 
3,000 
5.000 
10.000 
25.000 
50.000 
100,000 
200,000 

RY2 Rates 
10/112008 
$34.66 
$34.78 
$35.02 
$35.26 
$35.50 
$35.74 
$35.98 
$36.22 
$36.46 
$36.94 
$37.42 
$37.90 
$38.38 
$38.86 
$40.04 
$41.25 
$42.45 
$43.65 
w . 1 2  
$46.05 
$47.00 
$48.44 
$55.63 
$58.03 
$70.M) 
$81.98 
$105.93 

Percentage 

W e :  Cment and papasd lm wMI dellwry rstss, sdknsted Mlsnclnp cmM. andaatinwd MR4s b sad~ Rats Ywr. me M W  
imu* an salhnate ofthe UBs and Gan In St- W m p  CWal apPllcatXs lo lhn cuS- fm each RRaYear 


